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800 S Victoria Avenue

Ventura, CA 93009

RE: EastArea1
Application for reorganization and sphere of influence amendment
City of Santa Paula

Dear LAFCo Commissioners:

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the LAFCo staff report issued on
January 13, 2011 regarding the City of Santa Paula’s pending application. The
City appreciates your willingness to continue the hearing on this matter to allow
the City to provide you with information regarding matters identified in the LAFCo
staff report (the “Report”).

The East Area 1 Project (“Project’), which forms the basis for the City's
application, is instrumental in revitalizing our community and received
overwhelming public support. An 81% voter approval is remarkable under any
circumstance, but particularly in a community that traditionally advocates slow
growth (as indicated by Santa Paula voters’ previous rejection of development
plans for Fagan Canyon by a significant margin). The Project took nearly five
years to plan; cost the Limoneira Company more than $5.5 million to design and
process; and prompted the City’s elected and appointed officials and staff to
spend countless hours carefully reviewing all aspects of the Project to protect the
public interest. During these five years, City staff consulted extensively with both
the current and former LAFCo Executive Officers, provided enormous quantities
of documentation, and fully responded to all questions regarding this information.
The Project Chronology attached to this letter details this process."

This letter is not intended to focus on LAFCo’s legal authority when reviewing the
City's application. Rather, the City seeks only to clarify the administrative record
regarding the Project to give LAFCo Commissioners a better understanding of
the City’s application. This letter provides you with a summary of the City’s
responses to the Report. Additional detailed technical information is provided in
the attachments to this letter.

We hope that once the LAFCo commissioners are fully informed regarding the
City's application and the Project, they, like 81% of the City’s voters, will
confidently approve the City's application.

! Attachment 1 - Project Chronology.



e Phasing

The Report states that the Project does not have a phasing plan® and,
consequently, makes several assertions regarding the timeliness of providing
public facilities and services.?

The adopted Specific Plan for the Project includes a phasing plan for public
infrastructure and services.* The City’'s General Plan also requires preparation of
a marketing study® and a fiscal impact study® that address Project phasing.

These phasing plans are reflected in the Development Agreement which requires
key public infrastructure(including the bridge to extend Santa Paula Street across
Santa Paula Creek and the new fire station) to be provided before the first phase
of development is completed.” Development of the first 500 homes is projected
within the first four years of development.

e Adams Canyon within City CURB

The Report states that the area identified as Adams Canyon is outside of the
City’s City Urban Restriction Boundary (“CURB”).® Voters approved Measure A7
in 2007 which extended the CURB around all of Adams Canyon. A copy of the
election results and a copy of the City’s existing CURB, which includes Adams
Canyon, are attached.®

Note that during the June 13, 2007 LAFCo Sphere of Influence review for Santa
Paula, LAFCo staff acknowledged the Measure A7 vote.™

e Police
The Report states that the City has 28 officers.”” The City actually has 30
officers and has reserve units that provide the equivalent of 5 additional full-time

officers.’

e Funding Shortfall

2 Report, page 14.

8 Report, pages 20-21, 23.

4 Attachment 2 — Specific Plan Implementation Schedule.

® Attachment 3 — Marketing Study Phasing Projections.

® Attachment 4 — Fiscal Impact Analysis Phasing Schedule.

’ Attachment 5 — Development Agreement, pages 11 and 16.

8 Report, pages 16 and 39

® Attachment 6 - Election Results & Santa Paula General Plan Land Use Element Figure LU-4a,
. LU-23.

o Attachment 7 — LAFCo June 13, 2007 Staff Report, page 4.

" Report, page 21.

"2 Attachment 8 — Police Department Staffing.



The Report states that the Development Agreement only requires that the
developer provide $1 million for potential shortfalls.’® As set forth in the
Development Agreement,'® the shortfall fund is intended to provide funds in an
amount sufficient to cover any annual shortfall in revenues from the time
development begins through the full development of the Project.

e Housing Element

The Report states the City of Santa Paula’s Housing Element is out of
compliance with state law."® Please note that at the time the Project was being
considered, the City had a certified Housing Element.'® Since August 2007, the
City has amended its new Housing Element three times and submitted those
amendments to the California Department of Housing and Community
Development (“HCD”) for certification. This is in accord with most jurisdictions in
California (I note that only 3 of the 10 cities in Ventura County have received
HCD certification for their housing elements; the County also is awaiting HCD
certification'?).

e Flooding Information

The Report presents certain information regarding flooding in the Project area
that were addressed in the FEIR.'® Please note that there are no new
scientifically vetted data or reports regarding flooding that indicate the Project
area is subject to flooding from Santa Paula Creek." The data referred to in the
Report were generated by the Ventura County Watershed Protection District
(“VCWPD”) and are neither publicly available nor peer reviewed.

Additional hydrologic analysis of Santa Paula Creek, however, utilized the
purported data identified in the Report and demonstrates that, even assuming
those data from VCWPD were correct, the improvements made to Santa Paula
Creek by the Army Corps of Engineers protect the site from flooding.?®

e Railroad Crossing

The Report provides certain comments from staff of the California Public Utilities
Commission (“CPUC”) regarding the proposed Hallock Drive at-grade ralil
crossing.?’ The City coordinated with the Ventura County Transportation
Commission (which is the actual owner of the rail line) during the planning and
environmental review for the Project regarding the planned rail crossing. Before

'3 Report, page 35

" Development Agreement, pages 42-43

1% Report, page 45.

16 Attachment 9 — Housing Element Adoption Resolutions.
"7 Attachment 10 — Housing Element Status.

'® Report, pages 29-31 and 51-52.

'9 Attachment 11 — Flood Study Requests.

20 Attachment 12 — Flood Information and Studies.

%! Report, page 22.



the Report was issued (and since the City was informed that LAFCo staff
contacted the CPUC regarding this matter) the City advanced the design of this
rail crossing and consulted further with the CPUC. Feasible designs for both at-
grade and grade separated rail crossings meeting CPUC standards and street
design needs have been developed by a rail facility design expert.??

e Sewer Service

The Report states that information provided by the City does not address
questions raised regarding how alleged deficiencies in the City's sewer system
will be addressed to provide adequate capacity to serve the Project.?® There is
additional information in the City's Wastewater Master Plan®* and the sewer
study prepared for the project® that demonstrate that adequate capacity will be
available to serve the Project and that the Project developer is obligated to pay
for all necessary improvements.

e Fiscal Analysis

The Report addresses the City's conservative fiscal |mpact analysis prepared for
the PrOJect A careful review of the fiscal analysis?” and Development
Agreement?® for the Project shows that the items from the Report are adequately
resolved.

e Vacant Land within the City’s Sphere of Influence

The City previously provided information to LAFCo staff regarding vacant land
within the City's sphere of influence. Please note, however, that (as is also set
forth in the FEIR) Fagan Canyon, Adams Canyon, and East Area 2 are not
suitable for development in the same way as the Project.?®

o East Area 2 Island Findings

The Report does not support the City's request to allow East Area 2 to be
annexed after the Project.>® Please note, however, that the City is already
processing land use approvals to initiate an application for reorganization of East
Area 2 with LAFCo:*' the General Plan was amended to remove the requirement
that a Specific Plan be prepared and funding for the annexation of East Area 2

22 Attachment 13 - Rail Crossing Design Information.

3 Report, pages 22-23.

24 Attachment 14 — Wastewater Master Plan.

5 Attachment 15 — Sewer Capacity Information and Study.

6 Report, pages 22-36.

27 Attachment 16 — Fiscal Impact Memo.

?8 Attachment 17 — Development Agreement.

29 -, Attachment 18 — Sphere of Influence Vacant Land Inventory.
Report page 43.
Attachment 19 — East Area Land Use Planning Information.



was also provided.*? The City is also in the process of prezoning East Area 2.
This action requires environmental review in accordance with the California
Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”").

| recognize that it is nearly impossible for any staff member of a public agency to
become familiar with every facet of a large master-planned project such as the
Project. This is precisely the reason the City retained a large team of third-party
consultants to help its professional staff in critically reviewing the work completed
by the team assembled by the Limoneira Company to comprehensively plan the
Project.®> The City Council and | are proud of their collective efforts.

In an ongoing cooperative effort regarding this Project, City staff met with LAFCo
staff on February 16, 2011 to resolve any outstanding issues. Based upon this
positive meeting, the City will process an operating memorandum pursuant to the
Development Agreement clarifying Limoneira’s financial commitment to the
Project. Moreover, we believe that the City will be able to file an application for
reorganization regarding East Area 2 sometime in the next six months.

The City’s appointed and elected officials have dedicated many years in planning
the best development project for the Santa Paula community. As evidenced by
the overwhelming public support, they succeeded. | am confident that LAFCo,
like the voters, will approve the City’s application.

T

Fred Robins
Mayor

32 attachment 20 — East Area 2 Annexation Funding Agreement.
3 Attachment 21 - Technical Experts.
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East Area 1 Specific Plan
City Chronology of Key Events

€ Preliminary Specific Plan and Project Planning (pre 7/27/06)

March 14, 2005 Pre-Consultation Meeting with LAFCo [Everett Millais, Kim Uhlich], City
[Wally Bobkiewicz, Janna Minsk, Karl Berger] and Limoneira consultants
[Mike Penrod, Carla Ryhal] to discuss East Area 1 project and LAFCO
related issues, including Sphere of Influence, CURB (City Urban
Restriction Boundary), Greenbelt, CEQA documentation, relative timing of
entitlements, and East Area 2.

2006

April 17, 2006 City enters into Agreement for Services with P&D Consultants, Inc., to
provide planning and technical assistance for review of East Area Specific
Plan.

May 16, 2006 Application for East Area 1 Specific Plan filed with City.

June 6, 2006 City receives supplemental information from applicant.

September 5, 2006 City enters into contract for professional services with P&D Consultants,
Inc., for preparation of EIR.

€ CEOA — Notice of Preparation thru Draft EIR (7/28/06 — 11/15/07)

July 28, 2006 Milestone: Notice of Preparation (NOP) for EA1 SP EIR circulated to
all Responsible and Trustee agencies, including LAFCo.

August 9, 2006 Milestone: Public Scoping meeting held at Santa Paula City Hall

August 25, 2006 City extends 30-day public scoping and comment period related to Notice
of Preparation (NOP) for an additional 30 days (i.e., extension to
September 23, 2006).

September 22, 2006 NOP Comment Letter. Letter from LAFCO [Everett Millais] to City
[Janna Minsk], dated September 22, 2006, addressing EIR scoping and
potential project issues for the EA1 SP project. Key comments included:
1) identification of agency action; 2) creation of unincorporated islands
and request to address; 3) EIR to address LAFCo review issues,
including open space conversion; 4) EIR to address LAFCo agricultural
land issues; 5) LAFCo policy issues regarding conformance with local
plans, agriculture and open space conversion, and school capacity; and
6) notice of potential adoption of agricultural policies.

October 18, 2006 Meeting at LAFCo office with LAFCo [Everett Millais, Kim Uhlich] and City
[Janna Minsk, Gilberto Ruiz] to discuss LAFCo comments on Notice of
Preparation (NOP) for East Area 1 project EIR. Issues discussed
included: 1) overview of LAFCo’s definition of agriculture; 2) consistency
between CEQA document and items required in LAFCo Commissioners
Handbook; 3) Santa Paula-Fillmore Greenbelt Amendment; 4) properties
east of Haun Creek for possible annexation; 5) “island” options and
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East Area 1 Specific Plan
City Chronology of Key Events

2007

January 11, 2007

February 21, 2007

March 12, 2007

June 13, 2007

August 25, 2007

November 5, 2007

November 6, 2007

November 13, 2007

strategies, including request of waiver, advance annexation of other
islands and deferred annexation. No conclusion on island options, merely
information from LAFCo as to what is feasible.

Letter sent by City to applicant requesting clarification of parcel numbers
and project boundaries

Meeting with LAFCo staff to discuss East Area 1 and East Area 2
requirements and timing.

Applicant submits request information per January 11, 2007 letter.

LAFCo “updates” City’s sphere of influence (SOI) and adjusts/retracts
SOI boundary in southeast and southwest portions of City. Per June 13,
2007 LAFCo hearing, LAFCo Commission took no action to adjust SOI
boundary for Fagan/Adams Canyon areas. [Note: see Janna’'s Memo to
Council dated June 14, 2007.]

Access LAFCo website for policy information (documented in DEIR).

Conversation between City [Janna Minsk] and LAFCO [Everett Millais]
outlining strategy for processing of East Area 1 and 2. Concludes okay to
file separate applications, keep applications based on votership, etc.
Implication of strategy was that the EA2 annexation to avoid island
becomes more as a “process” to show compliance with LAFCo rather
than a “need” for EA2 to be in city.

Communication with LAFCo [Kim Uhlich] (documented in DEIR)

Letter received from applicant addressing CEQA and agricultural
resources and possible mitigation measures/conservation easement.

€ CEOQA — EIR Public Review thru Certification (11/16/07 — 3/28/08)

November 18, 2007 Milestone: Draft EIR for East Area 1 Specific Plan circulated for

December 20, 2007

Public Review.

Meeting between LAFCo [Kim Uhlich], City [Janna Minsk, Ron Allen] and
Limoneira [Chad Penrod, Mike Penrod, Tony Locacciato] at City office to
continue discussion on timing between East Areas 1 and 2. Discussion
tied to NOP letter. Conclusion was preliminary agreement to have East
Area 2 as separate application process with Kim Uhlich offering
assistance in outlining the process.
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East Area 1 Specific Plan
City Chronology of Key Events

2008

January 9, 2008

January 11, 2008

January 2008 *

February 14, 2008

February 14, 2008

February 15, 2008

February 15, 2008

February 2008

Project presented to Ventura County Agricultural Policy Advisory
Committee.

City receives 2 emails from LAFCo [Kim Uhlich]. The second email
requests deletion of first email regarding LAFCo DEIR comments and
requests City staff use second email and attached LAFCo DEIR
Comment Letter. Letter addressing LAFCo agency comments to the
Draft EIR. Key points included: 1) clarification of agency action for
detachment; 2) request to include 15 additional flood control parcels
under current proposal; 3) recommendations for agricultural land
mitigation; 4) mitigation for agricultural lands; 5) potential impact of
compatibility of trail use in ag preserve area; 6) comment regarding
OS/greenbelt impact and mitigation; 7) comment regarding consistency
determination with City GP/CO and LU Elements; 8) identification of
unincorporated islands; 9) clarification of agency action for MM LU-3; 10)
suggested modification of MM LU-4; 11) implementation of library service
improvements; and 12) fiscal impacts and assessment.

Preparation of Response to Comments and FEIR in progress.

Meeting with LAFCo and City regarding process/coordination for
prezoning and annexation of East Area 2 lands. Meeting notes indicate
that LAFCo stressed need to “show effort” in working toward completion
of subject EA2 lands.

Telephone conversation with LAFCo [Kim Uhlich]. to discuss LAFCo
DEIR comment letter and LAFCo requirement that Ventura County Flood
Control parcels be included in East Area 1 reorganization application
submittal to LAFCo. City staff explained that these parcels were not part
of EA 1 specific plan and not included in our public hearing notice for the
February 2008 public hearings on East Area 1. Concluded that LAFCO
could prepare an Addendum to incorporate these parcels once the City
files the reorganization application with LAFCo.

Letter from City [Gilberto Ruiz City Consultant] to LAFCo [Kim Uhlich]
transmitted via  facsimile, providing response to  agency
comments/correspondence received from LAFCo and for inclusion in
Final EIR. [Note: providing 10-day advance response/review to interested
party agency.]

Milestone: Final EIR for EA1 SP (including response to LAFCo
comment letter) available to public, interested parties and agencies.

Preparation of legal noticing for February 25-26, 2008 public hearings and
completion of staff reports, including Development Agreement.
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East Area 1 Specific Plan
City Chronology of Key Events

February 19, 2008

Communication between Janna Minsk and Supervisor Long’s office
[Martin Hernandez] providing status update on public hearing dates for
East Area 1 Specific Plan.

February 25-26, 2008 Held Public Hearing for East Area 1 Specific Plan. The project request

February 26, 2008

February 28, 2008

Late Feb.-Mar. 2008

March 3, 2008

March 17, 2008

March 28, 2008

was approved with certification of EIR.

Milestone: East Area 1 Specific Plan project approved by Santa
Paula City Council.

Milestone: Notice of Determination filed with County Clerk.

Staff compiled final sets of conformed documents for distribution among
City Departments.

City receives signed Memorandum of Intent by and between Santa Paula
Elementary School District and Limoneira Company for East Area 1.

City Council approves Ordinance 1191 (Development Agreement for East
Area 1 between City of Santa Paula and Limoneira.

Milestone: 30-day Statute for CEQA challenge ends. No challenge
filed.

€ Preliminary Application thru Informal Pre-App (3/29/08 — 3/25/10)

June 2008
October 6, 2008

October 13, 2008

October 16, 2008

November 14, 2008

Milestone: Ballot Approval of EAL Project at June 2008 Election
Email between City and LAFCo to set up meeting to discuss East Area 1.

Meeting between LAFCo [Kim Uhlich and Kai Luoma] and City [Janna
Minsk] to discuss status of pending application for reorganization East
Area 1, and including related preliminary steps such as amending Santa
Paula-Fillmore Greenbelt to remove East Area 1, annexing Watershed
Protection District parcels and CEQA process for same, planning,
prezoning and annexation for East Area 2, and schedule overview.

Letter from LAFCo [Kim Uhlich] to City [Janna Minsk] regarding summary
and follow-up to October 13, 2008 meeting. Key content included: 1)
acknowledge meeting to review LAFCo policies and requirements related
to pending reorganization application; 2) CEQA review for 15 parcels
owned by Watershed Protection District; 3) process and timing for Grant
Line and EA2 annexation areas; and 4) clarification of policies and timing
for ~amending  Greenbelt  Agreement relative to LAFCo
annexation/application process.

City [Janna Minsk] requests name of contact person in Ventura County
Watershed (WPD) Protection District to contact regarding annexation of
WPD parcels (aka Santa Paula Creek parcels). Kim Uhlich provides
name to city staff.
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East Area 1 Specific Plan
City Chronology of Key Events

November 14, 2008
Thru March 2009

December 3, 2008

December 15, 2008

2009

January 2009

March 24, 2009

March 30, 2009

March 30, 2009

March 31, 2009

June 26, 2009

September 1, 2009

Communications ongoing between City and WPD regarding annexation of
WPD/Santa Paula Creek parcels.

Email exchange between City staff and LAFCo staff regarding annexation
of WPD/Santa Paula Creek parcels.

Email from LAFCo (Kim Uhlich) regarding LAFCo required documentation
from WPD and consent to annex Santa Paula Creek parcels.

City staff begins coordinating effort with Fillmore and County to amend
Greenbelt to remove East Area 1.

City receives email from WPD agreeing to provide paperwork having no
objection to City’s proposal to annex 15 parcels

Telephone conversation between LAFCo [Kim Uhlich] and City [Janna
Minsk] to provide update on planning process regarding East Area 1 and
East Area 2. LAFCo staff prefers City follow steps detailed in October 16,
2008 letter, City and LAFCo staffs discussed alternatives. These
alternatives include: City to demonstrate a “good faith” effort to include EA
2 parcels in the overall plan for area and that any creation of an island is
temporary since City has identified a long term commitment to move
forward with EA 2 planning. Another option is to divide annexation
process into 2 discrete geographic areas (Grant Line being one and EA1
application with EA 2 planning document being second geographic
region)

Email from LAFCo regarding excerpts from Govt. Code listing factors
LAFCo considers re: environmental justice.

Telephone conversation between City [Janna Minsk] and LAFCo [Kim
Uhlich] following up on March 30" discussions and clarifying LAFCo’s
preference to see City implement steps outlined in October 16, 2008
letter, and further discussion of processing options for Grant Line
properties.

Email from LAFCo [Kim Uhlich] advising City [Janna Minsk] due to
difficulties obtaining consent to annex from Watershed Protection District
(WPD), LAFCO suggests consent can be deferred and handle by LAFCo
once reorganization application received.

Email from LAFCo [Kai Luoma] to City [Janna Minsk] advising City that
revised LAFCo application and list of submittal requirements has been
posted on LAFCo website (for use when preparing East Area 1
application).
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East Area 1 Specific Plan
City Chronology of Key Events

October 26, 2009

October 29, 2009

November 3, 2009

Letter sent from City to Watershed Protection District requesting consent
to annex 14 or 15 parcels adjacent to East Area 1. Consent is needed in
order to initiate annexation of adjacent lands as requested by LAFCo (see
January 7, 2008 NOP comment letter).

Email from City [Joyce Parker-Bozylinski] to LAFCo [Kim Uhlich] notifying
LAFCo staff of tentatively scheduled neighborhood meeting for Grant Line
properties and invitation to attend.

Email response from LAFCo [Kim Uhlich] to City [Joyce Parker-
Bozylinski] accepting invitation to attend Grant Line neighborhood
meeting to discuss annexation. Questions raised on separate issue of
Lindsay Triangle processing and timing of East Area 2.

November, 3-4, 2009 Several emails between LAFCo and City staff preparing for upcoming

November 11, 2009

November 11, 2009

December 1, 2009

December 1, 2009

December 8, 2009

neighborhood meeting presentation and Frequently Asked Questions
(FAQ) handout (Grant Line neighborhood meeting).

Email from City [Joyce Parker-Bozylinski] to LAFCo [Kim Uhlich]
addressing processing options for the “Lindsay Triangle” property and
how that can be coordinate with processing options and “work plan” for
East Area 2, or the Grant Line annexation.

Email response from LAFCo [Kim Uhlich] to City [Joyce Parker-
Bozylinski] concurring with suggestion to process Lindsay property
concurrent with Grant Line and Santa Paula Creek applications.

Email from City [Joyce Parker-Bozylinski] to LAFCo [Kim Uhlich]
transmitting preliminary milestone “work program” for East Area 2 as tool
for defining acceptable “making progress” condition for recording East
Area 1.

Email response from LAFCo [Kim Uhlich] to City [Joyce Parker-
Bozylinski] acknowledging receipt and setting/confirming meeting date for
December 8" to discuss East Area 2 “work program” and upcoming Grant
Line neighborhood meeting.

Meeting with City [Janna Minsk, Joyce Parker-Bozylinski] and LAFCo
[Kim Uhlich, Kai Luoma] revisiting issues of October 16, 2008 letter
(issues and status of current annexation preliminary steps). Specific
items included: 1) review of East Area 2 “work program” for
tasks/schedule related to specific plan process, pre-zoning, and LAFCo
application with acknowledgement that timing/phasing of tasks was
generally acceptable to LAFCo staff; 2) discussion of conditional approval
tying East Area 1 recordation to certain milestones of the East Area 2
“‘work program” (i.e., preliminary steps of specific plan preparation); 3)
request/clarification of City vacant land inventory; 4) new item from
LAFCo regarding need to update Municipal Service Report (MSR) and
request for $5,000 pre-deposit to initiate. MSR item was discussed with
City counter request that LAFCo first review the documentation already
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East Area 1 Specific Plan
City Chronology of Key Events

December 10, 2009

2010

January 21, 2010

January 27, 2010

January 29, 2010

February 1, 2010

February 1, 2010

completed for project to determine if need for MSR update is actually
warranted.

City holds neighborhood meeting with property owners for 12 Grant Line
parcels, to explain proposed annexation process and proceedings, set
forth in motion per LAFCo staff request (see letter from LAFCo dated
October 16, 2008).

Telephone conversation between City [Melanie Traxler] and LAFCo [Kim
Uhlich] to discuss outstanding issues affecting application strategy and
submittal process for both EA1 SP and “islands.” Key topics included: 1)
Municipal Service Report update/status; 2) LAFCo Fiscal Impact Analysis
requirements/expected detail for “islands;” 3) East Area 2 “island”
annexation options (i.e., process, timing, expectations, etc.); 4)
Clarification of eastern boundaries and potential mapping error.

Email from City [Melanie Traxler] to LAFCo [Kim Uhlich] documenting
Jan. 21% telephone conversation, with additional questions and request
for confirmation process summary.

Email response from LAFCo [Kim Uhlich] to City [Melanie Traxler] of Jan.
27" email. Key items of note: 1) no longer need to amend 2007 MSR
prepared by LAFCo, 2) timing of East Area 2 “island” and City
consideration of not submitting any other change of organization
applications until such time East Area 2 annexation application filed.3) roll
Grant Line annexation into East Area 1, Kim requested discussion on
adding Peres Lane and/or Orcutt Road.

Telephone conversation between City [Melanie Traxler] and LAFCo [Kim
Uhlich] discussing and clarifying issues from Jan 21, 2010 email chain.
Key topics discussed included: 1) LAFCo’s concern of City’s history for
extending services in advance of LAFCo annexation; 2) role of this
concern and LAFCo’s previous request to include Orcutt Road properties
as “clean-up;” 3) intent of LAFCo to identify “conditions” tied to the
recordation of map & legal description for East Area 1; 4) outlined
potential timeline from approval to recording and noted one-year time limit
to complete recordation; 5) reviewed generally time to expect from
application submittal to hearing; and 6) LAFCo asked if city would
consider limiting future applications to just East Area as a condition.

Email response from City [Melanie Traxler] to LAFCo [Kim Uhlich]
addressing Jan. 29" email chain items and follow-up to earlier
telecommunication of February 1st. Key items of note: 1) acknowledging
communication from LAFCo that MSR update will not be necessary; 2)
schedule tied to East Area 2 “work program” and potential to accomplish
Notice of Preparation relative to timing of East Area 1 recordation; 3)
City’s concerns about processing East Area 2 and variables (outside of
City control) that may affect process/schedule; 4) Grant Line as
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East Area 1 Specific Plan
City Chronology of Key Events

February 10, 2010

February 10, 2010

February 12, 2010

February 17, 2010

February 17, 2010

February 18, 2010

independent vs. consolidated process; 5) City’s determination that
Peres/Orcutt properties not an option and this time.

Telephone conversation between City [Melanie Traxler] and LAFCo [Kim
Uhlich] discussing LAFCo’s previously expressed concern and need to
amend City Resolution No. 6465 to reflect specific reference for
detachment from County service areas. City noted concern to re-open
resolution and dispute need to change approval made retroactive to date
of new law.

Email response from City [Melanie Traxler] to LAFCo [Kim Uhlich] in
follow-up to earlier telecommunication and presenting City’s stance on
LAFCo request to amend previously adopted Resolution No. 6465 to
include specific language, and City’'s response disputing such
requirement.

Email response from LAFCo [Kim Uhlich] to City [Melanie Traxler]
regarding Feb. 1*' (chain from original Jan. 27™) email thread. Key items
of note: 1) LAFCo identifies criteria to waive island areas; 2) LAFCo
introduces specific wording/intent of “two conditions” and requests that
City provide statement of acceptance for same; 3) LAFCo concurs that
Peres/Orcutt to not meet criteria for inclusion at this time. With regard to
the “two conditions,” through Kim Uhlich’s response LAFCo succinctly
identifies “two conditions” that will be requested by staff and thus most
likely required for conditions of approval to East Area 1. One condition
requires that EA1 recordation would be delayed until such time that
specific progress (i.e., release of the Notice of Preparation) toward East
Area 2 prezoning and annexation is completed. Another condition
essentially creates a moratorium for the City to process any annexations
unless and until an annexation application for East Area 2 is filed. Kim
requests that the City acknowledge and accept the “two conditions” as a
pre-condition to accepting the East Area 1 application.

Telephone conversation between City [Melanie Traxler] and LAFCo [Kim
Uhlich] regarding clarification/status of City input on the “two conditions.”
City input to be forthcoming.

Letter from LAFCo [Kim Uhlich] to City [Janna Minsk] responding to
previous January/February 2010 communications and specifically
addressing: 1) required wording for “detachment” from county agencies
and request to amend City’s previously approved (pre-2009) Resolution
No. 6465; 2) request that new resolutions (or amended Reso No. 6465) to
include wording for detachment of Watershed Protection District/Santa
Paula Creek parcels and Hallock parcels; 3) documentation for prezoning
of WPD and Hallock parcels required; and 4) inaccurate reference to
“detachment from County.”

Telephone communication between City [Janna Minsk] and LAFCo [Kim

Uhlich] in follow-up to February 17™ letter and requesting examples of
other recent resolutions that incorporate required “detachment from
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East Area 1 Specific Plan
City Chronology of Key Events

February 18, 2010

February 26, 2010

March 9, 2010

March 17, 2010

March 17, 2010

March 17, 2010

March 18, 2010

March 22, 2010

March 25, 2010

County service area” wording. Also, discussion and clarification of topics
from letter.

Email from LAFCo [Kim Uhlich] to City [Janna Minsk] providing sample
“resolution initiating annexation” as example of appropriate wording for
detachment from county service areas. [Resolution No. 2009-47 from
Simi Valley sent as attachment.]

Email continued thread from LAFCo [Kim Uhlich] to City [Melanie Traxler]
in follow-up to January 21 thread, Feb 12" response and February 17,
2010 telephone call. LAFCo requesting specific response to items in
Feb. 12, 2010 email with emphasis on “two conditions” and anticipated
schedule for applications.

Planning Commission adopted a resolution recommending that the City
Council approve a General Plan Amendment that would make map and
text changes thus changing the designation of the East Area 2
“‘Expansion Area” to a “Planning Area”

Telephone conversation between City [Melanie Traxler] and LAFCo [Kim
Uhlich] to revisit timing options between East Area 1 and 2 applications
and reasonableness of “two conditions” from Feb 12, 2010 email.

Email from City [Melanie Traxler] to LAFCo [Kim Uhlich] requesting
clarification of proposed “two conditions” (per Feb 12, 2010 email)
regarding East Area 2. Specifically, request that any proposed LAFCo
condition to East Area 1 requiring “specific progress” toward processing
of East Area 2 not be limited to the Notice of Preparation stage for EA2.
Also, request that LAFCo clarify what specific boundary intended for East
Area 2 in the context of the “two conditions.”

Email from City [Melanie Traxler] to LAFCo [Kim Uhlich] coordinating
schedule for pre-application meeting.

Email response from LAFCo [Kim Uhlich] to City [Melanie Traxler]
confirming pre-application meeting date/time.

Email response from LAFCo [Kim Uhlich] to City [Melanie Traxler]
providing clarification of “two conditions” (seeking to tie progress of
processing East Area 2 annexation to East Area 1 approval, as detailed
per Feb 12, 2010 email) and offering processing options as alternative to
conditions.

Preliminary/informal “pre-app” meeting with LAFCo (Melanie Traxler,

Janna Minsk, Kai Luoma) to review application questions, informational
items and clarification of the “two conditions” (per Feb 12" email).
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East Area 1 Specific Plan
City Chronology of Key Events

€ Informal Pre-App thru Formal Pre-App (3/25/10 —7/15/10)

March 29, 2010

March 29, 2010

April 2, 2010

April 2, 2010

April 5, 2010

April 5, 2010

April 6, 2010

April 7, 2010

April 7, 2010

May3, 2010

May 12, 2010

May 12, 2010

July 2010

Email from City [Melanie Traxler] to LAFCo [Kim Uhlich] acknowledging
“preliminary pre-app” and follow-up on “two conditions” issue (see Feb.
12, 2010 email) and schedule before City Council.

Email response from LAFCo [Kim Uhlich] to City [Melanie Traxler]
acknowledging receipt of info on Council meeting schedule.

Email from LAFCo [Kim Uhlich] to City [Melanie Traxler] inquiring status
of payment for March 25" pre-application meeting.

City mails pre-application meeting check ($450 payment) to LAFCo.

Milestone: City Council approval of Resolution No. 6664 revising
Resolution No. 6465 (reflecting specific wording regarding
“detachment” as requested by LAFCo), and approval of Resolution
No. 6663 directing City Manager authority to coordinate on behalf of
the City for LAFCo conditions (including the “two conditions”) and
waiver of islands as appropriate to facilitate and expedite
processing of the East Area 1 annexation.

Email from City [Melanie Traxler] to LAFCo [Kim Uhlich] communicating
status and outcome of April 5" City Council meeting concerning direction
on request for waiver (of island areas) and action on “two conditions.”

Email response from LAFCo [Kim Uhlich] to City [Melanie Traxler]
acknowledging receipt of City Council action/status.

Email from City [Melanie Traxler] to LAFCo [Kim Uhlich/Kai Luoma]
requesting status/clarification of “draft agricultural mitigation policies.”

Email response from LAFCo [Kim Uhlich] to City [Melanie Traxler]
directing City to Commissioner's Handbook Policy 2.1.2.1 (I — iv) for
agricultural mitigation policies.

Telephone conversation between City [Melanie Traxler] and LAFCo [Kim
Uhlich] regarding East Area 2 processing options, submittal requirement
illegal lot research and protest process.

Email from City [Melanie Traxler] to LAFCo [Kim Uhlich] regarding legal
lot clarification for Lindsay Triangle and relationship to East Area 2
process.

Email response from LAFCo [Kim Uhlich] to City [Melanie Traxler]
addressing lot status for Lindsay Triangle parcel. Conclusion legal lot
issue resolved.

Milestone: Greenbelt Amendment finalized at Board of Supervisors (June
2010) and certified by LAFCo (July 2010)
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East Area 1 Specific Plan
City Chronology of Key Events

July 9, 2010

City [Janna Minsk] sends Ventura County Transportation Commission
(VCTC) written request for VCTC consent to allow City to annex a portion
of the Santa Paula Branchline (APN 107-0-030-010).

€ Pre-App thru Application Submittal (7/15/10 — 9/24/10)

July 16, 2010

July 19, 2010

July 19, 2010

July 27, 2010

July 29, 2010

August 6, 2010

August 12, 2010

August 14, 2010

August 17, 2010

August 19, 2010

Formal Pre-Application meeting with EA1 team (Mike Penrod, Tony
Locacciato, Janna Minsk, Melanie Traxler) and LAFCo staff (Kim Uhlich).
Key issues discussed schedule, facilitation of application
review/processing, application approach, informational needs.

Email from City [Janna Minsk] to LAFCo [Kim Uhlich] requesting
clarification of number of copies and timeline required for pre-submittal of
EA1 SP FEIR.

Email response from LAFCo [Kim Uhlich] to City [Janna Minsk] clarifying
delivery expectations for EA1 SP FEIR. Conclusion, 1 hard copy and 1
electronic copy for pre-application review sufficient; remainder copies due
with application.

A pre-application deposit ($5,000 payment) made with LAFCo with a
letter from the City requesting LAFCo review of the City’s pending
application for a sphere of influence amendment and reorganization of
territory known as East Area 1. At that time, City staff provided LAFCo
with a draft application, the Specific Plan, FEIR, Fiscal Impact Analysis
and Development Agreement.

Telephone conversation between City [Melanie Traxler] and LAFCo [Kim
Uhlich] regarding waiver process and options, including preliminary
discussion of draft waiver document and communication of City’s
objectives.

Email from City [Melanie Traxler] to LAFCo [Kim Uhlich] forwarding
Preliminary Draft Request for East Area 2 Island Waiver and soliciting
staff input. [08-05-10 Discussion Draft of Waiver sent as attachment.]

Email from LAFCo [Kai Luoma] to City [Melanie Traxler] requesting copy
of East Area 1 Specific Plan.

Email response from City [Melanie Traxler] to LAFCo [Kai Luoma]
acknowledging request for East Area 1 Specific Plan.

City hand-delivers copy of East Area 1 Specific Plan to LAFCo.

Telephone conversation between City [Melanie Traxler] and LAFCo [Kai
Luoma] regarding questions and information needs. Key items
addressed include: 1) status of California Public Utility Commission
(CPUC) approval for railroad crossing at Hallock; 2) options for
addressing interim access for services if Hallock and/or bridge (Santa
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East Area 1 Specific Plan
City Chronology of Key Events

August 19, 2010

August 19, 2010

August 24, 2010

August 25, 2010

August 25, 2010

August 25, 2010

September 2, 2010

September 3, 2010

September 3, 2010

September 9, 2010

September 8, 2010

Paula Street) entries are delayed; 3) interim fire and police service; 4)
flood management issues; and 4) fiscal impact review.

Email from City [Melanie Traxler] to LAFCo [Kai Luoma] addressing
status of Hallock railroad crossing and agency coordination.

Email response from LAFCo [Kai Luoma] to City [Melanie Traxler]
acknowledging receipt of crossing status information.

Planning Commission approved a resolution recommending that the City
Council approve a General Plan Amendment that would make certain text
and map changes clarifying the role, relationships and requirements for
Expansion Areas and Planning Areas.

Email from LAFCo [Kai Luoma] to City [Melanie Traxler] requesting copy
of City staff report to Planning Commission from 8/24/10 meeting.

Email response from City [Melanie Traxler] to LAFCo [Kai Luoma]
transmitting copy of Staff Reports for Hallock GPA/Prezone and GPA for
Planning/Expansion Areas revisions. [Hallock and GPA Staff Reports
were sent as attachment]

Email response from LAFCo [Kai Luoma] to City [Melanie Traxler]
acknowledging receipt of staff reports.

Telephone conversation between LAFCo [Kai Luoma] and City [Melanie
Traxler] to identify questions, issues and data needs. Key
comments/requests included: 1) Hallock approval status for rail crossing;
2) flood control/flood management issues raised through Watershed
Protection District; 3) follow-up on Hallock process and incorporation to
East Area 1 application; and 4) clarification of application submittal
requirements.

Email response from LAFCo [Kim Uhlich] to City [Melanie Traxler] on
Preliminary Draft Request for East Area 2 Island Waiver. Conclusion,
Kim Uhlich does not agree that City’s argument for waiver is supported
and LAFCo staff will not support findings for waiver without “two
conditions.”

Email response from City [Melanie Traxler] to LAFCo [Kim Uhlich]
acknowledging receipt of input on draft waiver document. Other
status/update provided with intent toward Oct. 1* application submittal.

Presentation at City Council meeting by Ventura County Watershed
Protection District [Norma Camacho] update on capacity of Santa Paula
Creek and ACOE studies.

Email from City [Melanie Traxler] to LAFCo [Kai Luoma] transmitting

City’s 5-year Capital Improvement Plan (CIP), and reference to off-site
improvements input. [2009/2014 CIP sent as attachment]
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East Area 1 Specific Plan
City Chronology of Key Events

September 9, 2010

September 9, 2010

September 10, 2010

September 13, 2010

September 15, 2010

September 15, 2010

September 15, 2010

September 20, 2010

September 20, 2010

Email response from LAFCo [Kai Luoma] to City [Melanie Traxler]
acknowledging receipt of CIP and requesting copy of Wastewater System
Master Plan.

Meeting between City [Jaime Fontes] and LAFCo [Kim Uhlich].
Discussion included: additional information required in conjunction with
fiing of formal application with LAFCo. Items of interest: potential
flooding-related impacts within the East Area 1 proposal area, clarification
of FEMA designation for the project area and Santa Paula Creek, site
access from Hallock Drive, adequacy and costs of governmental services.

Ventura County Transportation Commission approves “consent to Annex”
a portion of the Santa Paula Branch line corridor for the East Area 1
Specific Plan.

Email from Watershed Protection District [Norma Camacho] to City
[Janna Minsk] detailing request from LAFCo [Kim Uhlich] regarding point
raised by Ron Bottorff in an email to LAFCo. Points of interest: any new
CEQA issues based upon new information that could have not been
known when the city certified the FEIR for east Area 1. WDP [Sergio
Vargas] prepared email response to Kim Uhlich which included
information regarding FEMA certification of the levee along Santa Paula
Creek.

Telephone conversation between LAFCo [Kai Luoma], City [Janna Minsk
and John Quinn] to review LAFCo’s specific questions regarding fiscal
impacts and oversight responsibilities for the East Area 1 project. City
staff provided verbal clarifications to Kai's questions and City staff
indicated that they would follow up with written, updated information to
address LAFCo staff areas of concern (including an annual escalator for
the costs of providing fire and other services)

Email from City [Janna Minsk] to LAFCo [Kai Luoma] acknowledging
discussion of fiscal-related questions for EA1 SP.

Email response from LAFCo [Kai Luoma] to City [Janna Minsk] regarding
acknowledgement.

Email from LAFCo [Kim Uhlich] to City [Janna Minsk] transmitting
September 20™ letter providing LAFCo’s response to pre-application.

Letter from LAFCo [Kim Uhlich] to City [Janna Minsk] regarding “Sphere
of Influence Amendment and Reorganization — East Area 1,” and
providing a “formal response” to the pre-application process/review. Key
issues identified by LAFCo included: 1) acknowledging September 9"
meeting with Jaime Fontes; 2) potential flood impacts related to FEMA
designation and Santa Paula Creek; 3) status and potential issues tied to
California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) requirements/approval for
Hallock railroad crossing; 4) service access relative to Hallock crossing;
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East Area 1 Specific Plan
City Chronology of Key Events

September 20, 2010

September 22, 2010

September 23, 2010

September 23, 2010

September 23, 2010

September 23, 2010

September 24, 2010

September 24, 2010

5) fiscal impact assessment and potential for third-party review of finance
documents; 5) request to resolve outstanding issues and disclaimer that
additional information requests may be forthcoming.

City Council approves Resolution 6700 approving a General plan
Amendment to change East Area 2 designation from an “Expansion Area”
to a “Planning Area”. The City Council also removed select parcels from
East Area 2 (approximately 6 acres associated with the Hallock Drive
Extension annexation).

Email follow-up to Sept. 9" email. from City [Melanie Traxler] to LAFCo
[Kai Luoma] transmitting City’'s Wastewater System Master Plan
(WWSMP) and conveying status of Urban Water Management Plan
(UWMP). [2005 WWSMP sent as attachment]

Email response from LAFCo [Kai Luoma] to City [Melanie Traxler]
acknowledging receipt of WWSMP and follow-up question/request for
related reference (manholes) map.

Email from City [Janna Minsk] to LAFCo [Kim Uhlich] providing “heads
up” for delivery of EIR documents.

City hand-delivers EIR documents (multiple copies for Commissioners)
and complete set of required background documents in anticipation of
pending application.

Email from LAFCo [Kim Uhlich] to City [Janna Minsk] acknowledging
expectation of delivery of EIR documents. And subsequent sent email
acknowledging receipt of documents.

Email response from City [Melanie Traxler] to LAFCo [Kai Luoma]
acknowledging request for manholes/reference map.

Milestone: City formally submits Application (Application notebooks
with cover letter, application, checklists) to LAFCo along with
required deposits ($8,000 payment to LAFCo, $1,140 payment to
VCPWA, $1,800 payment to VC Assessor)

€ Submittal thru Application Review & 1% Hearing Date (9/24/10 — 1/19/11)

September 24, 2010

September 27, 2010

September 27, 2010

City staff received a “Notice of Receipt of Application” from LAFCo.

Email from City [Janna Minsk] to LAFCo [Kim Uhlich] transmitting revised
letter providing updated weblink for application documents, to replace
Attachment B of application letter. [Letter from City dated September 27,
2010 was sent as attachment.]

Email response from LAFCo [Kim Uhlich] to City [Janna Minsk]
acknowledging receipt of updated weblink information.
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East Area 1 Specific Plan
City Chronology of Key Events

September. 27, 2010 Letter from Ventura County Transportation Commission [Darren Kettle] to

September 29, 2010

September 29, 2010

September 29, 2010

Sept. 30, 2010

Sept. 30, 2010

October 4, 2010

October 4, 2010

October 4, 2010

October 4, 2010

October 5, 2010

October 13, 2010

LAFCo [Kim Uhlich] providing update on status of railroad property tied to
Hallock Road annexation and intended for East Area 1 Specific Plan
project primary access as railroad crossing with Hallock Road northerly
extension.

Email from City [Janna Minsk] to LAFCo [Kim Uhlich] transmitting Ventura
County Transportation Commission (VCTC) letter addressing Hallock
Road railroad crossing, and Wastewater System Master Plan (WWSMP)
Appendix document. [Letter from VCTC dated September 27, 2010 and
Appendix to Wastewater System Master Plan were sent as attachments.]

Email response from LAFCo [Kim Uhlich] to City [Janna Minsk]
acknowledging receipt of Sept. 29" email and attachments.

Email response from LAFCo [Kai Luoma] to City [Janna Minsk]
acknowledging receipt of Sept. 29" email and attachments. City staff
also, responded to follow-up on request for reference map or
documentation to tie location of manholes (by number) to reference
information in Wastewater System Master Plan (WWSMP).

Email from City [Janna Minsk] to LAFCo [Kai Luoma] transmitting map
graphic related to Wastewater System Master Plan (WWSMP).
[Wastewater System Map was sent as attachment.]

Email response from LAFCo [Kai Luoma] to City [Janna Minsk]
acknowledging receipt of Wastewater System Map; however, expressed
readability concern.

Email from City [Janna Minsk] to LAFCo [Kai Luoma] transmitting
improved version of Wastewater System Map for reference. [Wastewater
System Map, with improved resolution, was sent as attachment.]

Email response from LAFCo [Kai Luoma] to City [Janna Minsk]
acknowledging receipt and readability of Wastewater System Map.

Email from LAFCo [Kai Luoma] to City [Janna Minsk] transmitting letter
requesting additional information for wastewater service. [Letter, dated
October 4, 2010, was sent as attachment]

Letter from Kai Luoma (LAFCo) to Janna Minsk (City), regarding
questions and informational needs related to City wastewater system and
services.

Email from LAFCo [Kai Luoma] to City [Janna Minsk] requesting
acknowledgement of receipt of October 4, 2010 letter, and noting
schedule/availability for week Oct. 4™.

Email from LAFCo [Kai Luoma] to City [Janna Minsk] providing status of
account, requesting payment of balance due deposit of additional funds
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October 13, 2010

October 13, 2010

October 13, 2010

October 14, 2010

October 14, 2010

October 18, 2010

October 18, 2010

October 18, 2010

October 19, 2010

October 19, 2010

October 19, 2010

October 22, 2010

($6,275 total) and transmitting invoice. [Request for Payment Letter
dated October 13, 2010 was sent as attachment.]

Email from LAFCo [Kai Luoma] to City [Janna Minsk/Melanie Traxler]
requesting information for Section 6 Alternatives Sites Analysis, and
status of outstanding CEQA notice/filing documentation for Hallock.

Telephone conversation between Janna Minsk [City], Melanie Doran
Traxler [City] and Kai Luoma [LAFCo] to discuss and clarify information
needs regarding Alternative Site Analysis for agricultural lands, including
discussion and explanation of information previously included with
application and additional questions/analysis requested from LAFCo staff.

Email from LAFCo [Kai Luoma] to City [Janna Minsk/Melanie Traxler]
transmitting specific policy references and example alternative site
analysis (from Fillmore) in response to City’s request for clarification on
LAFCo’s related request for information. [Fillmore Alt Site Analysis was
sent as attachment.]

City staff hand delivers checks for LAFCo October 13" invoice ($6,275
payment).

City [Janna Minsk] sends email to LAFCo [Kim Uhlich] outlining City
efforts to coordinate application process with LAFCo. Email specifically
states that purpose intended to confirm that requested information items
have been received and that issues/questions have been addressed by
the materials provided.

Email from City [Janna Minsk] to LAFCo Kim Uhlich] confirming tentative
November 17" hearing date.

Email response from LAFCo [Kim Uhlich] to City [Janna Minsk]
acknowledging confirmation and announcing intent to publish legal notice.

Communication with LAFCo regarding Commissioner Long’s availability
to attend November LAFCo meeting

Email from City [Janna Minsk] to LAFCo] [Kim Uhlich] requesting that
hearing date be moved to special meeting in December 2010, since
Supervisor Long would not attending November LAFCo meeting.

Email response from LAFCo [Kim Uhlich] to City [Jaime Fontes] regarding
status of request for special meeting.

Email response from LAFCo [Kim Uhlich] to City [Janna Minsk] confirming
date of special meeting for December 8, 2010.

Letter from Kim Uhlich [LAFCo] to Janna Minsk [City], dated October 22,

2010 and regarding LAFCo 10-12S & 10-12 City of Santa Paula Sphere
of Influence Amendment and Reorganization — East Area 1.
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October 22, 2010

October 25, 2010

October 25, 2010

October 29, 2010

October 29, 2010

November 2, 2010

November 3, 2010

November 3, 2010

November 8, 2010

November 15, 2010

Communication serves as certification of filing. Substantive matters
addressed in letter included: 1) acknowledgment of receipt of application;
2) conditional “Certificate of Filing” based on assumption that no further
CEQA review required to address flood issue.

Email from LAFCo [Kim Uhlich] to City [Janna Minsk] transmitting
Conditional Certification of Filing letter. [Letter dated October 22, 2010
regarding Certification of Filing was sent as attachment.]

Email response from City [Janna Minsk] to LAFCo [Kim Uhlich]
acknowledging receipt of Conditional Certificate of Filing and confirming
consent status of property owners.

Email response from LAFCo [Kim Uhlich] to City [Janna Minsk]
acknowledging receipt of confirmation.

Email from City [Janna Minsk] to LAFCo [Kim Uhlich] transmitting request
from Limoneira to reschedule hearing date to January 2011.

Email response from LAFCo [Kim Uhlich] to City [Janna Minsk]
acknowledging receipt of Oct. 29" email request regarding hearing date.

Email from Watershed Protection District [Norma Camacho] to City
[Janna Minsk] providing recap of points of consideration or concern to
WPD. These include: potential flooding along Haun Creek, need to
periodically clean out Santa Paula Creek and Orcutt/Haun Creek, O&M
services and method to handle projected future increases in flows. Norma
indicated that’'s he was going to set up a meeting between LAFCo and
County Counsel for further guidance.

Email from City Attorney [Karl Berger] to Watershed Protection District
[Norma Camacho] containing proposed language for a condition that
would address WPD concerns.

Email response from Norma Camacho acknowledging receipt of Karl
Berger’'s suggested wording for consideration.

Emails between Watershed Protection District [Norma Camacho] and City
[Janna Minsk] following up on Norma’s meeting with LAFCo regarding
wording for proposed condition re: flooding.

Letter from Jeff Pratt (County of Ventura, Public Works Agency) to Kim
Uhlich (LAFCo), providing comments to LAFCo’s Report Back request of
Sept. 27". Public Works Agency was requested by LAFCO to review and
comment on the application submitted by the City to LAFCo. Key issues
addressed included: 1) annexation of Telegraph Road and Ferris Drive; 2)
increases in flows in Santa Paula Creek; 3) portion of the project area in
the A99 flood zone; and 4) long-term maintenance of flood control
facilities and debris basins.
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November 29, 2010

November. 30, 2010

November. 30, 2010

December 1, 2010

December 1, 2010

December 7, 2010

December 7, 2010

December 8, 2010

December 8, 2010

December 16, 2010

Meeting between LAFCo [Kim Uhlich], VCWPD [Norma Camacho and
Sergio Vargas, City [Jaime Fontes, Janna Minsk] and Limoneira [Harold
Edwards, Mike Penrod] to discuss and define terms/arrangement for
improvements, operation and maintenance of lands/facilities related to
East Area 1 that fall within the Santa Paula and Haun Creeks.
Conclusion: Norma to provide revised wording for “condition of approval”
for inclusion in LAFCo report.

Email from LAFCo [Kai Luoma] to City [Melanie Traxler] requesting copy
of City’s most current Urban Water Management Plan (UMWP).

Email from City [Karl Berger] to various recipients including LAFCo [Kim
Uhlich] and VCWPD [Norma Camacho] transmitting recommended
language for condition addressing long-term maintenance of Santa Paula
Creek and Haun Creek.

Email response from LAFCo [Kim Uhlich] to City [Karl Berger] and
VCWPD [Norma Camacho] acknowledging receipt of Nov. 30"
email/input and including disclaimer that LAFCo may have other
outstanding comments/concerns.

Email response from City [Melanie Traxler] to LAFCo [Kai Luoma]
regarding UWMP status and provision of copy.

Letter from Leroy Smith (County Counsel) to Ventura Board of
Supervisors requesting approval to waive conflict of interest and consent
to advise both VCWPD and LAFCo on matters related to the East Area 1
annexation.

City receives email from Kim Uhlich requesting follow up: services and
fiscal analysis. Deadline to respond is December 17, 2010.

City [Melanie Traxler] hand-delivered hardcopy of City’s 2005 UWMP to
LAFCo [Kai Luoma]. Exchange included request by LAFCo for additional
information relating to landscape/lighting maintenance districts and
clarification of ongoing maintenance responsibilities for EA1.

Telephone conversation between City [Melanie Traxler] and LAFCo [Kai
Luoma] to address information requested from Kai regarding
landscape/lighting  districts, etc. Conclusion, acknowledged that
information item addressed (and noted that can be removed from list
previously sent December 7, 2010 to Janna).

City forwards detailed response to LAFCo’s October 4" letter. Response
attached to email from City [Janna Minsk] to LAFCo [Kai Luoma]. Four-
page response addresses service and financing questions and includes
reference to documents previously provided to LAFCo that include this
information.
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December 23, 2010

December 23, 2010

December 27, 2010

2011

January 3, 2011

January 4, 2011

January 5, 2011

January 6, 2011

January 11, 2011

Email from City [Janna Minsk] to LAFCo [Kai Luoma] inquiring as to
delivery status of notice.

Email response from LAFCo [Kai Luoma] to City [Jaime Fontes]
requesting original copy of notice.

Email from CPUC [Sergio Licon] to LAFCo [Kai Luoma] addressing
railroad crossing configuration at Hallock, conclusion, request grade
separation study.

Emails between City [Janna Minsk] and LAFCo [Kim Uhlich]. City (Janna
Minsk) asked if LAFCo needed any additional information or outstanding
issues clarified. Kim Uhlich replied that LAFCo has asked for everything
they need. However, they still have some unresolved questions and Kim
Uhlich described LAFCo staff's recommendation for LAFCo Commission
to request LAFCo staff obtain services of independent municipal finance
consultant and engineering consultant. She indicated LAFCO staff
concerned with delay of construction of fire department and secondary
access timing.

Telephone conversation between City [Janna Minsk] and LAFCo [Kim
Uhlich] regarding issues delineated in January 3™ email thread, including
fiscal analysis, sewage service, operation/maintenance of parks and open
space, and conditions. City (Janna Minsk) reiterates to Kim Uhlich
importance of this project to the City and desire to resolve outstanding
issues/concerns to move project forward.

Telephone conversation between City [Janna Minsk] and LAFCo [Kai
Luoma] to discuss outstanding sewer and water infrastructure, service
and financing issues. Several questions seem duplicative of those
previously asked and responded to (was related to October 4" letter and
City’'s December 16™ response); City believes questions resolved during
course of call.

Email exchange between LAFCo [Kai Luoma], Debbie Schubert [LAFCo,
Clerk to LAFCO Commission] and City [Janna Minsk] transmitting and
clarifying Request for Payment totaling $9,401 to cover current balance
due of $4,401 and additional deposit of $5,000.

Telephone conversation between City [Janna Minsk] and LAFCo [Kim
Uhlich]to review status of Staff Report and expectations for upcoming
public hearing. Kim Uhlich noted that staff report should be posted by
Friday a.m. at the latest. Janna Minsk conveyed recent inquiry from
Eileen McCarthy [California Rural Legal Assistance] and asked Kim
Uhlich about any communication with Eileen; to which Kim Uhlich
indicated that Eileen McCarthy had contacted LAFCO months ago with
questions and compliance with Regional Housing Needs Assessment
(RHNA). Janna Minsk asked what LAFCo purview was regarding housing
and Eileen McCarthy’s concerns, to which Kim Uhlich responded that
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January 13, 2011

January 14, 2011

January 18, 2011

January 18, 2011

January 19, 2011

LAFCo looks at affordability component. Kim Uhlich did mention LAFCo
having to make findings for loss of prime agricultural land and option
included amending city sphere boundary.

Milestone: LAFCo Staff Report for East Area 1 Reorganization
released (electronically accessed via LAFCo website).

Hand delivered payment to LAFCo for outstanding invoice ($9,401
payment).

City submits request for continuance to February 16, 2011 to LAFCO
Chair Kathy Long with copy to Kim Uhlich.

Confirmation by Kim Uhlich that Board of Supervisors Hearing Room is
fully accessible to persons who are disabled. This was in response to
inquiry made by Janna Minsk prior to January 19, 2011 LAFCo hearing
regarding “special needs” of a public speaker wishing to address the
LAFCo Commission.

City Manager, City Attorney and Mike Penrod attend LAFCo meeting.
LAFCo continues item to March 16, 2011.

€ Post January 19" Continued Hearing (1/19/11 - current)

January 20, 2011

January 21, 2011

January 25, 2011

January 26, 2011

January 26, 2011

City [(Janna Minsk] requests via email to Kim Uhlich copies of any letters
received regarding the January 19, 2011 LAFCO Agenda item 11 a (East
Area 1).

Email response from Debbie Schubert (Clerk to the LAFCo Commission)
included 3 letters received by LAFCo regarding LAFCo Agenda item 11 a.
Letters were from: City of Ventura dated and received by LAFCo
1/18/2011, Dwight Moore dated and received 1/19/2011, Keep the Sespe
Wild received 1/19/2011.

Email from Debbie Schubert (Clerk to the LAFCo Commission) containing
letter dated January 25, 2011 signed by Louis Cunningham, LAFCo Chair
detailing City’s request to have item continued to February 2011 LAFCo
meeting. The letter stated that the LAFCo Commission continued the
hearing to March 16, 2011 and requested that the City submit any further
information by February 18, 2011.

Debbie Schubert (LAFCo Clerk) requests email confirmation of Jaime
Fontes and Janna Minsk receipt of January 25, 2011 email and
attachment (Letter dated January 25, 2011 regarding continued LAFCo
hearing date).

City [(Janna Minsk] sends Debbie Schubert email confirmation that she
received January 25, 2011 email and attachment.
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4. Implementation
4.1 Introduction

4.1 Introduction

This Section describes the responsibilities and procedures
required for implementing the East Area 1 Specific Plan.
The role of the Master Developer and the requirements
for Neighborhood Builder(s)/Developer(s) in obtaining the
needed approval for projects within the Specific Plan Area
are described. Capital improvements, financing, and phasing
entailed in implementing the East Area 1 Specific Plan as
well as the regulations that will govern its implementation
are addressed. Included in the discussion are the financing
strategies for both off-site and on-site public facilities. Anumber
of public and capital facilities will be required to support the
development of the site and to provide high quality amenities.
The development will require water and sewer systems, new
roadways, dry utilities, drainage, parks and other facilities. This
section of the Specific Plan addresses the financing strategies
for both on-site and off-site pubic facilities and a breakdown
of sources and uses of funds including both estimated fee
revenues and infrastructure improvements costs by type.

Estimated project Development Impact Fee revenue
(approximately $ 42.6 Million (2007 Dollars)) includes fees
for law enforcement, fire protection, traffic, sewer, storm
drainage, community facilities, parks and schools. Estimated
infrastructure costs (approximately $ 92.6 Million (2007 Dollars))
include the necessary water system, sewer system, roadways,
dry utilities, drainage, parks, and miscellaneous costs related to

the proposed development.

This section responds to Government Code §65451 which
requires that specific plans must include a program for
implementation including regulations, conditions, programs
and additional measures as necessary to implement the plan.

4.2 Specific Plan Regulatory Approach

The implementation procedures set forth in this section
are intended to assure the development of East Area 1 in
accordance with the planning and design intent of this Specific
Plan, and other applicable City of Santa Paula regulations.

The East Area 1 Specific Plan applies to all lands within the
boundaries shown in Figure 5-1. All development proposals
within the Specific Plan Boundaries must be consistent with the
Specific Plan and Santa Paula’s General Plan. The Development

Standards, presented in Section 5 of the East Area 1 Specific
Plan, contains developmentregulations which upon approval of
the Specific Plan by the City Council will become mandatory in
authority for all properties within the Specific Plan boundaries.

4.3 Implementation Schedule

It is anticipated that development of the East Area 1 Specific
Plan will occur in four (4) phases over a ten (10) year period of
time, to coordinate infrastructure and financing needs. Phase
boundaries typically follow the edge of the streets and right-of-
ways. Generally, the primary phase of the project is anticipated
to commence in the Haun Creek Neighborhood. Development
is expected to continue with the Foothill Neighborhood and
the Santa Paula Creek Neighborhood, and terminate with
the Santa Paula Creek Civic District and the East Santa Paula
Railroad District. The commercial space would be developed in
the final development phases, as build-out of the site is needed
to generate adequate market demand. The infrastructure
improvements will be matched to meet the needs of each
phase of development. In addition, a proportional amount of
the required park space will be built with each phase. Refer to
Figure 4-1, Phasing Guide.

Avestingtentative map, phasedfinal maps,andbuilding permits
are required to implement the infrastructure improvements.
The vesting tentative map reflects the proposed phasing plan.
Multiple final maps clearly depicting the phases will be filed for
the project. The Master Developer or Neighborhood Builder(s)/
Developer(s) must post a Surety Bond(s) to guarantee the
improvements shown on each final map.

The phasing of the Specific Plan is designed to meet the
following objectives:

Orderly build-out of the community based upon market
and economic conditions.

Providing adequate infrastructure and public facilities
concurrent with development of each phase.

Protection of public health, safety and welfare.

A development agreement may provide for the developer
to determine some aspects of phasing. Phasing will occur as
appropriate levels of infrastructure, community facilities, and
open space dedications are provided. Phasing sequencing is
subject to change over time to respond to these various factors

4-1

HDR | Town Planning
16 November, 2007



4. Implementation
4.3 Implementation Schedule

Figure 4-1: East Area 1 Phasing Guide

Source: Huitt-Zollars, Inc., 2007

Table 4-1: Summary of On-Site Infrastructure Improvements

Item Total

Streets and alleys $21,300,000
Sanitary Sewer $3,800,000
Domestic Water $28,200,0007
Recycled Water $7,000,000
Storm Drain $8,900,000
Grading $17,300,000
Dry Utilities $6,100,000
Total $92,600,000

Source: Huitt-Zollars, Inc., 2007

NOTES:

1.

Cost figures are conceptual only. Actual costs are dependent on the items
shown at bidding time, the general market situation, the contractor’s
workload, seasonal factors, labor and material cost, etc.

Costs are subject to revision due to changes, additions, and deletions
resulting from ongoing agency review.

Appropriate contingency should be considered.

This analysis does not include costs to acquire right-of-way needed for
this project.

Off-site infrastructure and public facilities not included.

Includes well fields, 3.0MG tank and 2.0 MG tank.

East Area 1 Specific Plan
Santa Paula, California

4-2



4. Implementation
4.4 Infrastructure and Public Facilities

and individual phases may overlap or develop concurrently.
Phased infrastructure improvements, as required and approved
by the City Engineer to support each phase, will be installed by
the Master Developeror Neighborhood Builder(s)/Developer(s).
It is assumed that the 10-year phased construction of the
Specific Plan would be completed by 2020; however, this is
considered an estimated time frame and is subject to outside
forces, including regulatory approvals, weather, and the
economic climate.

4.4 Infrastructure and Public Facilities

This section provides an overview of the parties involved in
the implementation, ownership, and long-term maintenance
responsibilities for the infrastructure and public facilities
required to support the Specific Plan area. It also provides an
overview of the estimated cost and sources of funding for such
infrastructure and public facilities. It is assumed that some of
these improvements and services will be financed through
dedicated fees and rates. Table 4-1 provides a summary of the
estimated costs of the on-site infrastructure improvements.

Table 4-2, Project Development Fee Revenue, provides a
breakdown of the Development Impact Fee revenue sources for
the Specific Plan. As shown in Table 4-2, the City, school district
and other public district will collect approximately $42,630,082
million to pay for, or will receive equivalent improvement of,
off-site infrastructure and facilities.

4.5 Financing Plan

The financing and maintenance plan for the East Area 1 Specific
Plan will ensure the timely completion of public facilities,
streets, utilities, and other necessary capital improvements, as
well as the proper maintenance of these facilities.

The following principles shall guide the development and
funding of facilities and public services for the East Area 1
Specific Plan:

«  Use pay-as-you-go financing to the extent possible. Use
debt financing only when essential to provide facilities
necessary to maintain service standards.

« Fully fund new onsite and offsite public infrastructure
and services needed to support the Specific Plan
development;

«  Utilize existing fee programs to fund required off-site
infrastructure.

«  Fund the costs of mitigating for the adverse impacts on the
City’s existing infrastructure;

«  Provide for a fair allocation of costs among land uses.

« Phase on-site improvements to ensure that they are
constructed when necessary and when funds are available
to construct public improvements;

«  Provide for reimbursements from other development for
infrastructure costs that the Specific Plan area is required
to advance; and

«  Ensurefinancing mechanisms are flexible to accommodate
different combinations of infrastructure timing and funding
requirements.

Thefollowing policies govern the financing of infrastructure and
public services for the East Area 1 Specific Plan in accordance
with the above principles:

«  Fundthefullcostsofon-siteand off-site publicinfrastructure
and public services required to support the development
in the East Area 1 Specific Plan from revenues generated by
development within the Specific Plan Area, except where
specific existing City, County, District or State sources are
available.

«  Allocate the core infrastructure costs to property within the
East Area 1 Specific Plan based on the general principles
of benefit received, with consideration of the financial
feasibility of the proposed land use.

«  Require development projects in the Specific Plan to fund
the over-sizing of facilities if required by the City, subject
to reimbursement from future developments benefiting
from the over-sizing.

«  Require Neighborhood Builder(s)/Developer(s) who
proceed ahead of the infrastructure sequencing plan to
pay the costs of extending the core infrastructure to their
project subject to future reimbursement.

+  Require dedication of land for road improvements and
construction of road improvements consistent with city-
wide policies.

Utilizing these principles will optimize the use of available

resources and ensure that adequate infrastructure and services

are provided in a timely manner. If necessary, the Master

Developer will prepare a detailed financing plan that will specify

the financing strategy in greater detail and provide additional

infrastructure financing options, such as bonds secured by
special taxes.

43
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EAST AREA 1 SPECIFIC PLAN
MARKET FEASIBILITY ANALYSIS

Prepared by:
FOCUS Marketing

2219 Santa Clara Avenue
Chico, CA 95928

August 2007



EAST AREA 1 SPECIFIC PLAN
RECOMMENDED PRODUCT TYPE AND MIX BY PHASE

# of
Phase/Absorption in Years - Product Housing
Neighborhood/District Zoning  Product Type Mix Units
Phase I: 6 years (128 homes/year)
Haun Creek Neighborhood
745 homes NC Rowhouse, 2 & 3-plex, Apartments 24.8% 185
NG-2 Side- & Rearyard, Duplex, Rowhouse 24.8% 185
NG-3 Rearyard, 2, 3 & 4-plex, Rowhouse 36.9% 275
Senior Assisted Living - 75,000 sq ft 13.4% 100
Office — 60,000 sq ft
Retail — 90,000 sq ft
Phase Il: 3 years (113 homes/year)
Santa Paula Creek Neighborhood
326 homes NE Large lot, Hillside 20.3% 66
NG-1 Large lot, Hillside, Side- & Rearyard, 2-plex 29.4% 96
NG-2 Side- & Rearyard, 2-plex, Rowhouse 20.3% 66
NG-3 Rearyard, 2, 3 & 4-plex, Rowhouse 30.0% 98
Phase IlI: 3 years (107 homes/year)
Foothill Neighborhood
359 homes NE Large lot, Hillside 39.8% 143
NG-1 Large lot, Hillside, Sideyard, Rearyard, 2-plex 30.1% 108
NG-2 Sideyard, Rearyard, 2-plex, Rowhouse 30.1% 108
Phase I1V: 4 years (17.5 homes/year)
Santa Paula Creek Civic District
0 homes
Civic Uses — 340,000 sq ft
East Santa Paula Railroad District
70 homes ED Work/Live 100% 70

Light Industrial — 150,000 sq ft
Office — 40,000 sq ft
Retail — 20,000 sq ft

East Area 1 Specific Plan

69 FOCUS Marketing Services
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East Area One Specific Plan
Fiscal Analysis of Annexation
City of Santa Paula

Prepared for:

Limoneira Company
1141 Cummings Road
Santa Paula, California 93060

Parkstone Companies
860 Hampshire Road, Suite U
Westlake Village, California 91361

November 12, 2007

SRHA Job #1115

11661 San Vicente Blvd. Suite 306
Los Angeles, California 90049-5111
310.820.2680, 310.820.8341-fax
www.stanleyrhoffman.com
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in the second final tract map which, together with the 25% buffer, must be transferred to City
before recordation of the second final tract map. This procedure must be repeated for every final
map through buildout of the Project. The total groundwater rights that Developer may be
required to transfer to the City cannot exceed 1,699 AFY (163 gpd per capita residential use,
with the 25% buffer). The groundwater rights transferred to City pursuant to this section are
subject to Developer's right to use such water for construction and irrigation purposes as set forth
in Section 8.6.1 below.

3.3 Traffic Improvements.

5.4 banta . auia btreet
(a) Bridge. Before City issues a final certificate of occupancy for the
500" residential dwelling unit in the Project, Developer must construct and dedicate to City and
City must accept dedication of, a new bridge extending Santa Paula Street from its current
terminus west of the Project boundaries, across Santa Paula Creek, to the new extension of Santa
Paula Street through the Proiect to the new extension of Hallock Drive.
(b) Off-site Improvements. Before City issues a final certificate of

occupancy for the 500" residential dwelling unit in the Project, Developer must improve with
curbs, sidewalk, gutters and landscaping the City’s existing right-of-way on the southerly side of
Santa Paula Street from 12" Street to the new Santa Paula Street Bridge.

(c) Drainage. Before City issues a final certificate of occupancy for
the 250" residential dwelling unit in the Project, Developer must pay City $500,000 toward
City’s public works project for improving drainage at Santa Paula Street and 12" Street. City
agrees that it will endeavor to complete its drainage improvement project before completion of

the Bridge.

3.3.2 Traffic Circulation Infrastructure.

(a) 1* Certificate of Occupancy. Before occupancy of any residences

within the Project, Developer must construct sufficient traffic improvements to provide access,
as follows:

() Telegraph/Hallock. Notwithstanding Mitigation Measure

T-2 set forth in the EAO FEIR, which requires Developer to pay its pro rata share of the costs,
Developer must install the traffic signal and reconfigure the intersection of Telegraph Road and

Page 11 of 68



3.5.6 Imterim Use. Until the offers of dedication of the College Site, High
School Site, Joint Civic Facility Site, Elementary School Site, Santa Paula Creek Sports Park,
and “Public Safety Facility” (defined below) are accepted, Developer (or Owner’s Association)
must maintain said sites in a vacant state, with fencing and signage.

3.6 Public Safety Facility. Before City issues the certificate of occupancy for the

500th residential unit in the Project, Developer must construct and offer to dedicate to City an
approximately 1.5-acre site, and City must accept the offer of dedication of, a public safety
facility (“Public Safety Facility’”) to house a fire station, including shower and exercise facilities,
with office space for police department personnel. City, or an entity identified by City, will
design the Public Safety Facility. The construction and equipping of the Public Safety Facility
cannot cost Developer more than $4,000,000.

3.7  Non-Potable Water. Developer must construct non-potable water pipes within

the Project to deliver water from the existing wells located on the Project Site (until recycled
water is available from the City’s Water Recycling System to the Project Site) and recycled
water to the parks and preserves described in Section 3.1 above. Due to the economic
infeasibility, Developer is not required to construct recycled water pipes throughout the
residential and commercial and industrial development within the Project Site to private users, as
depicted in the Specific Plan; in lieu thereof, Developer must make the Wastewater Treatment
Contribution provided in the following section.

3.8  Wastewater Treatment Contribution. Developer must pay $ 3,666.67 to the

City before City issues each certificate of occupancy for residential dwelling units in the Project,
totaling $5,500,000.00, which must be used by City toward the cost of the City’s Water
Recycling Facility, which will consequently reduce future user’s rates.

3.9 Development Impact Fees. In accordance with SPMC Chapter 160, Developer

must pay City approximately $30,568,866 (less any credits for dedications) in development

impact fees. This cumulative total is based upon the following categories and amounts:

Fee Type Total Credit/Reimbursement | Net to City
Law Enforcement $846,676 Public Safety Facility | $0
Fire Protection $2,143,286 Public Safety Facility | $0
Traffic $3,550,782 Santa Paula Bridge, S0
etc.

Page 16 of 68
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Santa Paula Special Municipal Election Unofficial Results

County of Ventura
Santa Paula Special M unicipal Election
May 8, 2007

OFFICIAL FINAL RESULTS

List of Contests L ast Updated: May 10, 2007 3:07 PM
Registration & Turnout Registration & Turnout
A7 City of Santa Paula 10,287 Voters
Absentee Totals Turnout 2,428 23.60%
Precinct Turnout 2,039 19.82%
Total 4,467 43.42%

A7 City of Santa Paula

11/11 100.00%

YES 2,719 61.20%
NO 1,724 38.80%
Total 4,443 100.00%

file:///C|/Documents%20and%20Setti ngs/tl ocacci ato/Desktop/...0Speci al %620M uni ci pal %20El ection%20Unofficial %20Resul ts.htm2/15/2011 9:28:45 AM



Amended by Resolution No. 6459, adopted February 26, 2008
Amended by Resolution No. 6411, adopted May 8, 2007
Amended by Resolution No. 6236, adopted December 7, 2005
Amended by Resolution No. 6241, adopted October 3, 2005
Amended by Resolution No. 5592, adopted June 6, 2003
Amended by Resolution No. 5407, adopted December 4, 2000

AMENDED CURB LINE

L_"L-‘ /Re?. 6459
-“ﬁ‘

W

@mm

—————de Gty Boundary

O e ¢ URB Line Amended
SCALE N FEET
‘ 1 -
AU S Gaaa - T3y YTrl-~~ Restriction Boundary
o ) (CURB) (as amended 2008) Figure LU-4a

rev. 9/20/10, CC Reso No. 6700 LU-23
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Ventura
Local Agency Formation Commission

laft

TO: LAFCO Commissioners

STAFF REPORT Agenda item 10

Meeting Date: June 13, 2007

FROM: Everett Millais, Executive Officer gﬁ(

SUBJECT: Sphere of Influence Review and Update — City of Santa Paula

RECOMMENDATION:

Adopt the attached resolution making determinations and updating the sphere of
influence for the City of Santa Paula.

DISCUSSION:

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 §56076) Notwithstanding this definition, LAFCOs are now required
to “...review and update, as necessary, the adopted sphere not less than once every
five years.” (CA Government Code §56425(g))

In order to prepare and update spheres of influence LAFCO must first conduct
municipal service reviews (MSR or MSRs). On March 21, LAFCO accepted the
municipal service review for nine cities in Ventura County, including the city of Santa
Paula. The recommendations relating to sphere of influence updates for all the cities are
based on the following five considerations:

1. The spheres of influence for the cities in the County have not been
comprehensively reviewed in over 20 years. When sphere of influence maps
were originally prepared broad scale base maps were used and the sphere lines
were often drawn with felt-tip markers. In other words the mapping of sphere of
influence lines was not precise. When the original mapping occurred spheres of

COMMISSIONERS AND STAFF
COUNTY: CITY: SPECIAL DISTRICT: PUBLIC:
Linda Parks Don Waunch Ted Grandsen Kenneth M. Hess, Chair
Kathy Long John Zaragoza, Vice Chair George Lange
Alternate: Alternate: Alternate: Alternate:
Steve Bennett Janice Parvin Bill Lotts Louis Cunningham

EXECUTIVE OFFICER: DEPUTY EXEC OFFICER: OFFICE MGR/CLERK: LEGAL COUNSEL:
Everett Millais Kim Uhlich Debbie Schubert Leroy Smith



to alter the City’s CURB to include Adams Canyon on two separate occasions, via
referendum denied a project for Fagan Canyon that the City Council had approved, and
adopted a separate ordinance that requires any development greater than 80 acres to
receive voter approval. During this time City officials and property owners were made
aware of the LAFCO policy that to the extent practical spheres of influence should follow
voter established growth boundaries.

In May the voters of Santa Paula approved an amendment to the City's SOAR
ordinance to alter the CURB line to include not only all of the Adams Canyon area
covered by the City’s 1998 General Plan and included in the current sphere of influence,
but also additional areas to the west and to the northeast. Like the current sphere of
influence to the north of the City, this area is not precisely mapped and does not always
follow property lines.

Based on the most recent action by the voters in Santa Paula, no change is being
recommended to the sphere of influence for the City for the Fagan and Adams Canyon
areas to the north of the City. Both areas are now fully in the City’s CURB. While the
recent action by the voters included additional area in the CURB, no precise mapping
has occurred. The City will need to take a number of additional actions as a part of any
type of development entitlements, including precise mapping. After this occurs LAFCO
can take further actions to better delineate the extent of sphere of influence either as a
part of potential annexation proposals or during the next round of sphere of influence
updates during the next five years.

The recommended sphere of influence update for the City of Santa Paula does include
two areas that involve what might be considered significant changes. Both areas are
along the Santa Clara River and both involve reducing the extent of the City’s sphere of
influence. The first area, located at the southwesterly portion of the City, is to have the
sphere of influence coincide with the City boundaries around the recently approved
annexation for the City’s new wastewater treatment facility. The City Council amended
the City’s CURB to include this area and the recommended sphere of influence will
coincide both with the City boundary and the City’'s CURB in this area.

The second area of change is at the southeasterly part of the City along the Santa Clara
River. The existing sphere of influence attempts of follow the floodplain boundary, but
was based on prior mapping of the floodplain that is quite imprecise and no longer
accurate. Even though, based on the City's SOAR ordinance, this existing sphere line is
also the City’'s CURB, it is recommended that the sphere of influence in this area be
changed and generally reduced to follow property boundaries

No other changes are recommended to the City’s sphere of influence at this time,
except for very minor mapping corrections to ensure that lines match wherever the City
boundary, and/or property lines, and the sphere of influence are co-terminus.

Staff Report - Sphere of influence Update
Cities of Santa Paula

June 13, 2007
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MEMORANDUM

TO: Janna Minsk, Planning Director

FROM: Stephen MacKinnon, Chief of Police
Rick Araiza, Fire Chief

DATE: February 15, 2011

SUBJECT: Follow-up to Public Safety Concerns - LAFCO

This is to advise you we have both been actively involved with the planning of the East
Area One project since its inception. Throughout this effort we have reviewed all plans
and proposals to ensure all public safety issues are addressed.

Following the submission of the report from LAFCO staff in January 2011, we reviewed
their concerns and all other aspects of this project from a public safety point of view. In
addition to our general review, we focused on a number of specific public safety areas
including the ingress/egress to this property, the timing of the construction of the bridge
for this area, if sufficient public resources exist, and what the potential impact would be
on the provision of our services.

We are both in agreement that we can clearly provide all public safety services that will

be needed for this project. We are very confident that our individual departments have
adequate staffing and resources to respond to any calls for service or other areas of need.

A sz

Stephen MacKinnon
Chief of Police

Rick Arai?

Fire Chief
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CITY COUNCIL RESOLUTION NO. 6497

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL: 1) CERTIFYING THE 2008-2014
HOUSING ELEMENT UPDATE NEGATIVE DECLARATION; 2) APPROVING
THE UPDATE OF THE HOUSING ELEMENT OF THE GENERAL PLAN AND,
3) AUTHORIZING THE CITY MANAGER OR DESIGNEE TO FORWARD THE

DOCUMENT TO THE DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND COMMUNITY

DEVELOPMENT IN COMPLIANCE WITH STATE REGULATIONS

The City Council of the City of Santa Paula does resolve as follows:

SECTION 1: The City Council finds and declares that:

A.

Every city and county in California is required by Government Code § 65588
to update its Housing Element every five years;

On October 10th, 2007, the City of Santa Paula filed project application 2007-
CI-07 with the Planning Department to update the Housing Element of the
City of Santa Paula General Plan;

The Draft of the 2008-2014 Update of the Housing Element of the General
Plan has been prepared for the City of Santa Paula as set forth in attached
Exhibit “B,” which is incorporated by reference (the “Element”);

The Element has been prepared following the State of California Housing
Element guidelines;

The Element was reviewed by the City's Planning Department for, in part,
consistency with the General Plan and conformity with the Santa Paula
Municipal Code (“SPMC");

The City reviewed the potential environmental impacts pursuant to the
California Environmental Quality Act (Public Resources Code §§ 21000, et
seq., “CEQA”), the regulations promulgated thereunder (14 California Code of
Regulations §§15000, et seq., the “CEQA Guidelines”), and the City's
Environmental Guidelines (“Santa Paula Guidelines”); CEQA, CEQA
Guidelines and Santa Paula Guidelines collectively referred to as “CEQA
Regulations”;

The Planning Department compileted its review and scheduled a public
hearing regarding the application before the Planning Commission for June
10, 2008;

On June 10, 2008, the Planning Commission opened a public hearing to
receive public testimony and other evidence regarding the Project;

The Planning Commission considered the information provided by City staff,
and public testimony and adopted Resolution 3620, recommending that the

Resolution 6497
Page 1 of 3



City Council adopt the 2008-2014 Housing Element Update, certify the
Negative Declaration and authorize the City Manager or his designee to
forward the document to HCD for review;

J. On June 16, 2008, the Planning City Council opened a public hearing to
receive public testimony and other evidence regarding the Project;

K. The City Council considered the information provided by City staff, and public
testimony and its findings, are made based upon the evidence presented to
the City Council at its hearing on June 16, 2008, including, without limitation,
the staff reports submitted by the Planning Department.

SECTION 2: SPMC Amendment Findings. Pursuant to SPMC § 16.212.050, the City
Council makes the following findings:

A. The Housing Element establishes policies, procedures, and incentives for the
City’'s land use planning and redevelopment activities. These policies,
procedures and incentives serve to maintain and expand the City’s housing
supply to adequately house people currently living and expected to live in the
City. The Element is in the public interest and there is a community benefit
resulting from the Housing Element Update.

B. The Element is consistent with the goals, policies, and objectives of the
General Plan.

C. The Element will not conflict with provisions of the Santa Paula Municipal
Code; and

D. The Element will promote public health, safety, and general welfare and serve

the goals and purposes of the City of Santa Paula General Plan by
encouraging the City’s continuing production of housing for all incomes,
thereby improving the health, safety, and welfare of all residents.

SECTION 3: Environmental Assessment. The City Council finds that the Negative
Declaration prepared for the draft 2008-2014 Housing Element Update was completed in
compliance with the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and
reflects the independent judgment of the City. Adopting the 2008-2014 Housing Element
Update will have no significant negative impact on the area's resources, cumulative or
otherwise.

SECTION 4: Notice of Determination. The City Manager, or designee, is directed to file a
Notice of Determination in accordance with Public Resources Code § 15075, and any other
applicable laws.

SECTION 5: Approval. The City Council approves and certifies the Negative Declaration
as the appropriate environmental document for this project. Further, the City Council:

Resolution 6497
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A. Approves the 2008-2014 Housing Element Update subject to review by the
Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD);

B. Directs the City Manager, or designee, to forward the Element to the
Department of Housing and Community Development for review and
Certification;

C. Authorizes staff to make non-substantial changes to the document required
for HCD Certification and to resubmit the Element to HCD for Certification;
and

D. Directs staff to refer the 2008-2014 Housing Element Update back to the
Planning Commission and City Council for review if HCD requires substantial
modifications to the Element not previously considered.

SECTION 6: Reliance on Record. Each and every one of the findings and determinations
in this Resolution are based on the competent and substantial evidence, both oral and
written, contained in the entire record relating to the 2008-2014 Housing Element Update.
The findings and determinations constitute the independent findings and determinations of
the City Council in all respects and are fully and completely supported by substantial
evidence in the record as a whole.

SECTION 7: Limitations. The City Council’'s analysis and evaluation of the project is based
on the best information currently available. It is inevitable that in evaluating a project that
absolute and perfect knowledge of all possible aspects of the project will not exist. One of
the major limitations on analysis of the project is the City Council’s lack of knowledge of
future events. In all instances, best efforts have been made to form accurate assumptions.
Somewhat related to this are the limitations on the City's ability to solve what are in effect
regional, state, and national problems and issues. The City must work within the political
framework within which it exists and with the limitations inherent in that framework.

SECTION 8: Summaries of Information. All summaries of information in the findings, which
precede this section, are based on the substantial evidence in the record. The absence of
any particular fact from any such summary is not an indication that a particular finding is not
based in part on that fact.

SECTION 10: This Resolution will remain effective until superseded by a subsequent
resolution.

Resolution 6497
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PASSED AND ADOPTED this 16" day of June 2008.

%WMW

Robert ﬂ Gonzales, Mayor

ATTEST: ,» '

/i st

OS uzma

o

APPRO" £D 540

e . S
Ko B drger, Ci ¥ Attorney

/.'
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RESOLUTION NO. 6617

A RESOLUTION AMENDING THE HOUSING
ELEMENT OF THE SANTA PAULA GENERAL PLAN
AND AUTHORIZING THE CITY MANAGER OR
DESIGNEE TO IMPLEMENT THE PURPOSE OF THIS
RESOLUTION.

The City Council of the City of Santa Paula does resolve as follows:

SECTION 1: The City Council finds and declares that:

A.

Every city and county in California is required by Government Code
§ 65588 to update its Housing Element every five years;

On October 10, 2007, the City of Santa Paula filed project
application 2007-CI-07 with the Planning Department to update the
Housing Element of the City of Santa Paula General Plan;

On June 18, 2008, the City Council adopted the 2008-2014 Update
of the Housing Element of the General Plan (the “Element”). The
Element was subsequently forwarded to the Department of Housing
and Community Development (“HCD") for review;

On August 25, 2008, the City received a comment letter from HCD
regarding the Element which recommended a number of changes;

After reviewing the comment letter, the City’s Planning Department
prepared changes to the Element for City Council consideration
and determined whether such changes were consistent with the
General Plan and the Santa Paula Municipal Code (“SPMC"). A
copy of the revised Element is attached as Exhibit “A” and
incorporated by reference;

The City previously certified a Negative Declaration for the Element
on June 18, 2008. The City reviewed the proposed changes to the
Element for their potential environmental impacts pursuant to the
California Environmental Quality Act (Public Resources Code §§
21000, et seq., "CEQA"), the regulations promulgated thereunder
(14 California Code of Regulations §§15000, et seq., the “CEQA
Guidelines”), and the City's Environmental Guidelines (“Santa
Paula Guidelines”); CEQA, CEQA Guidelines and Santa Paula
Guidelines collectively referred to as “CEQA Regulations”;

The Planning Department completed its review and scheduled a



public hearing regarding the application before the City Council for
November 16, 2009;

J. On November 16, 2009, the City Council opened a public hearing
to receive public testimony and other evidence regarding the
Project. It then continued the public hearing until January 19, 2010;

K. The City Council considered the information provided by City staff,
and public testimony and its findings, are made based upon the
evidence presented to the City Council at its hearing on November
16, 2009 and January 19, 2010, including, without limitation, the
staff reports submitted by the Planning Department;

L. The City Council considered the information provided by City staff,
and public testimony and its findings, are made based upon the
evidence presented to the City Council at its hearing on November
16, 2009 and January 19, 2010.

SECTION 2: Findings. Pursuant to SPMC § 16.212.050, the City Council makes
the following findings:

A. The Element establishes policies, procedures, and incentives for
the City's land use planning and redevelopment activities. These
policies, procedures and incentives serve to maintain and expand
the City's housing supply to adequately house people currently
living and expected to live in the City. The Element is in the public
interest and there is a community benefit resulting from the Housing
Element Update.

B. The Element is consistent with the goals, policies, and objectives of
the General Plan.

C. The Element will not conflict with provisions of the Santa Paula
Municipal Code; and

D. The Element will promote public health, safety, and general welfare
and serve the goals and purposes of the City of Santa Paula
General Plan by encouraging the City’s continuing production of
housing for all incomes, thereby improving the health, safety, and
welfare of all residents.

SECTION 3. Environmental Assessment. The City Council finds that the
Negative Declaration prepared and certified for the draft 2008-2014 Housing
Element Update was completed in compliance with the requirements of the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and reflects the independent
judgment of the City. Adopting the revised 2008-2014 Housing Element Update



will have no significant negative impact on the area's resources, cumulative or
otherwise, therefore the Negative Declaration, certified June 16, 2008 is the
appropriate environmental document for this project.

SECTION 4: Notice of Determination. |In accordance with Public Resources
Code § 15075, the City filed a Notice of Determination.

SECTION &: Approval. The City Council:

A Amends the 2008-2014 Housing Element Update as set forth in
Exhibit A,

B. Directs the City Manager, or designee, to forward the Element to
the Department of Housing and Community Development for
review and Certification;

C. Authorizes staff to make non-substantial changes to the document
required for HCD Certification and to resubmit the Element to HCD
for Certification; and

D. Directs staff to refer the 2008-2014 Housing Element Update back
to the City Council for review if HCD requires substantial
modifications to the Element not previously considered.

SECTION 8: Reliance on Record. Each and every one of the findings and
determinations in this Resolution are based on the competent and substantial
evidence, both oral and written, contained in the entire record relating to the
2008-2014 Housing Element Update. The findings and determinations constitute
the independent findings and determinations of the City Council in all respects
and are fully and completely supported by substantial evidence in the record as a
whole,

SECTION 7: Limitations. The City Council’s analysis and evaluation of the
project is based on the best information currently available. It is inevitable that in
evaluating a project that absolute and perfect knowledge of all possible aspects
of the project will not exist. One of the major limitations on analysis of the project
is the City Council's lack of knowledge of future events. In all instances, best
efforts have been made to form accurate assumptions. Somewhat related to this
are the limitations on the City's ability to solve what are in effect regional, state,
and national problems and issues. The City must work within the political
framework within which it exists and with the limitations inherent in that
framework.

SECTION 8: Summaries of Information. All summaries of information in the



findings, which precede this section, are based on the substantial evidence in the
record. The absence of any particular fact from any such summary is not an
indication that a particular finding is not based in part on that fact.

SECTION 9: This Resolution will remain effective until superseded by a
subsequent resolution.

PASSED AND AD D this 19" day of January 2010.

-

f 4ot

~James A. Tovias, Mayor

ATTEST:

;u..
Judé Rice, G
APPRQ, }_ %

Ka/ H.8Berger, City JAttorney
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HOUSING ELEMENT COMPLIANCE REPORT
Please note: To verify compliance status for the purposes of determining eligibility of
funding, please contact the Division directly at (916) 322-4263 or (916) 322-7995
The Department makes every effort to ensure the following information is complete and
accurate. For any questions or clarifications, please contact the Division of Housing Policy

Development at (916) 445-4728.

To determine the official status of each jurisdiction’s housing element, refer to the column on
the right. The definitions of terms used are:

IN — local government adopted an element the Department found in compliance with State
housing element law.

OUT - either the local government adopted an element the Department found did not comply
with State housing element law, or the local government has not yet submitted an adopted
housing element pursuant to the statutory schedule.

IN REVIEW — element is under review by the Department as of date of this report.

IN LOCAL PROCESS - a draft element has been reviewed, but an adopted element has not
been submitted.

DUE — means a housing element has not yet been submitted for the current planning period.

Total Jurisdictions= 535



HOUSING ELEMENT COMPLIANCE REPORT
01/25/2011 10:36 a.m.

11 of 11

S Date Date Compliance
County Jurisdiction Record Type Received Reviewed Status
TEHAMA CORNING ADOPTED 7/20/2010, 8/26/2010 IN
RED BLUFF ADOPTED 9/23/2009| 11/10/2009 IN
TEHAMA ADOPTED 5/24/2010, 8/19/2010 OUT
TEHAMA COUNTY ADOPTED 11/2/2010| 1/13/2011 OUT
TRINITY TRINITY COUNTY ADOPTED 6/25/2010, 9/23/2010 OUT
TULARE DINUBA ADOPTED 6/25/2010, 9/23/2010 OUT
EXETER ADOPTED 2/17/2010, 4/19/2010 IN
FARMERSVILLE ADOPTED 4/1/2010  5/25/2010 IN
LINDSAY ADOPTED 6/14/2010 8/5/2010 IN
PORTERVILLE ADOPTED 6/2/2010  6/28/2010 IN
TULARE ADOPTED 4/5/2010  6/29/2010 IN
TULARE COUNTY ADOPTED 4/1/2010  6/30/2010 OUT
VISALIA ADOPTED 3/17/2010, 5/25/2010 IN
WOODLAKE ADOPTED 12/21/2009| 2/24/2010 IN
TUOLUMNE SONORA ADOPTED 11/19/2010 1/5/2011) IN
TUOLUMNE COUNTY ADOPTED 7/9/2010  8/26/2010 IN
VENTURA CAMARILLO ADOPTED 5/18/2009| 8/13/2009/ IN
FILLMORE DRAFT 10/30/2008| 12/29/2008 OUT
MOORPARK DRAFT 12/24/2010 - IN REVIEW
OJAI DRAFT 4/3/2009 6/1/2009 OUT
OXNARD DRAFT 2/23/2009| 4/24/2009 OUT
PORT HUENEME ADOPTED 7/23/2009| 10/21/2009/ IN
SAN BUENAVENTURA DRAFT 10/3/2008| 12/2/2008 OUT
SANTA PAULA DRAFT 8/23/2010| 10/21/2010 OUT
SIMI VALLEY DRAFT 9/13/2010, 11/10/2010 OUT
THOUSAND OAKS ADOPTED 4/19/2010| 5/24/2010 IN
VENTURA COUNTY DRAFT 8/10/2009, 10/8/2009 OUT
YOLO DAVIS ADOPTED 6/14/2010, 8/11/2010 IN
WEST SACRAMENTO ADOPTED 10/10/2008| 12/24/2008| IN
WINTERS ADOPTED 9/9/2009| 10/29/2009 IN
WOODLAND ADOPTED 3/25/2009 6/3/2009 IN
YOLO COUNTY ADOPTED 11/24/2009| 2/22/2010 IN
YUBA MARYSVILLE ADOPTED 4/4/2003 7/1/2003 DUE
WHEATLAND ADOPTED 4/26/2005| 6/27/2005 DUE
YUBA COUNTY ADOPTED 12/30/2009| 3/30/2010 IN
535

Due means a housing element has not yet been submitted for the current planning period.
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From: Donald Jensen [DJ@JDSCIVIL.COM]

Sent: Wednesday, September 08, 2010 12:59 PM

To: Sergio Vargas; Norma Camacho; martin.hernandez@ventura.org
Subject: Santa Paula Creek

Norma,

Thanks for the presentation last night. It was informative and in light of the new information that was presented | have
been asked to request on behalf of the Limoneria Company (as their engineer on the EAST AREA ONE) and the City of
Santa Paula that | be provided:

all relevant new hydrology information available for Santa Paula Creek that Watershed Protection has
been provided to you by the ACOE, FEMA or their consultants.

any hydraulic modeling of the Creek, (HEC RAS or other) that Watershed Protection has prepared or
been provided to you by the ACOE, FEMA or their consultants.

any additional details you might have on the extent of the additional analysis being undertaken by ACOE,
their consultants or Watershed to address the new potential flooding information.

Thanks for your assistance!

Don Jensen P.E. CEO

jensen design and survey, inc.
1672 donlon street

ventura, ca.

93003

(805)654-6977
dj@jdscivil.com

2/15/2011
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From: Donald Jensen [DJ@JDSCIVIL.COM]
Sent: Wednesday, September 08, 2010 1:09 PM
To: darrell.w.buxton@usace.army.mil

Cc: Mike Penrod

Subject: SANTA PAULA CREEK

Darrell,
It was a pleasure meeting you last night at the City of Santa Paula council meeting.

I would like to request that you provide me with the following information under the Freedom of Information Act:

all relevant new hydrology information available for Santa Paula Creek that has been prepared by ACOE,
your consultants or FEMA and/or their consultants.

any hydraulic modeling of the Creek, (HEC RAS or other) that has been prepared by ACOE, your
consultants or FEMA and/or their consultants.

any additional details you might have on the extent of the additional analysis being undertaken by ACOE,
your consultants or FEMA and/or their consultants to address the new potential flooding information.

Any plans or PRELIMINARY design information on potential improvements to the Santa Paula Creek.

This request is on behalf of the Limoneria Company (as their engineer on the EAST AREA ONE) and the City of Santa
Paula.

Thanks for your assistance!

Don Jensen P.E. CEO

jensen design and survey, inc.
1672 donlon street

ventura, ca.

93003

(805)654-6977
dj@jdscivil.com

2/15/2011
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From: Norma Camacho [Norma.Camacho@ventura.org]

Sent: Friday, September 10, 2010 12:23 PM

To: Donald Jensen; Peter Sheydayi

Cc: Mike Penrod; Darrell Buxton; Bruce Rindahl; Martin Hernandez; Sergio Vargas
Subject: RE: Santa Paula Creek

Attachments: 709B.0OUT; 709C.OUT; 709_USGS.FFO

Don,

Peter is correct in following the protocol of going through the Corps to obtain draft analyses generated by the Corps.
However, what we can provide to you is our own analyses which we have forwarded to the Corps. This internal analysis
is the basis by which we have substantiated our comments to the community. | have attached the analysis to this email
for your review. Bruce Rindahl, Manager of our hydrology section would be the point of contact for additional questions
on this data.

Bruce has indicated that our previous analysis did not include the 1998 peak flow because of questions of the accuracy
of the measurement. That peak was unofficially listed as 27,000 but we feel should be more like 20,000. However
there was another peak in 1998 of 15,000 cfs earlier in the year which we feel more confident about.

In short, leaving out the 1998 peak, the Q100 was calculated as 38,800 cfs. With the reliable 1998 peak of 15,000 cfs
the Q100 is calculated as 41,800. With an approximate 1998 peak of 22,000 cfs the Q100 only increases to 42,900.

Therefore, unofficially, we feel that the 38,800 cfs is understated. But since we do know the Q100 has substantially
increased, we felt it was in the community's best interest to be alerted of this fact as soon as possible.

I hope this information is helpful to you and your clients. Thanks again.
Norma Camacho

Director
Watershed Protection District

County of Ventura

800 South Victoria Ave. L#1600
Ventura, CA 93009-1600
(805)654-2040
FAX:(805)654-3350

>>> "Donald Jensen" <DJ@JDSCIVIL.COM> 9/10/2010 11:38 AM >>>
Peter,

The obvious interpretation of what you are saying is that WATERSHED has
no data to provide the basis of the public statements that are being

made and Watershed has accepted and is promoting which are affect the

entire community and projects.

Both Sergio and Norma said that VCWPD had DRAFT copies of the work that
I would be provided a copies of.

I can have the City of Santa Paula request the information directly if
this makes any difference to your response.

2/15/2011



RE: Santa Paula Creek

From: Buxton, Darrell W SPL [Darrell. W.Buxton@usace.army.mil]
Sent: Friday, September 10, 2010 3:36 PM

To: Donald Jensen

Cc: Mike Penrod; Williams, Sharon A SPL; Large, Burke S SPL
Subject: RE: Santa Paula Creek

Don,

Ms. Sharon Williams (cc'd) is the primary POC in our office of Counsel for
FOIA requests.

There have been many discussions recently about updated hydrology and
hydraulics. Many agencies have work going on. However, details are still
being vetted in our agency but we are fairly confident that Hydrology
forecasts have increased in the last few years.

I will see what we can release.

Darrell

From: Donald Jensen [mailto:DJ@JDSCIVIL.COM]
Sent: Friday, September 10, 2010 3:14 PM

To: Buxton, Darrell W SPL

Cc: Mike Penrod

Subject: RE: Santa Paula Creek

Darrell,
Can you please let me know who | should contact at your Counsel's office?

If the information is pre-decisional then why are there so many decision
being made based on it?

Don Jensen P.E. CEO

jensen design and survey, inc.
1672 donlon street

ventura, ca.

93003

(805)654-6977
dj@jdscivil.com

From: Buxton, Darrell W SPL [mailto:Darrell.W.Buxton@usace.army.mil]
Sent: Friday, September 10, 2010 3:03 PM

To: Donald Jensen; Peter Sheydayi; Norma Camacho

Cc: Mike Penrod; Martin Hernandez; Sergio Vargas

Subject: RE: Santa Paula Creek

2/15/2011

Page 1 of 5



RE: Santa Paula Creek

Don,

I have forwarded your request to our office of Counsel as they administer our
FOIA actions. The immediate response was that we do not release draft

information as it could be Pre-decisional. However, we will check to see what
we can release.

Darrell Buxton

US Army Corps of Engineers
Program Manager, PPMD
915 Wilshire Blvd

Los Angeles, CA 90017
213-452-4007

From: Donald Jensen [mailto:DJ@JDSCIVIL.COM]

Sent: Friday, September 10, 2010 11:38 AM

To: Peter Sheydayi; Norma Camacho

Cc: Mike Penrod; Buxton, Darrell W SPL; Martin Hernandez; Sergio Vargas
Subject: RE: Santa Paula Creek

Peter,

The obvious interpretation of what you are saying is that WATERSHED has
no

data to provide the basis of the public statements that are being made

and

Watershed has accepted and is promoting which are affect the entire
community

and projects.

Both Sergio and Norma said that VCWPD had DRAFT copies of the work that
I
would be provided a copies of.

I can have the City of Santa Paula request the information directly if
this
makes any difference to your response.

I have contacted Darrell on behalf of the City and my clients
independently
requesting all data as well.

Don Jensen P.E. CEO

jensen design and survey, inc.
1672 donlon street

ventura, ca.

93003

(805)654-6977

2/15/2011
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RE: Santa Paula Creek

dj@jdscivil.com

From: Peter Sheydayi [mailto:Peter.Sheydayi@ventura.org]

Sent: Friday, September 10, 2010 11:21 AM

To: Donald Jensen; Norma Camacho

Cc: Mike Penrod; Darrell Buxton; Martin Hernandez; Sergio Vargas
Subject: RE: Santa Paula Creek

Don,

This data resides with the Corps of Engineers. | have asked Darrell
Buxton

what data and reports they are able to release. Presuming that he will
release the data directly to you, I will not need to be involved. If
they

release the data to the District as the local sponsor, | will be able to
transmit it to you. With all of that said, | do not expect to have
anything

for you to pick up today.

Peter

>>> "Donald Jensen" <DJ@JDSCIVIL.COM> 9/10/2010 10:36 AM >>>

Peter,

Can | come over and pick up the information today? If not, When will it

be
ready???

I am requesting this information for both the Owners of East Area One

and on
behalf of the City of Santa Paula.

Your attention is appreciated.

Don Jensen P.E. CEO

jensen design and survey, inc.
1672 donlon street

ventura, ca.

93003

2/15/2011
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RE: Santa Paula Creek

(805)654-6977

dj@jdscivil.com

From: Norma Camacho [mailto:Norma.Camacho@ventura.org]

Sent: Wednesday, September 08, 2010 1:32 PM

To: Donald Jensen

Cc: Darrell Buxton; Bruce Rindahl; Martin Hernandez; Peter Sheydayi;
Sergio

Vargas

Subject: Re: Santa Paula Creek

Don,

Your welcome Don. Peter will be your point of contact for obtaining
this
information. Thanks again.

Norma Camacho

Director
Watershed Protection District

County of Ventura

800 South Victoria Ave. L#1600
Ventura, CA 93009-1600
(805)654-2040
FAX:(805)654-3350

>>> "Donald Jensen" <DJ@JDSCIVIL.COM> 9/8/2010 12:59 PM >>>

Norma,

Thanks for the presentation last night. It was informative and in light
of

the new information that was presented | have been asked to request on
behalf

of the Limoneria Company (as their engineer on the EAST AREA
ONE) and the City of Santa Paula that I be provided:

2/15/2011

Page 4 of 5



RE: Santa Paula Creek

all relevant new hydrology information available for Santa Paula Creek
that

Watershed Protection has been provided to you by the ACOE, FEMA or
their

consultants.

any hydraulic modeling of the Creek, (HEC RAS or other) that Watershed
Protection has prepared or been provided to you by the ACOE, FEMA or
their

consultants.

any additional details you might have on the extent of the additional
analysis being undertaken by ACOE, their consultants or Watershed to
address

the new potential flooding information.

Thanks for your assistance!

Don Jensen P.E. CEO

jensen design and survey, inc.
1672 donlon street

ventura, ca.

93003

(805)654-6977

dj@jdscivil.com

2/15/2011

Page 5 of 5
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1672 Donlon Street
’> JENSEN Ventura, Calif. 93003
, Ltocal 805 654 6977
Y DESIGN FAX 805 654 6979
= & SURVEY, INC

www.jdscivil.com

A 4

Feb.15,2011

Ms, Janna Minsk
Planning Director

City of Santa Paula

200 South Tenth Street
Santa Paula, CA. 93060

SUBJECT:  FLOODING ISSUES RESPONSE - EAST AREA 1
LLAFCo Staff Report Dated Jan 13, 2011

Dear Ms Minsk,

The LAFCo Staff has presented several issues with respect to Santa Paula Creek as if
important new information has been identified that indicates the East Area 1 site will be
impacted by flooding from Santa Paula Creek. This is simply not an accurate or fair
representation of the facts.

On page 29, the LAFCo staff report states the East Area 1 site is designated on the latest
FEMA flood zone map in the A99 Zone and that FEMA defines this as a “high risk arca™.
This is not a compiete and accurate representation of the definition of the A%9 Zone. The
complete FEMA definition for the A99 Zone is:

Arcas subject to inundation by the 1-percent-annual-chance flood event, but which will
ultimately be protected upon completion of an under-construction Federal flood
protection system. These are arcas of special flood hazard where enough progress has
been made on the construction of a protection system, such as dikes, dams, and levees, to
consider it complete for insurance rating purposes. Zone A99 may only be used when
the flood protection system has reached specified statutory progress toward
completion. No Base Flood Elevations (BFEs) or depths are shown. (emphasis added)’

The fact is that FEMA assigns the A99 zone as a temporary holding zone when it is
demonstrated that flood protection improvements have reached a substantial point of
completion.

In 2001, the County and City of Santa Paula collectively provided information to request
this new flood plain designation from FEMA through a process called a Letter of Map
Revision and the acknowledgement from FEMA was granted. The County has not made
any application to change this designation. The discussion on page 29 mischaracterizes
the information presented in the City’s EIR, As stated above, the information in the EIR
on flood hazards is correct. As stated above, the County and City of Santa Paula
requested that FEMA revise the IFlood Insurance Rate Map in 2001 to apply the A99

"hitp://www.fema.gov/plan/prevent/floodplain/nfipkeywords/zone_a99.shtm




Zone to this area to reflect the substantial completion of the improvements made to Santa
Paula Creek by the Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) that currently protect the area from
a flood from Santa Paula Creek.

Ventura County Watershed Protection District (VCWPD) raised no flooding issues or
issues on Santa Paula Creek during its review of the East Area 1 EIR. It was only after
the City submitted the LAFCo annexation request that VCWPD identified concerns with
Santa Paula Creek.

The VCWPD has chosen to delay acceptance of the ACOE improvements to the Santa
Paula Creek and requested that the ACOE perform additional work on the Operations and
Maintenance Manual for the Santa Paula Creek improvements. This included asking the
ACOE to address some observed scouring of the channel improvements in the upper end
of the channel construction and additional work on the access roads that run next to the
creek. These items identified by the VCWPD do not relate directly to the ability of the
channel improvements as constructed to provide adequate flood protection but rather deal
with minor design and maintenance issues that VCWPD would like to be resolved before
the County accepts the maintenance responsibilities for the channel.

In a presentation to Santa Paula City Council on September 7, 2010, VCWPD presented
their belief (which they apparently had known since 2006) that the Santa Paula Creek
flows may be higher than the design flow rate of 29,000 cfs previously used for channel
analysis, VCWPD stated at this meeting they had not analyzed the channel with higher
flows.

To resolve this question, Jensen Design & Survey completed additional hydrological
analysis of Santa Paula Creek. Our analysis, uses the 25% higher flow rates (39,000 cfs)
and includes as complete HEC RAS channel capacity analysis which incorporated the
sedimentation model from the most recent ACOE Santa Paula Creek Flood Control
Project Sedimentation Analysis Report. The latest draft of this report available form the
ACOE is dated May 21, 2010 and includes an appendix that addresses channel capacity
and sedimentation is dated September 3, 2010,

Our analysis demonstrated that the channel capacity along East Area 1 is adequate and
East Area 1 is not subject to flooding form the Santa Paula Creek. We further checked the
channel capacity if Santa Paula Creek were at a flow rate at an even higher flow rate of
50,000 cfs. Our analysis, using the sedimentation model prepared by the ACOE
consultant HDR/CDM, shows that at both the 39,000 and 50,000 cfs flow rates, Fast Area
1 is free of flooding with a substantial safety margin. The analysis does confirm a
potential flooding to be caused by the SR126 bridge approximately 1600 feet down
stream of East Area 1.

Our analysis was provided to VCWPD for comment. In a meeting, to discuss our
analysis, we were told that the County did not agree with ACOE on the sedimentation
model (although they had no alternative model). They informed us that they would want
to assess the creek using a sediment load, which they would expect in a debris basin



design so they would have a very conservative analysis of the potential maintenance and
cleanout that might be necessary to maintain the design capacity of the channel.
VCWPD staff admitted the ACOL would likely not agree with this method of analysis
because Santa Paula Creek is not a typical debris basin. VCWPD has not provided any
analysis, exhibit, or report to the City or LAFCo which supports the statements in
LATFCo’s staff report that flooding might occur on East Area 1.

The VCWPD and LAFCo staff are using an “unproven possible idea” of flooding from
Santa Paula Creek in a corner of East Area 1 to justify staff recommendation for
conditions on the annexation that have nothing to do with the adequacy of the project and
the annexation request.

The following statement in the third paragraph of Page 52 of the LAFCo staff report is
extremely misleading: “The southern 500-600 feet of the (Santa Paula Creek) channel
does not have adequate capacity, even with routine maintenance, flood control
improvements are necessary to increase the capacity.” This statement may be accurate
about the arca between the SR 126 and the confluence with the Santa Clara River and the
HEC -RAS analysis of but this area is nearly %2 mile downstream of East Area 1.

There is also agreement between the latest hydraulic models performed by ACOE and
Jensen Design & Survey, Inc. showing that in the “sediment full condition” and a peak
100 year storm event flooding might be caused by the SR 126 bridge, which could extend
upstream 500-600 feet of this bridge. This bridge is 1600 feet down steam from East
Area 1boudary and 2000° from any structures or development area of EAST AREA 1. If
flooding were to occur in this area, Fast Area 1 would not be affected.

We are available to answer any additional questions that you might have.

Sincerely yours,

CEO
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* Definition/Description
* NFIP Requirement

» Guidance

» Related Keywords

Definition/Description

Areas subject to inundation by the 1-percent-annual-chance flood event, but which will ultimately be
protected upon completion of an under-construction Federal flood protection system. These are areas
of special flood hazard where enough progress has been made on the construction of a protection
system, such as dikes, dams, and levees, to consider it complete for insurance rating purposes. Zone
A99 may only be used when the flood protection system has reached specified statutory progress
toward completion. No Base Flood Elevations (BFES) or depths are shown. Mandatory flood
insurance purchase requirements and floodplain management standards apply.

NFIP Requirement

* 60.3 (c)(9) - Zone A99 Requirements
* 61.12 - Requirements for Designation
* 64.3 - Definition

Guidance

» Answers to Questions About the National Flood Insurance Program - Flood Hazard
Assessments and Mapping Requirements

* 1S-9 Managing Floodplain Development Through The National Flood Insurance Program
(NFIP) (page 3-33) (PDF 8MB, TXT 1MB) (entire document)

Related Keywords

» Flood Map
» Flood Zones

http://www.fema.gov/plan/prevent/floodplain/nfipkeywords/zone a99.shtm 2/15/2011
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EAST AREA ONE MASTER PLAN DRAINAGE STUDY

The Manning’s “n” roughness coefficient was set to 0.035 for the channel reach downstream of
the fish ladder agreement with HEC-RAS modeling previously completed for the reach by the
USACE.

Our Geometry includes the Southern Pacific Railroad (SPRR) Bridge. The bridge geometry was
obtained from channel geometry, effective FLOWLINE and width of channel from our aerial
mapping. We have not been able to obtain the ACOE AS BUILT DRAWINGS of the channel.

The modeled Santa Paula Creek reach alignment is mainly straight with minor curvature.
Therefore, cross-section reach lengths in general for left over bank, channel, and right overbank

are set equal.

Conclusions

Based on the HEC-RAS results the Santa Paula Creek along the East Area 1 bank area has
substantially more than enough capacity to handle the 38,800 cfs specified in the Ventura County
Watershed Protection District’s Flood Flow Frequency Model. An additional model assuming
50,000 cfs within the channel was analyzed; these results indicate that the channel has the

capacity to contain this event as well.

Our study did confirm and agree with the USCOE concem that the Caltrans bridge at State Route
126 is a restriction to the flow and the channel capacity downstream of the highway may need
additional improvements. These areas are not within East Area One and our project does not
affect this existing condition. In addition this downstream condition does not result in any
flooding conditions on East Area 1. the option for DRAFT ACOE study identifies several

alternatives for addressing this downstream condition.

K:ALIM 1452 1\Hydro\Hydro\HISTOR Y\2010-06-10521_Hydrology Study SP CREEK Supplement.doc
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1 Ada, Sui te 200
Irvine, CA 92618
P:(714) 734 - 8765

February 4, 2011 F:(714) 734 - 8755
www.railp
Ms. Janna Minsk ros.com

Planning Director

City of Santa Paula
200 S. Tenth Street
Santa Paula, CA 93060

Subject: Ventura Co LAFCO-Santa Paula East Area | Specific Plan Rail Crossing
Ms Minsk:

The City of Santa Paula is proposing annexation of the land referred to as Santa Paula
East Area 1 (East Area 1). The adopted Specific Plan proposes to extend Hallock Drive
across the railroad tracks on the Santa Paula Branch Line to provide access to the area
along with the extension of Santa Paula Street from the west, consistent with the City’s
General Plan.

The following narrative details the project background and the requirements of
California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) related to the approval of rail crossings.
RailPros has been retained by the Limoneira Company to assist with the design of the
rail crossing. RailPros’ senior staff includes top railroad industry talent who bring
diverse and comprehensive expertise to the Project team. Our key team members
include many former railroad employees who understand the way railroads operate and
have guided numerous projects from concept and engineering through construction and
operation.

Project Background

Access across the railroad tracks via Hallock Drive will connect vehicles and pedestrians
from East Area 1 to Telegraph Road and State Road 126 (SR-126) and facilitate
movement in and out of the area. The planned extension of Santa Paula Street will
connect East Area 1 to the existing town of Santa Paula.

The railroad right of way (ROW) at this location, as known as The Santa Paula Branch
Line is owned by Ventura County Transportation Commission (VCTC). VCTC owns the
segment of the Branch Line between Montalvo and Piru; and the portion of the ROW
between Piru and Santa Clarita was abandoned in 1984.

According to the 2007 Santa Paula Branch Line Rail Corridor Study, “the deficiencies on
this segment include track and signals, the need for upgraded or new safety devices at
grade crossings, and bridges and drainage structures, many of which are serviceable but
would need to be rehabilitated in order to support the proposed freight and passenger
rail services.”

Currently there is no freight or passenger service on the Branch Line east of Santa Paula,
and there are no current plans to provide future service. The Fillmore & Western



Railway Company (FWRY) operates recreational excursion trains, dinner trains, and
theme trains throughout the year. The excursion trains operate primarily on weekends
and during the holiday period between the City of Santa Paula and the Community of
Piru, and special film trains at various times and locations.

California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) Requirements

According to CPUC Section 1202; the commission has the exclusive power:

(a) To determine and prescribe the manner, including the particular point of
crossing, and the terms of installation, operation, maintenance, use, and
protection of each crossing of one railroad by another railroad or street railroad,
and of a street railroad by a railroad, and of each crossing of a public or publicly
used road or highway by a railroad or street railroad, and of a street by a railroad
or of a railroad by a street.

(b) To alter, relocate, or abolish by physical closing any crossing set forth in
subdivision (a).

(c) Torequire, where in its judgment it would be practicable, a separation of grades
at any crossing established and to prescribe the terms upon which the
separation shall be made and the proportions in which the expense of the
construction, alteration, relocation, or abolition of crossings or the separation of
grades shall be divided between the railroad or street railroad corporations
affected or between these corporations and the state, county, city, or other
political subdivision affected.

In order to gain approval of the addition of a new crossing, grade separated or at-grade,
a Formal Application must be submitted to the CPUC. The following is from the CPUC
Rules of Practice and Procedure Title 20, Division 1, Chapter 3, Rule 3.7

Applications to construct a public road, highway, or street across a railroad must
be made by the municipal, county, state, or other governmental authority which
proposes the construction. Such applications shall be served on the affected
railroad corporations, and shall contain the following information:

(a) The rail milepost and either a legal description of the location of the proposed
crossing or a location description using a coordinate system that has accuracy
comparable to a legal description.

(b) Crossing identification numbers of the nearest existing public crossing on each
side of the proposed crossing. (Numbers may be obtained from the crossing sign
at the crossing, or from the office of the railroad.)

(c) If the proposed crossing is at-grade,

1. A statement showing the public need to be served by the proposed
crossing;
2. A statement showing why a separation of grades is not practicable; and

A statement showing the signs, signals, or other crossing warning devises
which applicant recommends be provided at the proposed crossing.



(d) A map of suitable scale (50 to 200 feet per inch) showing accurate locations of all
streets, roads, property lines, tracks, buildings, structures or other obstructions
to view for a distance of at least 400 feet along the railroad and 200 feet along
the highway in each direction from the proposed crossing. Such map shall show
the character of surface or pavement and width of same, either existing or
proposed, on the street or road adjacent to the proposed crossing and on each
side thereof.

(e) A map of suitable scale (1,000 to 3,000 feet per inch) showing the relation of the
proposed crossing to existing roads and railroads in the general vicinity of the
proposed crossing.

(f) A profile showing the ground line and grade line and rate of grades of approach
on all highways and railroads affected by the proposed crossing.

Note: Authority cited: Section 1701, Public Utilities Code. Reference: Sections 1201,
1201.1 and 1202, Public Utilities Code.

Generally, when planning and designing crossings the CPUC prefers to be involved in the
process from the early stages to oversee the safety and feasibility of the design and
facilitate in the approval of the subsequent application, as indicated in the attached
comment letter from the CPUC on the City’s Draft EIR for the East Area 1 project. The
City’s response to these comments indicates the City’s intent to coordinate with the
CPUC and other agencies in advance of the design and construction of the crossing.

Grade crossings are typically designed collaboratively with the street improvement
plans at the time a subdivision map is proposed. As the annexation is not yet complete,
and subdivision maps and the associated improvement plans have not been prepared,
the design of the rail crossing has not been completed at this time.

RailPros has consulted with Sergio Licon, the CPUC representative for Ventura County.
Per our conversation, since an at-grade crossing is proposed, he would like to see a
Grade Separation Study, as required in the Application, describing why separation of
grades is not practicable. In addition, he would like to see current design plans for the
crossing and nearby intersection of Hallock Drive and Telegraph Road, particularly the
equipment and warning devices proposed as well as the other items required by the
Application.

Proposed Grade Crossing

Grade separated crossings are preferred by the CPUC because separating rail and road
traffic increases safety; however they also come with greater impacts to the immediate
area, increased cost, and sometimes the loss of access to adjacent properties. At-grade
crossings are appropriate when the impacts of a grade separation are determined to be
too great or if the project can demonstrate that an at-grade crossing can be constructed
that will minimize the potential for vehicle/railroad collisions. At-grade crossings are
generally more cost effective and, when properly designed, are sufficiently safe and
effective in meeting the CPUC and stakeholder demands.



The proposed grade crossing configuration includes raised concrete medians, automatic
railroad flashing light signals and gates, and roadway traffic pre-signals. Raised medians
will keep roadway vehicles in their proper lanes and detour aggressive drivers from
trying to run around the crossing gates, while the traffic pre-signals will keep vehicles
from stopping inside the railroad crossing area.

RailPros has prepared the attached exhibits showing conceptual at-grade and grade
separated crossing designs (see attached). These exhibits depict the information
typically requested by the CPUC in their review process.

While both options are physically feasible, the additional grading and structure cost for
the grade separated option is not practicable from a cost perspective and is not
warranted given the limited rail traffic, slow train speed (below 20 mph), and short train
lengths on the Santa Paula Branch line.

The CPUC does take into account the closing of other public at-grade crossings such the
existing Padre Lane crossing that will be closed; however, they do not consider the
trading of one crossing for another. Each crossing is considered and the determination
of acceptance is made individually.

Moving forward, the proposed crossing design will be presented to and reviewed by
the CPUC. The CPUC is willing to review design plans and provide direction relating to
the safety measures and design elements likely to be required. After the CPUC has
(informally) signed off on the design, the Application must be submitted for formal
acceptance of the crossing design.

Based on our experience with the design of grade crossings, and the characteristics of
the Santa Paula Branch line, we expect the CPUC will approve an at-grade crossing for
Hallock Drive.

If you have any questions or would like to discuss this issue further, please feel free to
contact our office at 714.734.8765.

Sincerely,

RAILPROS, INC.

Robert Williams, PE
Rail Engineer

Attachment: RailPros Highway-Rail Crossing Exhibits
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East Area 1 Specific Plan FEIR Responses to Comments

S1

S1-1

S1-2

S1-3

S1-4

S1-5

RESPONSESTO COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC UTILITIESCOMMISSION
RECEIVED, DECEMBER 28, 2007

Comment noted. No response necessary.

As noted in Section 4.4 (Transportation & Circulation) of the Draft EIR, the analysis concluded
that traffic volumes for roadways and intersections would increase. This would also occur for
those roadways that intersect the Fillmore & Western Railway Company right-of-way.
Pededtrian circulation at Telegraph Road/Hallock Drive would increase due to the additional on-
site population. However, mitigation measure identified within the Draft EIR reduced these
impacts to less than significant levels.

The existing crossing at Padre Lane would be abandoned and a new at-grade crossing would be
constructed at Telegraph Road/Hallock Drive. Coordination with the California Public Utilities
Commission (Commission) and other applicable agencies will be undertaken in advance of design
and construction of the crossing. The City will work closedly with the Commission and other
applicable agencies in order to ensure that all concerns are addressed.

See responses S1-2 above of this FEIR's Responses to Comments document. In addition, the
analysis contained within Section 4.4 of the Draft EIR determined that with the implementation
of mitigation measures, all traffic impacts could be mitigated to below levels of significance and
as such, no additional grade separations for any major thoroughfares would be required. In
addition, the City will work with the Commission to ensure that a fencing plan for the vicinity of
Telegraph Road/Hallock Drive is developed and meets its standards and recommendations. As
such, a new mitigation measure has been included within the FEIR to address fencing
requirements in the vicinity of Telegraph Road/Hallock Drive (see Section 4.4 of the FEIR's
Clarifications & Revisions document). Therefore, based upon the analysis contained within
Section 4.4 of the Draft EIR, that contained above and the new mitigation measure proposed to
address fencing along the at-grade crossing at Telegraph Road/Hallock Drive, impacts would
continue to be less than significant.

Comment noted. No response necessary.

Comment noted. No response necessary.

F:\PROJ-ENV\Santa Paula - East Area 1 EIR\IFEIRResponse to Comments\Responses to Comments (Final).doc 5
February 15, 2008
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Chapter 1 - Executive Summary

This study provides recommendations and an implementation plan for
improvements Lo Santa Paula’s sanitary sewer system. This plan
addresses the current sanitary sewer needs as well as the future needs
of the City.

Purpose

The City of Santa Paula provides wastewater callection and treatment
for local residents, The existing facilities are aging and improvements
are needed o maintain the integrity of the system. Other
improvements are needed Lo accommodate the planned growth of the
City. Consequently, the City needs to evaluate the hydraulic capacity
and the condition of the existing sewer system, and plan for
nfrastructure replacement and improvement projects. In addition, the
City needs to develop a long-term maintenance plan to continue to
provide adequate collection and transportation of local wastewater.

The focus of this report is on the collection system (pipelines,
manholes, lift stations). Improvements to the treatment system arc
addressed as a separate project.

Analysis

For this study, the collection system flows were ¢stimated based on
data acquired from various sources. In addibon, an analysis of the
daily pattern of flow (Diumal Flow) was conducted since wastcwaler
flow in a sewer system is not uniform, but varies throughout the day.
The daily peak flow is a eritical flow for analysis of the collection
system. This is because the peak (highest) flow in the sewer will have
the highest depth. If the flow linc (depth) is 100 great, the free
discharge of laterals may occur, creating backups. For purposes of this
study, a peaking factor of 2.0 times the average daily flow was used to
estimate the peak day flow. The present peak 1o average llow ratio is
1.8 (2.4 MGD 10 4.3 MGD).

The diumnal flow pattems, both weekday and weekend, are not
expected to change in the future. However the flows, average and
peak, are expected 1o increase in relation to the total popalation that is



served. The estimated future average dry-weather flow is 4.0 MGD at
build-out. Using the peaking factor of 2.0, the expected future peak
flow is 8.0 MGD. These figures were used for modeling fisture flow in
the collection system.

Gravity sewer systems are subject lo migration of clear water,
Infiltration and Inflow (/1) from the outside. The volume of clear
water that enlers a sewer system has an adverse effect on the hydraulic
capacity of the sewers. Consequently, an I/ evaluation was conducted
for a portion of the City. The nature of the wel weather flow pattems
validated an assumpiion that most of the clear water in the Santa Paula
sewer system can be attributed to inflow. The sum of the maximum I/
plus the peak hourly flow is 7.0 MGD, which approximately 2.6 imes
the average day flow. For analysis purposes in this repon, the peak
wel weather flow rate of 3.0 imes the average flow was used.

Sources of inflow should be eliminated where practical, since inflow
utilizes sewer capacity and is costly to treat. The City should repair
broken pipes, leaking pipe joints, offset manhole castings, below grade
manhole covers subject to ponding, and any other pmami:! sources of
inflow in a imely manner, Of particular importance is diligent
observation of the system for surcharge and backflow during wet
weather. Regulations regarding spillage of sewage are becoming
increasing strict. In sccordance with CMOM,! in the event of a spill,
the City may be reguired to prove that its system was adequately
designed and maintained.

The collection system was modeled in order to determine the hydraulic
capacity of the main sewer lines. Modeling is a tool used 10 evaluate
the capacity of pipes in a sewer system. The model is a mathematical
analysis. For this study, the model consists of an Excel spreadshect
that was created utilizing Manning’s equation to calculate the sewer
capacity in terms of percent full pipe. The spreadsheet approach was
used because it can be readily used by City staff and other engineers
without the need for special software or traming. This model was run
using for existing and future peak flow, under dry and wet-weather
conditions.

1 Capacity, Manageinent, Operations, and Mainicnance (CMOM) regulations of the
LS. Environmenisl Prolecion Ageocy.



Results

Prior to this study, the City had no standard cnteria for the design,
analysis, and construction of sewer systems. Such criteria were
established and included in this report. Based on the adopted criteria
only two segments of sewer were determined 10 be undersized for
existing conditions. A 10-inch segment is located at Main Street near
Blanchard School bétween manholes 2043 and 2E05, The other
sewer is a 20-inch segment located in Harvard Boulevard between
manholes 4D06 and 4D09.

The future flow data input in the Model showed [uture capacity
problems in the following sewer scgments:

e 12-inch sewer, cast along Harvard Blvd, and north along
Garcia and Thirteenth Streets

o 36, and 24-inch sewers from the Wastcwater Treatment Plant
east 10 Acacia Road, north to Harvard Blvd. east to Steckel
Drive
8.inch sewer along Steckel Drive north to Main Strect
8-inch sewer east along Santa Paula Street o Walden Street,
south along Walden and Elm Streets to Harvard Blvd,

Condition Assessment

For this report, a prelimimary assessment of the system was performed,
based on a review of existing video lapes, video tape logs, observation
of select manholes, and imterviews with operational staff. Because
much of the City system dates to the 1920s and 1930s, deterioration 1s
evident,

Sewer repair and rehabilitation s an ongotng process, as sewers will
continue 1o deteriorate and fail over time. The City, therefore, must be
vigilant in their efforts to maintain the systeni. To this end, this repori
recommends a plan for immediate sewer rehabilitation as well asa
plan for continual observance and correetions within the system,

Based on the review of videotapes, it is apparent thal the central or
older portion of the City has more problem areas than other arcas
within the collection system, The City's two lifl stations were
inspected and both il stations are at the end of their usetul service



lives and in need of replacement. The City should conduct a more
detailed hydraulic investigation prior to replacement of both {ift
stations.

Summary of Recommendations

Based on the information in this report, (the following improvement
program is recommended:

I. System Condition Assessment and Cleaning Program

Currently the City inspects about 2.5 percent of their pipeline
cach year using closed circuit television. This goal should be
raised to 10 percent cach year, with priority given to the arcas
shown in Figure 7-3. This higher ratc should continue until
100 percent of the City has been evaluated, at which time the
goal should be re-evaluated.

Likewise, 10 percent of all manholes should be inspected
annuaily in addition 1o inspections conducted while crews are
cleaming and/or videotaping the pipelines.

Currently, the City cleans about 25 percent of their pipelines
each vear. Because this goal was established more than 4 years
ago, virtually all pipelines have been cleaned. The benefit of
continuing to clean at this rate is not clear. It is recommended
that this goal be scaled back 1o 15 percent for two years, then
re-evaluated. In general, the amount of cleaning performed
should be tailored to the conditions of the system. Some pipes
may need several cleanings each year, while others may
virtually never need cleaning. Those pipelines which need
frequent cleaning should be evaluated regarding the cause, and
perhaps targeted for rehabilitation.

2. Pipeline and Manhole Replacement and Rehabilitation
Program. Much of the existing sysiem dates to the 1920s and
1930s. Very little of it is less than 40 years old. A routine
program of pipeline replacement and rehabilitation is needed 1o
keep abreast of deteriorating infrastructure, and avoid the sewage
spills and sinkholes that may occur when pipelines and manholes

fail. A goal of replacing/rehabilitating 2 percent of this



infrastructure each year is appropriate given the overall age of the
system. With such a goal, it will take 50 years to completely
replace the current sysiem—at which point the pipelines being
replaced will be approximately 100 years old on average.

* Prorilics for replacement/rehabilitation arc shown in
Figure 8-1.

= Proritics should be re-evaluated annually, based on the results
of the System Condition Assessment Program.

3. Lift Station Replacements. As noted carlier, the two existing lifi
stations should be budgeted for replucement.

4. Capacity Improvements. As discussed earlier, only two pipelines
were determined 1o be undersized based on current flows; one in
Main Street near Bianchard School, and the other at the west end
of Harvard Boulevard. On the other hand, the Fagan and East
Arca developments will require significant upgrades to the existing
system, along Harvard Boulevard in particular. As a result,
capacity upgrades, in general, should be scheduled based on
development schedules. The exception is the upgrade in Main
Street which is independent of development activity, and should
receive a high priority.

Table 1-1 provides an overview of a recommended capital
improvement program, based on the above recommendations,

Conclusion

The City of Santa Paula has been able to provide adequate collection
of wastewaler from its residents for more than 50 years. To this end,
the City must continue to be diligent in operating and maintaining its.
system including, assessment of capacity and condition on an regular
basis. The projects identified in this report are limited to known
conditions. An estimated $25 M must be expended to replace sewers
based on projects identified in this study. The money should be spent
based on project prioritics. However, there are still portions of the
sewer system for which no information was reviewed. As new
information is gathered, the pnionity of projects should be dynamic
such that critical projects, projects that could affect the health and well
bemg of residents, receive lop priority.



Chapter 2 - Introduction

This section provides an everview of the Santa Paula area and wastewater collection,

Background

The City of Santa Paula provides wastewalter collection and treatment
for local residents. The existing facilitics are aging and improvements
are necded {o maintain the integrity of the system. An evaluation of
the hydraulic capacity and condition assessment will allow the City o
plan for infrastructure replacement and improvement projects. In
addition, the City needs lo develop a long-lerm maintenance planto
continue to provide adequate collection and transportation of local
wastewaler,

Study Objectives and Scope

This study provides recommendations and an implementation plan for
improvements to Santa Paula’s sanitary sewer system. The plan
dddresses the current situation and sanitary sewer needs as well as the
future needs of the City. The following is a list of activities used 1o
define present and future wastewater projects.

« Data on the existing collection system were gathered.
« Data on present and future land use were gathered.

« Present and future flows in relation to Equivalent Residential
Units (ERU) were defined,

« The existing system was broken down tnto collection basins for
analysis purposes.

« Interviews with City staff werc conducted to confirm or elarify
assumptions on sewage (low rates.

« A limited site investigalion was conducted 10 confirm or clarify
some flow assumptions and to assess the condition of selected
sewer manholes from various representative areas within the
City.



= A review of existing diurnal flow curves and past wastewater
treatment plant flow records was conducted 10 assess peak Now
rates and Infiltration and Inflow (1/1) in the sewer system.

« Existing videotape logs and portions of videotapes of the sewer
gystem were reviewed to assess the condition of existing
SEWETS.

« Recommendations for additional videotaping and flow
monitoring in specific areas were made to confirm condition
assessment and flow assumptions respectively.

« A sewer model of the existing collection system main trunk
sewers was developed to assess present and future flow impact
on the system capacity.

« A sewer model of the existing collection system with
retnforeements to the main trunk sewers was developed 1o
define projects to meet present and future capacity needs.

» Sewer project recommendations were developed based on
present capacity needs, future capacity needs and limited
condition assessment,

« A plan for implementation of projects was developed.

Study Area Description

The City of Santa Paula is located in Veniura County between the
mountain foothills and the Santa Clara River, It isone of the oldest
cities in Ventara County. Incorporated in 1902, land use within the
City reflects 100 years of building and development. The City owns,
operates and maintains over 50 miles of sanitary sewers and a
wastewater treatment facility. The majority of the sanitary sewer
system was built within the last 50 years however; portions of the
samtary sewer system were built earlier.

The City 1s surrounded by agricultural land and has experienced steady
growth in recent vears. Figure 2-1 shows the sphere of influence of
the City and proposed expansion areas within the sphere of mfluence.
The proposed expansion areas are primarily residential,
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Model Results

The model was run using the existing daily peak flow conditions.
Based on the percent full critena, only two scgmonts of sewer were
determined 1o be above capacity. A 10-inch segmeont i$ localed at
Main Sireet near Blanchard School between manholes 2D43 and 2E0S.
The other sewer is a 20-inch scgment located in Harvard Blvd.
between manholes 4D06 and 4D09. Figure 6-3 shows the syslem
deficiencics.

The model was also run using wet weather flow conditions. The
results showed deficiencies in the same sewer segments.

The City must note that the wet weather peak flow was assumed to be
spread evenly throughout the basins. Since the analysis indicates that
high wet weather flow is inflow related (See Chapter 5), the clear
water entering the collection system may not be evenly distributed
throughout the basing as the model suggests. However, without a
detailed survey of the entire sewer system, the actual locations of
inflow cannot be determined. A detailed survey would involve 1est
procedures such as smoke testing of sanitary sewers and dye testing of
stormn sewers (o locate leaks and cross connections in the sewer
system. Additionally, a field inspection of all manholes within the
systern would need to be performed. Exfiltration tests and a cost
comparison for rehabilitation verses treatment of the wastewater would

be necessary.

The future wastewater flow conditions were modeled. Based on
mformation {rom the local developers, the point of flow tie into the
existing systemwas determined.  Figure 6-4 shows how the new
developments could be connected to the system. Figure 6-4 also
shows deficiencics within the existing system based on the future
flows. Table 6-9 and Table 6-10 show the results of future flow m the
model.
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1672 Donton Street

Ventura, Calif. 93003
Locai 805 654 6977

FAX 805 654 6979

www.jdscivil.com
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Feb.11, 2011

Ms, Janna Minsk
Planning Director

City of Santa Paula

200 South Tenth Street
Santa Paula, CA. 93060

SUBJECT: SEWER COMMENT RESPONSE — EAST AREA 1
LAFCo Staff Report Dated Jan 13, 2011

Dear Ms Minsk,

The Sewer System issues raised by LAFCo StafT mistepresent the adequacy of the City’s
Existing Sewer System to accommodate the EAST AREA 1development

The City has adequate existing capacity in the constructed sewer system between
HARVARD and 12 Street. This location is where EAST AREA 1 will connect to the
existing City system. There are two City trunk sewer lines at this intersection.

One is the Harvard Trunk line which the City Wastewater Master Plan (WMP) indicates
is a high level priority for replacement and they analyze its capacity based on the East
Area 1 connections. The second line 1s known as the Southern Trunk sewer and splits
from the Harvard trunk at 12" street and continues south of the 126 freeway to the
WATER RECLAMATION Facility. This line is recognized in the WMP as a backup to
the Harvard trunk and has existing capacity to accommodate all build out flows from
EAST AREA 1.

Calculations were provided to LAFCo that show capacity for East Area One in the
Southern Trunk sewer. The calculations for the downstream system analysis system use
the WMP flow estimates from Table 3-2 of the WMP. This table indicates an Equivalent
Residential Unit (ERU) count of 1790. This results in an estimated Average Dry weather
flow of .5325 mgd or a peak daily flow rate of 1.3312 mgd. Our analysis compares
surprisingly close with LAFCo suggested “20% increase™ rates. It is noted that LAFCo
has misreported the peak flow rate by over 90,000 gpd (peak flow reported by them
should have been 1.348 mgd which they misrepresented as 1.439 mgd ).

We have attached an EXHIBIT showing the alternate sewer {runk mains that serve East
Area 1 and the Southern Trunk Sewer Capacity calculation. These supplements are
included within the attached copy of our SEWER Report dated July 12, 2010. This report
updated and supplement the January 21, 2010 report referred to by LAFCo staff but does
not change the conclusions that the city has adequate existing capacity within the existing
city system to serve EAST AREA 1 from the connection point to the treatment plant.
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Introduction

This study of the existing City of Santa Paula sewer system is intended to guide the development
decisions for the East Area One project. The project is located north of Telegraph Road and
spans from Santa Paula Creek to Orcutt Canyon Creek. Offsite sewer must be routed to the
intersection of Telegraph Road and Hallock Drive in order for the East Area One development to
connect to the City system. The City of Santa Paula Wastewater System Master Plan is used as
the basis for flow calculations and pipe capacity analysis. Both existing and future sewer
capacities, as well as the costs associated with the available options, will be outlined in the
following pages.

Existing Sewer Layout

Before discussing future options, it is critical to understand the existing sewer system. There are
two main trunk lines that carry flow to the treatment facility near the southwest comer of the
City: Harvard Boulevard Trunk (running east to west, north of Highway 126) and the “Southern
Trunk” (running east to west, south of Highway 126). The Wastewater Master Plan indicates
that the Southern Trunk acts as an overflow to the Harvard Boulevard Trunk. Several points of
connection between the two trunks allow for redundancy within the system. These include: an
18” connection 12™ Street, a 10” connection just west of Stanford Avenue, and a 12” connection
in Palm Avenue. Any connection to the Harvard Boulevard Trunk east of these existing points
of redundancy, may be assumed to utilize the Southern Trunk.

Wastewater Master Plan Summary

Boyle Engineering completed the City’s Wastewater System Master Plan in September of 2005.
Calculations include existing and future capacities analyzed for both dry and we weather
conditions. According to the Wastewater Mater Plan, the City sewer system has only two
existing capacity deficiencies. One in Main Street near Blanchard School, and the second in
Harvard Boulevard just west of Palm Avenue (Master Plan Report, page 3). For the East Area
One analysis, only the deficiency in Harvard Boulevard is pertinent. (See Master Plan Figure 6-
3 on page 14).

Future conditions for the East Areas One project are included in the Master Plan calculations.
Master Plan Table 3-2 outlines the ERU and flow calculations assumed for the development.
Included as page 15 of this report, we see that the East Area One project contributes a total of
1790 ERUs to the system. East Area One proposes 1500 units, which gives a ratio of 1.19
ERUs/unit. This value will help in determining phases of construction and how many units can
be completed before upgrades are necessary.

Master Plan Figure 6-2, included as page 13, delineates sewer “Zones” that contribute to each
line. Zones 1, 7, and 13 contribute to the Southern Trunk, while Zones 2-6, 8-11, and 14-17
contribute to the Harvard Trunk. Calculations show that East Area One would connect to the
Harvard Trunk at Zone 11, then flow through Zones 8, 3, and finally 1. Future conditions show
that there are several deficiencies in the Harvard Trunk with the connection of East Area One
(See Master Plan Tables 6-9 and 6-10 on pages 18-19). Master Plan Figure 6-4 and Table 1-1

K:ALIM14521\Sewer Study\4251Sewer Study.doc 1



(pages 22-23) indicate that the East Area One development would be responsible for the
upgrades to the Harvard Boulevard Trunk from Steckel Drive to 12" Street, or 7700 feet.

East Area One Sewer Connection Options

Essentially, there are two main areas of focus for the East Area One sewer connection. Since
both the Harvard Boulevard Trunk and Southern Trunk begin at the intersection of 12™ Street
and harbor Boulevard, the first area of analysis is how to run the sewer from East Area One
(Telegraph Road and Hallock Drive) to the 12™ Street intersection. The second focus area would
be which trunk line can best serve the development from 12™ Street to the new water recycling
facilty.

There are four options for the sewer connection from East Area One to 12 Street:

e Option 1 ~ Construct sewer along Telegraph Road to the Harvard Boulevard & 12™ Street
intersection. A lift station and force main would be required at the creek crossing.

e Option 2 - connect the EA1 sewer to the existing main in Hallock Drive, which crosses
Highway 126 to the south and runs to 12" Street. The existing Lemonwood lift station
and force main would be analyzed for capacity.

e Option 3 - construct a main in Telegraph Road to Whipple Road and then south to the
freeway. A lift station and force main would then carry flow and join the Lemonwood
force main just east of Santa Paula Creek.

e Option 4 — construct sewer westerly along Santa Paula Street. A lift station would again
be required to cross the creek. The system would tie into the main in Santa Paula Street,
and eventually run down to the intersection of Harvard Boulevard and 12" Street.

Option 1 — Telegraph Road

For this option, 2200 feet of 15” sewer would be constructed from the intersection of Telegraph
Road and Hallock Drive to Santa Paula Creek. At the creek a lift station and short force main
would be required. The remaining 2530 feet of 15 main would be constructed from just west of
the creek along the diagonal alignment of Harvard Boulevard to the intersection at 12 Street.
The construction cost for Option 1 is approximately $1 million.

Option 1 ) _

Existing Size | Replacement Size | Timing LF dift Cost

New 15" Before Any Units 4730 | $125.00 $ 591,250

New Lift Station Before Any Units $ 300,000

New Force Main Before Any Units 470 | $200.00 3 94,000
|_Total § 985,250
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11661 San Vicente Boulevard Suite 30
11661 San Vicente Boulevard, Suite 306
Los Angeles, California 90049
310.820.2680-p, 310.820.8341-f
www.stanleyrhoffman.com

Memorandum
To: Janna Minsk, Planning Director
City of Santa Paula
From: Stan Hoffman, President
Marcine Osborn, Senior Associate
Date: February 15, 2011
Subject: Santa Paula East Area 1 Specific Plan Annexation Fiscal Analysis
Responses to LAFCo Staff Report of January 19, 2011
Job No.: 1115

This memorandum presents responses to the concerns and questions presented in the Ventura
LAFCo Staff Report of January 19, 2011 on the East Area 1 Specific Plan Fiscal Impact
Analysis, City of Santa Paula, November 12, 2007 prepared by Stanley R. Hoffman Associates.

Page 31 of the staff report states that the East Area 1 landowner and developer prepared a fiscal
analysis to the City that was provided to LAFCo staff. What is not mentioned is that City staff
reviewed the fiscal analysis and had a peer review conducted by Warren Sprague, an economist
with AECOM, the City’s consultant. Mr. Sprague has over 20 years of experience as an
economist preparing fiscal impact studies. The fiscal impact study was revised extensively to
respond to comments from City staff and Mr. Sprague. Based on the information in the fiscal
analysis, the City negotiated the terms of the project Development Agreement to ensure that this
project pays for the services it requires, consistent with the policies in the City’s General Plan.

This memorandum focuses on the specific comments that begin in the LAFCo Staff Report on
page 31 under the heading Cost of City Services.

Fire Costs. The source of revenue to cover the unmet increase in operations costs for the fire
station is not identified (page 32 and page 35 of LAFCo Staff Report)

Response: LAFCo staff notes that 70% of the annual operating cost of the new fire station
planned in East Area 1 is allocated to the East Area 1 project and the remaining 30% ia allocated
to other future development and questions how the City will fund the full operating cost if future
development does not generate sufficient revenues. It should be noted that this fire station will
not only serve East Area 1 but it will also serve other existing and planned future uses on the east
side of Santa Paula. For this reason it would not be appropriate or equitable for the full operating
cost to be born by East Area 1.

Specifically, this fire station will serve East Area 2, which is also identified as an expansion area
in the City’s General Plan and which the City has committed to annex immediately after the East
Area 1 annexation is completed. The commercial and other uses that will be developed in East
Area 2 will produce additional revenues to fund the annual operating costs of this new fire
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station. In addition, it is important to note that, based on the information in the Fiscal Impact
Analysis, the approved Development Agreement requires the landowner to establish a $1 million
fund to cover any shortfalls in revenues as the project develops, with the additional requirement
that this fund be replenished as needed to maintain a $1 million balance. Should other future
development lag in time behind East Area 1, the City will be able to make up any temporary
shortfall in operating funds from this shortfall fund.

Because there is a downturn in the economy at this time and permit activity is slow, does not
mean that LAFCO should assume that growth will come to a complete stop and there will be no
other growth in the City. At the California Economic Forecast conference for Ventura County
held on February 3, 2011, in Westlake Village, Dr. Mark Schniepp presented his forecast for the
County’s economy. Dr. Schniepp’s forecast shows the County’s economy recovering slowly
with unemployment rates returning back to normal in 3-5 years. Growth both in East Area 1 and
in East Area 2 is anticipated consistent with this time frame.

Street and Road Costs. LAFCo staff questions the low amount of $14,600 shown in the General
Fund as unrealistically low (pages 32 and 34 of LAFCo Staff Report)

Response: The City responded earlier that most of the maintenance for streets and roads comes
form the City’s Gas Tax Fund, the Local Transportation Fund and the Traffic Congestion Relief
revenues. The General Fund contributes funds for only the share of these costs not met by the
other sources.

While these other transportation funds were not projected in the Fiscal Analysis, it should be
noted that City’s peer review consultant, Mr. Warren Sprague, P&D Technologies, requested a
separate General Fund analysis of the cost of Slurry Seal and Grind & Overlay for the streets and
roads over a 20-year period. As discussed in Chapter 4, starting on page 28 of the Fiscal Report,
and shown on Table 4-2, page 32, the analysis of these costs can be handled over the 20-year
projection period from the General Fund. As shown on Table 4-2, the Net Cumulative Fiscal
Impact is still $12.6 million, a reduction of about $1.5 million from the Net Cumulative Fiscal
Impact of about $14.1 million prior to consideration of this additional cost, as shown on Table 4-
1, page 31. The net recurring fiscal balance remains positive even with the additional street and
road costs. The above referenced tables, Table 4-1, Parts 1 and 2, and Table 4-2, are attached in
Appendix A to this memorandum.

Property Turnover Rate and Home Value Changes. On page 33, the LAFCo staff report questions
the assumptions related to property values in the Fiscal Analysis. Specifically, that the Fiscal
Analysis does not reflect recent conditions regarding property turnover rates and housing value
changes, and consequently, may overestimate property tax revenue.

Property tax revenue is based on the projected purchase price of the residential units planned in
the project provided by the developer. To address expected declines in price, a secondary
analysis was provided based on a 20% lower value. Home values appear to have decreased far
more than the 20% worst case scenario contained in the Fiscal Analysis. When the Fiscal
Analysis was prepared, the median home purchase price in Santa Paula was approximately
$500,000, near the peak median price of $535,000 in mid 2006. Since January of 2009, the
median purchase price has held steady at approximately $250,000, representing a devaluation of
approximately 50%.
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Also, relying on data from 2001, the Fiscal Analysis assumes that each year 8% of the home in
the East Area 1 SP will be resold, allowing the property tax for these units to be adjusted to
reflect the assumed increased value, thus increasing revenue to the City.

Response to Turnover Rate: The LAFCo staff has pointed out that the turnover rate of 8% may
be too high compared to 4%-5% in the current market. While earlier data did show the higher
rate, the current rate has declined as pointed out by LAFCo staff. However, it should be noted
that this rate has a relatively small effect on the overall fiscal analysis, representing only about
1.3% of the total projected General Fund revenues, as shown on Table 1-1, page 4 of the Fiscal
Report. Also, it does not seem appropriate for the lower rate to be held for a 20 year period,
particularly in light of the current California Economic Forecast that conditions are improving
over the next few years. If a mid-point were to be used, say somewhere in the range of 6% to
6.5%, this would also not result in any significant change in the conclusions of the fiscal
analysis.

Response to Home Values. The scenario presented in the fiscal analysis with the 20% price
reduction represents an overall average per unit sales value of about $427,000 for the entire
project. The $250,000 average value in the LAFCo report appears to be the citywide average for
all homes and not for newly constructed homes. The sales prices projected for East Area 1
reflect the added value of the attractiveness of their site location and the amenities to be
provided. It is not appropriate to compare a citywide median sales price for existing homes with
the projected sales prices for new homes in East Area 1 on this particular site. Not only would it
command a higher value, it is also our understanding that the developer is not planning to go
forward until there is a reasonable increase in housing prices. Also, in addition to the 20%
reduction that was tested, the fiscal study also tested some quite dramatic reductions due to the
potential impacts of Proposition 13, as discussed next.

Property Tax Revenues and Appreciation Rate. “Also, the Fiscal Analysis assumes that housing
values will increase by 7.3% each year and bases property tax revenue on this rate of
appreciation.” (Page 33 of LAFCo Staff Report)

Response to Home Value Appreciation. In the fiscal analysis that was prepared in constant
dollars, property values are not increased by 7.3%, as shown on Table 1-1, page 4, and phased on
Table 4-1, pages 30 and 31. Instead, what was analyzed was a more severe constraint, as
recommended by the City’s peer review consultant, Mr. Warren Sprague., As discussed in
Chapter 4, Section 4.2 Potential Impact of Proposition 13 Property Tax Limitations, page 29,
what is tested is the constraint that Proposition 13 places on the growth of property tax because
properties that are not sold only increase in Assessed Value at a maximum of 2% per year. The
7.3% appreciation rate was selected as the long-term average annual growth rate of the housing
price index rate over the past 20 years for the Oxnard-Thousand Oaks-Ventura area from the
Office of Federal Housing Enterprise Oversight. (Please see attached Table 4-3 in Appendix A)
A higher appreciation rate — that is, a wider difference from the 2% maximum cap -- actually
causes the negative impact to be greater on property taxes in the long term. As shown in Table
4-1, on page 31, this estimated Proposition 13 hypothetical impact reduced the projected
property taxes by 46%. This resulted in the initial property tax revenues of $1,544,140 being
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reduced to $832,800. The Proposition 13 Adjusted Property Tax (3rd line) on Table 4-1, Part 2,
referenced in Appendix A, is shown in the Year 20 column as being significantly reduced.

After responding to the peer review consultant’s requests, the fiscal projections have been
subjected to a variety of sensitivity tests that have allowed the City to plan more conservatively
for the development of East Area 1.

Sales Tax. On page 33, the LAFCo Staff Report states, the Fiscal Analysis assumes that
household income is equal to 25% of average home value to determine sales tax revenue. This
results in average annual household income of $135,500 for the proposed plan and $107,000
average annual household income for the 20% price reduction scenario. However, the staff
report states that the disparity between these income assumptions and the Countywide median
household income, which was approximately $76,000 in 2008, is not explained.

Response to Sales Tax. The Countywide median income is the mid-point of all households in
the County and does not represent the potential buyers in East Area 1. The estimated average
household incomes in East Area 1 are estimated as a function of housing prices for the new
homes planned and the type and size of the homes planned, as this development will command
higher value homes and thus higher income households than the Countywide median.

Park Maintenance. On page 32, the LAFCo Staff Report notes the Fiscal Analysis, estimates the
cost to maintain parks at $17,800 per acre annually. Table 4-1 in the Fiscal Impact Analysis
identifies the City’s cost to maintain parks will be $148,986 (see buildings and grounds
maintenance). This reflects the City’s obligation to accept and maintain the 8.4-acres of
neighborhood parkland included in the project. However, under the terms of the Development
Agreement, the City is also responsible for 1/3 the maintenance cost of the 23-acre sports fields
and this cost is not included in the Fiscal Analysis.

Response to Park Maintenance. The cost for maintenance of one-third of the acres in the 23-
acre sports fields was not included in the fiscal analysis as the maintenance responsibilities were
defined in the Development Agreement, which was prepared after the Fiscal Analysis was
completed

Street Maintenance. Page 35 of the LAFCo Staff Report states, (Regarding street maintenance,
the Fiscal Analysis is not limited to evaluating cost/revenue to the General Fund. It states on
page 1, “Recurring revenues and costs are projected to the City General Fund and the Gas Tax
Fund”. However, this statement does not appear to be accurate, as the Fiscal Analysis identifies
only revenue to the Gas Tax Fund, but not costs. According to the City’s budget, the Gas Tax
Fund is a street maintenance fund. Table 4.1 of the Fiscal Analysis estimates revenue to the Gas
Tax Fund at $94,652 per year (see also page 25 for an explanation of how this figure was
reached). However, no costs to the Gas Tax Fund are included in the analysis, as only the
$14,600 street maintenance cost to the General Fund is citied in Table 4-1. As a result, the Fiscal
Analysis includes tax revenue to a street maintenance fund in its overall revenue calculations
from East Area 1 SP, but does not identify the cost of providing street maintenance from that
fund to the East Area 1 SP. This appears to inaccurately inflate City revenues.)

Response to Street Maintenance. Based on discussion with City Finance Department staff,
Santa Paula streets and storm drains are primarily maintained with revenues from the Gas Tax
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Fund, the Local Transportation Fund, and Traffic Congestion Relief revenues. The fiscal
impacts to these funds were not projected.

The General Fund contributes only minor unmet costs for street maintenance, which is the
$80,628 amount for year 2006-2007 identified in the fiscal analysis. Therefore the projected
$14,600 annual street and storm drain maintenance cost is the allocated cost for the General Fund
only, and represents about 5 percent of total street maintenance and storm drain costs to the City
paid by the General Fund, with the remainder of the costs met by revenues from other non-
general fund revenues. Since the Fiscal Analysis addresses the City’s General Fund, the gas tax
revenues have been removed from the General Fund Fiscal Analysis run discussed below and
shown in Tables 5-1, Revised, Parts 1 and 2, and attached in Appendix B of this memo. The gas
tax revenue to the General Fund after buildout for street maintenance is projected at $94,652 and
is removed, although the relatively small General Fund allocated road costs of $14,552 at build-
out is kept in the fiscal analysis. As shown on Table 5-1, Revised, the General Fund Fiscal
Analysis at buildout, and through most of the twenty year projection period, remains positive.

Cost Escalator. The Fiscal Analysis does not provide for cost escalators that reflect increases in
operational costs, overhead, salaries, fuel, etc. (page 35 of LAFCo Staff Report)

Response: The fiscal analysis is presented in constant dollars, that is, with no adjustments for
future inflation in either costs or revenues. This is the standard approach for a fiscal study on a
long range plan, such as East Area 1, because the increase or decrease in either costs or revenues
over a 20 year period cannot be reliably projected. Rather, the City has selected the fiscal
parameters that best represent the long-term and the plan is analyzed in that context. The
Development Agreement then allows for the impact of the actual increase in either revenues or
costs, which can either increase or decrease in a particular year. Also, based on review and
comments from the City’s peer review consultant, Mr. Warren Sprague of AECOM, additional
sensitivity analyses were completed to test the fiscal viability of the East Area 1 project, as
discussed in this memorandum.

SUMMARY

The following comments presented in the LAFCo Staff Report have been incorporated into the
fiscal model and provided in this memorandum in Tables 5-1 Revised, Parts 1 and 2, Appendix B
as an additional fiscal run, which includes the following:
1. No gas tax is projected for the General fund.
2. The annual maintenance costs for 1/3 of the sports park at $17,800 per acre plus
additional General Government overhead of 12.72 percent is projected.
3. A 46 percent reduction factor by buildout is included due to the Proposition 13 effect
from the 2 percent limitation unless property is sold.
4. A 20 percent reduction in housing values from the original values.
5. In addition to the reduction in property tax from the reduction in housing values, the
projected property tax in lieu of MVLF, property transfer tax and sales are also reduced.

Even with the above sensitivity tests, the project still remains positive at buildout with a
projected annual recurring surplus of about $176,000, as shown in Table 5-1 Revised, Part 2, in
Appendix B. The net present value of the cumulative fiscal impact over the 20-year period is
about $1.7 million, as shown in Table 5-1 Revised, Part 1, in Appendix B.
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The project is also positive over most of the twenty years, except in year 4 when the sports park
is phased in and years 5-7 when the fire station is phased in year 5. These short-term negative
fiscal impacts are mitigated through the Development Agreement via an off-setting payment by
the developer.
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APPENDIX A

SELECTED TABLES FROM NOVEMBER 12, 2007 FISCAL ANALYSIS

East Area One Fiscal Analysis of Annexation, City of Santa Paula,
November 12, 2007

Prepared by
Stanley R. Hoffman Associates, Inc.
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APPENDIX B

REVISED TABLE 5-1

Projected Annual Recurring General Fund, No Gas Tax, Sports Park Maintenance Included:
Cumulative Fiscal Impacts
With 20% Reduction From August 2007 Housing Values
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Development Agreement



Recording Requested By:
And When Recorded Return to:

CITY CLERK

CITY OF SANTA PAULA
970 Ventura Street

P.O. Box 569

Santa Paula, CA 93060

EXEMPT FROM RECORDER’S FEES
Pursuant to Government Code § 6103

PRE-ANNEXATION
AND
DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT

BY
AND
BETWEEN

CITY OF SANTA PAULA
A CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL CORPORATION
(“CITY)”

AND

LIMONEIRA COMPANY
(“DEVELOPER”)

March 3, 2008




EXHIBIT C

PUBLIC INFRASTRUCTURE AND FACILITIES

PUBLIC INFRASTRUCTURE OR FACILITY BENCHMARK
Parks & Open Space
Santa Paula Creek Sports Park (35 acres w/ $5M 500" C of O

Improvements)

Central Park (3.5 acres w/ $1M improvements)

Santa Paula Creek Neighborhood Park (2 acres
improved)

2 years after 1¥ C of O in Santa Paula Creek
Neighborhood

Foothill Neighborhood Park & Trailheads (4 acres
improved)

2 years after 1% C of O in Foothill Neighborhood

Haun Creek Neighborhood Park (1.5 acres improved)

2 years after 1% C of O in Haun Creek Neighborhood

Santa Paula Creek Linear Park (5.5 acres improved)

Final maps in Santa Paula Creek Civic District and
Santa Paula Creek Neighborhood

Haun Creek Linear Park (11.6 acres improved)

Final maps in Haun Creek Neighborhood and Foothill

Neighborhood
Southerly Detention Basin Soccer Fields (14.3 acres 1% C of O
improved)
Northerly Detention Basin Passive Park (13.7 acres 500" C of O

improved) [per Specific Plan

Open Space Preserve (79 acres)

1* Grading Permit

On-Site Agricultural Preserve (55 acres)

1* Grading Permit

Off-Site Agricultural Preserve (34 acres)

1* Grading Permit

Utilities




Extra Potable Water Tank

1,000" C of O

Dedication of 1,174.4 AFY Potable Water (up to 1,699
AFY)

Annexation; Per monitoring

$5.5 million Contribution of City Wastewater Treatment | Each C of O
Plant

Sewer Development Impact Fees (~ $1,233,144 total) Each Cof O
Traffic Improvements

Santa Paula Bridge 500" C of O
Improvement (curbs, gutters, sidewalk & landscat?ing) 500" C of O
of southerly side of Santa Paula Street east of 12" street

$500,000 for drainage Santa Paula/12 Streets 250™ CofO
Traffic signal & reconfigure intersection of Telegraph IstCof O
Road & Hallock Drive

Widen & reconfigure intersection of Hwy. 126 & 500" C of O
Hallock Drive

Traffic signal and reconfigure intersection of 12" Street | 500™ C of O
& Santa Paula Street

Widen & reconfigure intersection of Ojai Road (SR- 500" C of O
150)/10" Street & Santa Paula Street

Widen & Reconfigure intersection of 8" Street & Santa | 1,000™ C of O
Paula Street

Reconfigure intersection of Palm Avenue & Santa Paula | 1,000" C of O
Street

Reconfigure intersection of Steckel Drive & Santa Paula | 1,000 C of O
Street

$100,000 SR-150 Bypass Project Study City contract

Dedicate SR-150 Right-of-way (1 acre)

1* Grading Permit

Flooding




Haun Creek Detention Basins (28 acres)

Southern basin @ 1% C of O; northern basin @ 500™ C
of O

Educational & Civic Facilities

Dedication of College Site (11.6 acres)

Execution of Development Agreement

Reservation of High School Site (8.3)

1* Tract Map in Santa Paula Civic District

Joint Civic Facility (5.6 acres w/ $5M improvements)

500" C of O

Public Safety Facility (1.5 acres w/ $4M improvements) | 500" C of O
$500,000 Development Agreement Contribution Annexation
City Gateway ($50,000 monumentation + $50,000 to 500 Cof O
beautification of Telegraph between Hallock & Santa

Paula)

Elementary & Middle School Facilities [per SPESD

Memorandum of Intent]

Temporary Elementary School 19 C of O

Reservation of Elementary School Site ($10.8 acres +
~$4 M site preparation)

1¥ Tract Map in Haun Creek Neighborhood

New Elementary School (~$12.5M)

150 students (~500™ C of 0)

Elementary Start-Up Costs (max. $100,000) 1 Cof O

$200,000 Middle School Facilities Assessment Study District Contract

Fair Share Middle School Facilities (~$6.5 M) To be determined thru Middle School Facilities
Assessment Study

Reservation of Middle School Site, if necessary

To be determined thru Middle School Facilities
Assessment Study

Fair Share Middle School Bus, if necessary (max.

To be determined thru Middle School Facilities

$250,000) Assessment Study
$25,000 Execution of Mitigation Agreement with SPESD
Housing

100 Public Benefit Housing Units

Throughout Buildout




$6.5 million Contribution to City’s Affordable Housing
Trust Fund

Each C of O

TOTAL: 298 acres
$54M contributions & facilities costs
unquantified improvements




and Project Site, including permits that may be necessary or appropriate for the construction of

Project Facilities and Infrastructure, defined below; and (vii) any amendments to any of the

foregoing that may be necessary or appropriate for the development of the Project. The parties

agree that Developer is permitted to apply for one or more tentative subdivision maps, as

Developer deems desirable, for the development of the Project, provided that Developer

complies with the California Subdivision Map Act and Santa Paula Municipal Code (“SPMC”).
2.4  Approvals. Project Approvals, amendments to Project Approvals and

Subsequent Approvals are sometimes referred to in this Agreement collectively as “Approvals”
and each individually as an “Approval.” In the event of any conflict between the terms and
conditions of this Agreement and any Approval, the terms and conditions of this Agreement

control, to the maximum extent permitted by law.

ARTICLE 3
PUBLIC BENEFITS

The parties acknowledge and agree that Developer’s agreement to perform and abide by
the covenants and obligations of Developer set forth herein, and summarized in the Public
Benefits Benchmarks on attached Exhibit C, is material consideration for City’s agreement to
perform and abide by the covenants and obligations of City set forth herein, including without
limitation the following specific public benefits for this Development Agreement:

3.1 _ Parks and Open Space. Developer must reserve at least 223 acres within the

Project for-open space including, without limitation, approximately 134 acres of preserve and
approximately 89 acres of active and passive parks and greenways. The Project’s park increase
City’s overall park acreage by approximately 237%, reducing City’s overall shortfall to 24.6
acres.
3.1.1 Community Parks
(a) Santa Paula Creek Sports Park. Before City issues a final

certificate of occupancy for the 5 00" residential dwelling unit in the Project, Developer must
offer to dedicate to City, and after Developer completes park improvements described below,
City must accept dedication of approximately 35 acres in the Santa Paula Creek Civic District of

the Specific Plan which is approximately north of Santa Paula Street and east of Santa Paula
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Creek (the “Santa Paula Creek Sports Park™). Developer must improve approximately 23 acres
of the Santa Paula Creek Sports Park with active sports facilities identified by City, such as a
baseball field, three softball fields/four soccer fields, six tennis courts, six basketball courts, a
track and football field, and parking. The Santa Paula Creek Sports Park may be shared with the
“High School” (defined below) and the “College” (defined below). Developer must improve the
remainder of Santa Paula Creek Sports Park with passive facilities such as picnic tables and
benches. The improvement plans for the Santa Paula Creek Sports Park will be developed in
cooperation with the Developer, City, the “High School District” (defined below), and the
“College District” (defined below) (collectively, “Public Entities”), specifically accommodating
a future stadium. Developer’s costs for improving the Santa Paula Creek Sports Park cannot
exceed $5,000,000, though Public Entities may request, and Developer must construct, additional
amenities at the Public Entities’ cost.

The Santa Paula Creek Sports Park must be publicly maintained either by
the City or other public entity designated by the City, subject to a joint use agreement with the
High School District and/or the College, which requires the High School District and College to
pay City the fair share of maintenance costs associated with the shared facilities after opening of
the High School or College, respectively. Until the High School and College are opened, the fair
share maintenance costs attributable to the High School and College, respectively, must be
privately financed through the Owner’s Association and/or a Landscape Maintenance District.

(b) Central Park. Before City issues a final certificate of occupancy
for the last residential unit within the Haun Creek Neighborhood of the Specific Plan Developer
must offer to dedicate to City or, if not accepted by the City, convey to the Owner’s Association,
approximately 3.5 acres within the Haun Creek Neighborhood of the Specific Plan for a public
park approximately located adjacent to Hallock Drive (“Central Park™). Developer must
improve Central Park with an entertainment facility and similar cultural amenities. Central Park
improvement plans must be approved by City and not cost Developer more than $1,000.000.00.

3.1.2 Neighborhood Parks.
(a) Santa Paula Creek Neighborhood Park. Within two (2) years after

issuance of a final-certificate of occupancy for the first residential unit within the Santa Paula
Creek Neighborhood of the Specific Plan, Developer must improve and convey to the Owner’s

Association approximately 2 acres (“Santa Paula Creek Neighborhood Parks™). This acreage
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must be improved by Developer to serve the daily recreation needs of residents within the Santa
Paula Creek Neighborhood.
(b)  Foothill Neighborhood Park. Within two (2) years after issuance of

after issuance of a final certificate of occupancy for the first residential unit within the Foothill
Neighborhood of the Specific Plan, Developer must improve and convey to the Owner’s
Association approximately 4 acres (“Foothill Neighborhood Park and Trailheads”).This acreage
must be improved by Developer to serve the daily recreation needs of residents within the
Foothill Neighborhood and as trailheads.

(c) Haun Creek Neighborhood Park. -Within two (2) years after

issuance of a final certificate of occupancy for the first residential unit within the Haun Creek

Neighborhood of the Specific Plan, Developer must improve and convey to the Owner’s
Association approximately 1.5 acres (“Haun Creek Neighborhood Park”). This acreage must be
improved by Developer to serve the daily recreation needs of residents within the Haun Creek
Neighborhood.

3.1.3 Open Space and Agriculture

(a) Santa Paula Creek Linear Park. Developer must improve as a

greenway and convey to the Owner’s Association when the applicable final map(s) are recorded
that real property between the easterly boundary of the Santa Paula Creek and Santa Paula Creek
Drive, from Santa Paula Street to Hallock Drive B, as depicted in the Specific Plan (the “Santa
Paula Creek Linear Greenway”). The Santa Paula Creek Linear Park must total approximately
5.5 acres and must include a public trail connection between the Santa Paula Branch Line Trail
and the “Agricultural Preserve” (defined below).

(b)  Haun Creek Linear Park. Developer must improve as a greenway

and convey to the Owner’s Association when the applicable final map(s) are recorded a
minimum of 70 feet of real property located west of the easterly boundary of the Project Site
from the southerly boundary to the northerly boundary of the Project Site (the “Haun Creek
Linear Parkway”). The Haun Creek Linear Parkway must total approximately 11.6 acres and
must include a public trail connection to the “Agricultural Preserve” (defined below) and the
ultimate future extension of the Santa Paula Branch Line Trail.

(c) Detention Basin Soccer Fields. Before City issues a building

permit for the Project, Developer must improve the “Southerly Detention Basin” (defined
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below), as grass soccer field(s), together with acceptable health facilities (such as portable toilets
upon opening and permanent restrooms by the time conveyed to Owner’s Association or
Landscape Maintenance District) and picnic tables and benches, to the extent compatible with
use for detention purposes, and convey it to the Owner’s Association before City issues the final
certificate of occupancy for any residence within the Project Site, (“Detention Basin Passive
Park™). The Detention Basin Passive Park will total approximately 14 acres located generally at
the southeast corner of the Project Site. The Detention Basin Passive Park must be maintained
by Developer until conveyed to Owner’s Association or Landscape Maintenance District, which
must maintain the Detention Basin Passive Park thereafter.

(d) Open Space Preserve. Before City issues grading permits,

Developer must offer approximately 79 acres for dedication to a public entity or, if not accepted
by a public resources entity, convey to the Owner’s Association to be preserved as an Open
Space Preserve. The Open Space Preserve must be protected from development with an
appropriate recorded instrument which prohibits use of the Open Space Preserve for uses other
than passive recreational uses or open space. The Open Space Preserve may be subject to an
irrevocable offer of dedication to City for a right-of-way for the future “State Route 150 Bypass”
(defined below).

(e) On-Site Agricultural Preserve. Before City issues grading permits,

Developer must offer approximately 55 acres for dedication to a public resource entity or, if not
accepted by a public resources entity, convey to the Owner’s Association to be preserved as an
Agricultural Preserve. The Agricultural Preserve must be protected from development with an
appropriate recorded instrument which prohibits use of the Agriculture Preserve for uses other
than preservation and enhancement of agriculture-or open space. Developer may retain the right
to commercially cultivate the Agricultural Preserve in perpetuity. The Agricultural Preserve will
be subject to a recorded covenant restricting the agricultural techniques so as to be compatible
with the future residences. The Agricultural Preserve also will be subject to an irrevocable offer
of dedication to-City for a right-of-way for the future “State Route 150 Bypass” (defined below).
® Off-Site Agricultural Preserve. Before City issues grading permits,

Developer must record an agricultural conservation easement, in a form acceptable to City

Attorney, on the approximately 34 acres of land owned by Developer generally located south of
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Hwy. 126, between Santa Clara Road to the south, Todd Road to the east, and Ellsworth
Barranca to the west, as depicted on Exhibit B hereto, which is incorporated by reference.

32 WATERSUPPLY

3.2.1 Water Tanks. To protect public health and safety, Developer agrees (at
City’s request) to elevate the location of a three-million gallon potable water tank and also
construct a second two-million gallon potable water tank. These improvements will provide
increased storage and water pressure to existing City users. Such improvements must be
constructed and dedicated to City, which will thereafter own and maintain them. The three-
million gallon tank must be constructed and dedicated before City issues a certificate of
occupancy for the first residential dwelling unit in the Project, and the two-million gallon tank
must be constructed and dedicated before City issues a certificate of occupancy for the 1,000"
residential swelling unit in the Project.

3.2.2 Dedication Of Water Rights. The City's 2005 Urban Water Management
Plan (UWMP) Update uses a demand rates for estimating future water demand of 132 gallons
per day (gpd) per capita, whereas the City's 2005 Potable Water Master Plan uses a demand rate
of 163 gpd per capita. The Water Supply Assessment (WSA) for the East Area 1 Specific Plan
utilizes both the 132 and 163 rates provided in the UWMP and the Potable Water Master Plan
and concludes that the annual average water demand for the proposed East Area 1 Specific Plan
is between approximately 1,174.4 acre-feet per year (AFY) and 1,359.2 AFY. The SPMC
defines a project’s “Projected Demand For Water” as “including an allowance of 25% for
potential future increases in the quantity of water required.” Upon recordation of the first final
map, Developer must transfer groundwater production equivalent to the Demand Rates set forth
in Table 8 of the Water Supply Assessment for the uses encompassed in the tract map, plus 25%.
Developer must perform a water use study and monitoring program called for in the WSA one
year after the last certificate of occupancy for said tract map to determine the actual per capita
use for residential users within the Project. To the extent that the actual per capita residential use
exceeds the 132 gpd rate, then Developer must transfer additional water rights to City, if any, in
excess of the 25% buffer. To the extent that the actual per capita residential use is less than the
transferred water rights, such excess transferred water rights can be applied to satisfy the water
demand of the second tract map. The actual per capita residential use rate for the first tract map,

or 163 gpd, whichever is less, will be used to calculate the projected water demand for the uses
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in the second final tract map which, together with the 25% buffer, must be transferred to City
before recordation of the second final tract map. This procedure must be repeated for every final
map through buildout of the Project. The total groundwater rights that Developer may be
required to transfer to the City cannot exceed 1,699 AFY (163 gpd per capita residential use,
with the 25% buffer). The groundwater rights transferred to City pursuant to this section are
subject to Developer's right to use such water for construction and irrigation purposes as set forth
in Section 8.6.1 below.

33 Traffic Improvements.

3.3.1 Santa Paula Street

(a) Bridge. Before City issues a final certificate of occupancy for the
500" residential dwelling unit in the Project, Developer must construct and dedicate to City and
City must accept dedication of, a new bridge extending Santa Paula Street from its current
terminus west of the Project boundaries, across Santa Paula Creek, to the new extension of Santa
Paula Street through the Project to the new extension of Hallock Drive.

(b) Off-site Improvements. Before City issues a final certificate of

occupancy for the 500" residential dwelling unit in the Project, Developer must improve with
curbs, sidewalk, gutters and landscaping the City’s existing right-of-way on the southerly side of
Santa Paula Street from 12" Street to the new Santa Paula Street Bridge.

(c) Drainage. Before City issues a final certificate of occupancy for
the 250" residential dwelling unit in the Project, Developer must pay City $500,000 toward
City’s public works project for improving drainage at Santa Paula Street and 12" Street. City
agrees that it will endeavor to complete its drainage improvement project before completion of

the Bridge.

3.3.2 Traffic Circulation Infrastructure.

(a) 1* Certificate of Occupancy. Before occupancy of any residences

within the Project, Developer must construct sufficient traffic improvements to provide access,
as follows:

() Telegraph/Hallock. Notwithstanding Mitigation Measure

T-2 set forth in the EAO FEIR, which requires Developer to pay its pro rata share of the costs,

Developer must install the traffic signal and reconfigure the intersection of Telegraph Road and
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Hallock Drive as described in said Mitigation Measure, before City issues a final certificate of

occupancy for the 1% residential dwelling unit in the Project.

(b) 500™ Certificate of Occupancy. Before dedication of the Santa

Paula Creek Sports Park, Developer must provide sufficient access as follows:

1) SR-126/Hallock. Notwithstanding Mitigation Measure T-1

set forth in the EAO FEIR, which requires Developer to pay its pro rata share of the costs,
Developer must widen and reconfigure the intersection of SR-126 and Hallock Drive as
described in said Mitigation Measure, before City issues a final certificate of occupancy for the

500™ residential dwelling unit in the Project.

(i1) 12"/Santa Paula. Notwithstanding Mitigation Measure T-3

set forth in the EAO FEIR, which requires Developer to pay its pro rata share of the costs,
Developer must install a traffic signal and reconfigure the intersection of 12" Street and Santa
Paula Street as described in said Mitigation Measure, before City issues a final certificate of

occupancy for the 500" residential dwelling unit in the Project.

(iii)  SR-150/10"/Santa Paula. Notwithstanding Mitigation

Measure T-7 set forth in the EAO FEIR, which requires Developer to pay its pro rata share of the
costs, Developer must reconfigure and widen the intersection of Ojai Road (SR-150)/ 10" Street
and Santa Paula Street as described in said Mitigation Measure, before City issues a final

certificate of occupancy for the 500™ residential dwelling unit in the Project.

(©) Last Certificate of Occupancy. Before completion of the Project,

Developer must provide sufficient access as follows:

() 8"/Santa Paula. Notwithstanding Mitigation Measure T-9

set forth in the EAO FEIR, which requires Developer to pay all costs, Developer must widen and
reconfigure the intersection of 8™ Street and Santa Paula Street as described in said Mitigation
Measure, before City issues a final certificate of occupancy for the 1,000™ residential dwelling

unit in the Project.

(i)  Palm/Santa Paula. Notwithstanding Mitigation Measure T-

10 set forth in the EAO FEIR, which requires Developer to pay all costs, Developer must

reconfigure the intersection of Palm Avenue and Santa Paula Street as described in said
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Mitigation Measure, before City issues a final certificate of occupancy for the 1,000™ residential

dwelling unit in the Project.

(i)  Steckel/Santa Paula. Notwithstanding Mitigation Measure

T-11, which requires Developer to pay all costs, Developer must reconfigure the intersection of
Steckel Drive and Santa Paula Street as described in said Mitigation Measure, before City issues

a certificate of occupancy for the 1,000" residential dwelling unit in the Project.

(d) Reimbursement. Developer is entitled to reimbursement for the

portion of the costs of the traffic improvements set forth in this section above to the extent that

they exceed the Project’s pro rata share, as set forth below.

(e)  City Assistance. City must cooperate with Developer and exercise

its powers to implement the traffic and circulation mitigation measures set forth above and in the

EAO FEIR.

3.3.3 Future SR 150 Bypass

(a) Right-of-Way. The Project is designed to accommaodate a decision
by City to construct a future State Route 150 Bypass with the extension of Hallock Drive
northward. The right of way for Hallock Drive within the Project is oversized by the addition of
a landscaped-median and an offer of dedication of a minimum 95-foot wide right-of-way in the
Agricultural Preserve, totaling approximately 1 acre, at a location not currently susceptible to a
metes and bounds description but generally will be from the terminus of Hallock Drive north and
west to Santa Paula Creek.

(b) Study Funding. Developer must pay City one hundred thousand
dollars ($100,000) to partially fund the cost of preparing a project study report evaluating the
feasibility of a State Route 150 east-side bypass to be located in the City. Developer must pay
the $100,000 Study Funding within thirty days after City’s written request after City executes a
contract for preparation of a SR 150 Bypass Project Study.

3.4  Haun Creek Detention. Developer must construct at least two detention basins

totaling approximately 28 acres, plus an in-take and out-take weir system to divert flows from
Haun Creek. This will reduce water flows at the Haun Creek Bridge during a 100-year storm
event to within its current design capacity of 3,000 cubic feet per second. The first,

approximately 14-acre, southernmost detention basin (‘“‘Southerly Detention Basin”) in the
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Detention Basin Passive Park must be completed before City issues the first certificate of
occupancy for any residence within the Project Site. The second, approximately 13-acre
detention basin, located generally in the middle, east side of the Project, must be completed
before the City issues the certificate of occupancy for the 500" residence within the Project Site.
The detention basins must be maintained by the Owner’s Association and/or a Landscape
Maintenance District.

3.5 Educational and Civic Facilities.

3.5.1 College Site. -Upon execution of this Agreement-, Developer must offer
(“Temporary Offer”) to dedicate approximately 11.6 acres within the Santa Paula Creek Civic
District -to the Ventura County Community College District (the “College Site”). The
Temporary Offer must remain available for at least six (6) months. If Ventura County
Community College District rejects the Temporary Offer, or if at any time the Ventura County
Community College District is unable to show to the reasonable satisfaction of Developer and
City reasonable progress in the funding and approval of acquisition and construction of a
community college facility at the College Site, then Developer and City must use their
reasonable efforts to secure an agreement with another public post-secondary educational
institution(s) for the dedication and acceptance of the College Site. In the event that Developer
is unable to reach a mutually acceptable agreement with another public post-secondary
educational institution within six(6) months, or if at any time the altermative public post-
secondary educational institution is unable to show to the reasonable satisfaction of Developer
and City, reasonable progress in the funding and approval of acquisition and construction of a
college facility at the College Site, then Developer and City may market the College Site under
commercial terms to private post-secondary educational institutions. If Developer is unable to
reach a mutually acceptable agreement with a private post-secondary educational institution
under reasonably commercial terms, then with City’s consent, which cannot be unreasonably
withheld, Developer may utilize the College Site in accordance with uses permitted within the
Santa Paula Civic District under the Specific Plan. The offer of dedication of the College Site
may be subject to the College District (or alternative public post-secondary educational
institution, alternative private post-secondary educational institution or other commercial user, as

the case may be) entering into a joint use agreement with City, providing for the responsibility
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for maintenance of the 23-acre joint-use portion of the Sports Park and the “Joint Civic Facility”
(defined below) to be shared equitably.

3.5.2 High School Site. Developer must reserve 8.3 acres within the Santa
Paula Civic District for the Santa Paula Union High School District (the “High School Site”).
Conveyance of the High School Site may be subject to the High School District entering into a
joint use agreement with the City, providing for the responsibility for maintenance of the 23-acre
joint-use portion of the Sports Park and the “Joint Civic Facility” (defined below) to be shared
equitably.

3.5.3 Joint Civic Facility. Before City issues the certificate of occupancy for
the 500" residential dwelling unit in the Project, Developer must construct and offer to dedicate
to City (or, at City’s election, another public entity), and City must accept the offer of dedication
of, 5.6 acres within the Santa Paula Civic District to City for use as a civic facility jointly with
the College District, the High School District, the Elementary School District, the Library
District, or other appropriate civic user (“Joint Civic Facility Site”). The Joint Civic Facility will
be a two-story structure with approximately 35,000 square feet, including a multi-purpose
auditorium with stage, kitchen, and upstairs meeting/class/library rooms. City, or a public entity
identified by City, will design the Joint Civic Facility in cooperation with Developer, College
District, High School District, and Elementary District. Developer’s cost for constructing the
Joint Civic Facility cannot exceed $5,000,000.

3.5.4 Elementary School Site. Developer must reserve 10.8 acres within the
Haun Creek Neighborhood of the Specific Plan for the Santa Paula Elementary School District,
in accordance with the Memorandum of Intent between the Elementary School District and
Developer, dated February 12, 2008.

3.5.5 Right of Reversion. The deeds conveying the College Site, High School
Site, Joint Civic Facility Site, Elementary School Site , Santa Paula Creek Sports Park, and
“Public Safety Facility” (defined below) may include a Right of Reverter providing that in the
event the respective sites are not used for the intended purposes for any five-year period or are
conveyed for third-party use, then Developer may exercise the right of reversion and may then
apply for an amendment to the Specific Plan to allow use of those sites for a purpose consistent

with the surrounding zoning.
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3.5.6 Interim Use. Until the offers of dedication of the College Site, High
School Site, Joint Civic Facility Site, Elementary School Site, Santa Paula Creek Sports Park,
and “Public Safety Facility” (defined below) are accepted, Developer (or Owner’s Association)
must maintain said sites in a vacant state, with fencing and signage.

3.6 Public Safety Facility. Before City issues the certificate of occupancy for the

500th residential unit in the Project, Developer must construct and offer to dedicate to City an
approximately 1.5-acre site, and City must accept the offer of dedication of, a public safety
facility (“Public Safety Facility”’) to house a fire station, including shower and exercise facilities,
with office space for police department personnel. City, or an entity identified by City, will
design the Public Safety Facility. The construction and equipping of the Public Safety Facility
cannot cost Developer more than $4,000,000.

3.7 Non-Potable Water. Developer must construct non-potable water pipes within

the Project to deliver water from the existing wells located on the Project Site (until recycled
water is available from the City’s Water Recycling System to the Project Site) and recycled
water to the parks and preserves described in Section 3.1 above. Due to the economic
infeasibility, Developer is not required to construct recycled water pipes throughout the
residential and commercial and industrial development within the Project Site to private users, as
depicted in the Specific Plan; in lieu thereof, Developer must make the Wastewater Treatment
Contribution provided in the following section.

3.8  Wastewater Treatment Contribution. Developer must pay $ 3,666.67 to the

City before City issues each certificate of occupancy for residential dwelling units in the Project,
totaling $5,500,000.00, which must be used by City toward the cost of the City’s Water
Recycling Facility, which will consequently reduce future user’s rates.

3.9 Development Impact Fees. In accordance with SPMC Chapter 160, Developer

must pay City approximately $30,568,866 (less any credits for dedications) in development

impact fees. This cumulative total is based upon the following categories and amounts:

Fee Type Total Credit/Reimbursement | Net to City
Law Enforcement $846,676 Public Safety Facility | $0
Fire Protection $2,143,286 Public Safety Facility | $0
Traffic $3,550,782 Santa Paula Bridge, S0
etc.
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Water Distribution $7,303,530 Second 2MG Water S50

Tank (~3(5,000,000])
[confirm]
Sewer $1,234,819 $1,234,819
Storm Drainage 81,303,472 Haun Creek S0
Detention Basins
General 81,683,795 Joint Civic Facility 30
Governmental
Facilities
Public Meeting 51,828,566 Joint Civic Facility 50
Facilities
Library Expansion $1,857,889 Joint Civic Facility $0
Facilities
Park Land $8,816,071 Santa Paula Creek 30
Sports Park, 3
neighborhood parks,
etc.

3.10 Development Agreement Contribution. Within five (5) working days after

annexation of the Project Site to the City is approved by LAFCO, Developer must pay
$500,000.00 to the City, which may be used by City for any purpose.
3.11 _ City Gateway. Before City issues a final certificate of occupancy for the 500

residential dwelling unit in the Project, Developer must construct entry monumentation at the
intersection of Santa Paula Street and Hallock Drive, including urban design and landscape
elements, and possibly signature buildings, to create a clear sense of arrival to the City. The
design of those elements will be reviewed and approved by the City and cannot cost Developer
more than $50,000.00. Also before City issues a final certificate of occupancy for the 500™
residential dwelling unit in the Project, Developer must pay City $50,000.00 towards City’s
public works project for curb, gutter, sidewalk and landscaping on Telegraph Road between
Hallock Drive and Santa Paula Creek.
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Developer agrees to prepare deed or lease restrictions related to the Public Benefit Units in a
form reasonably acceptable to the City Attorney, whose approval must not unreasonably be
withheld. If the City Attorney does not approve the proposed deed restrictions within seven (7)
business days of their submittal by Developer, the deed restrictions will be deemed approved. If,
after review, the City Attorney denies its approval of any proposed Public Benefit Unit deed
restrictions, the City Attorney must notify Developer in writing of the basis of its denial and
indicate those steps Developer can take to prepare acceptable deed restrictions.

8.7.2 Inclusionary Housing. In lieu of providing very-low, low- and moderate-
income housing in the Project, Developer will contribute $4,642.86 upon issuance of certificate
of occupancy for each market-rate residential unit (i.e., exclusive of Public Benefit Units and
assisting living units), totaling $6,500,000.00, to the City’s Affordable Housing Trust Fund,
which must be used by City for constructing affordable housing.

8.7.3 Alternative Compliance. City agrees that, upon adoption of the Enacting
Ordinance, Sections 8.7.1 and 8.7.2 of this Agreement satisfies the requirements of SPMC §
16.13.404 for purposes of establishing an Affordable Housing Plan. Specifically, the calculation
of in-lieu fees meets the City’s affordable housing objectives in that the Affordable Housing
Trust Fund will be funded with monies for construction of affordable housing; it is impracticable
to strictly comply with the SPMC requirements for inclusionary housing because of the location
of the Project Site removed from downtown and from agricultural employment; and because of
geologic, hydrologic and other environmental constraints on the Project Site. In addition, City
agrees that Section 8.7.2 satisfies the requirements of SPMC §§ 16.13.402(E) and 16.13.407(A)
for purposes of calculating the amount of the in-lieu fees.

8.7.4 Density Bonus Units. Developer hereby waives its right to any density
bonus units to which it may be entitled pursuant to Government Code § 6915 et seq. and Santa
Paula Municipal Code §§ 16.13.310 et seq..

8.7.5 Tax In-Lieu Fee. To the extent permitted by law, Developer agrees to
covenant property within the Haun Creek Neighborhood, in a form approved by the City
Attorney, to ensure any conveyance of the property for purposes of non-market rate dwelling

units protects City from property tax revenue loss.

8.8  Fiscal Impact Deposit. A Fiscal Impact Analysis was prepared for the Project

comparing revenues generated by East Area 1 to City service costs to determine if the Project’s

1 age 4. ot 6o



tax revenues will be sufficient to fund the Project’s need for public services. Under the baseline
scenario used in the study, at buildout East Area 1 will annually generate approximately $2.5 to
$3 million in gross revenues with annual service costs of approximately $1.6 million. Thus an
estimated surplus of $800,000 to $1.2 million is anticipated annually. Based on the assumed
phasing and buildout schedule, there may be annual shortfalls in years 5, 6 and 7 of the Project of
approximately $630,000. Developer must deposit $1,000,000.00 with City upon completion of
all annexation proceedings and exhaustion of all statutes of limitation and challenge periods
(“Fiscal Shortfall Deposit™). City must deposit the Fiscal Shortfall Deposit in an interest-bearing
account. In connection with the “Annual Review” (as defined in Section 11.1 below), Developer
must submit for City’s review and approval an update of the Fiscal Impact Analysis (“Annual
Fiscal Update”). The Annual Fiscal Update will use the same model as the Fiscal Impact
Analysis, but reflect the cumulative actual data, including (i) the actual development in the
Project to date, (ii) the actual residential sales prices in the Project to date, (iii) the transfer of any
property within the Project to a tax-exempt entity, and (iv) the City’s actual cost for public
services to the Project to date. To the extent that the Annual Fiscal Update identifies any deficit
in the cumulative City revenues from the Project to date less than the cumulative cost of public
services to the Project to date, an equivalent amount may be transferred from the Fiscal Shortfall
Deposit to the City’s General Fund. At the conclusion of the Annual Review following the tenth
(10™) anniversary of this Agreement, any remaining Fiscal Shortfall Deposit must be refunded to

Developer.

ARTICLE 9
CONSIDERATION OF PERMITS AND APPROVALS

9.1 In General.

9.1.1 Review and Action Generally. Upon Developer’s submission of any
complete application for an Approval together with any fees permitted under Article 5 and
required by City in accordance with Applicable Law, City will commence and complete (and use
its best efforts to commence and complete in a prompt and diligent manner) all steps necessary to
act on the application. To this end, Developer must promptly provide to City all information that

is reasonably requested by City for its consideration of any such application.
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15.15 Covenant of Good Faith and Fair Dealing. The covenant of good faith and fair

dealing is hereby incorporated into this Agreement and will apply to all of the parties’ actions
and obligations hereunder.

15.16 Time. Time is of the essence of each and every provision hereof.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, City and Developer have executed this Agreement as of the

day and year first above written.

CITY: DEVELOPER:
CITY OF SANTA PAULA, LIMONEIRA COMPANY,
a municipal corporation a Delaware Corporation

-~ o :
Harold S. Edwards, President

TTE

uzm ity Clerk
A / / /
APP '/

Kafl H. Berger, City torney
APPROVED AS CONTENT:

W,

Wally Bobkigwicz, City Manager
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City of Santa Paula
East Area 1
Alternative Site Analysis

Amendment of the sphere of influence for the City of Santa Paula to add the East Area 1 project
area would be consistent with Ventura LAFCo Policies 4.3.2.1 and 4.3.2.2 as East Area 1 is
scheduled to be developed within the next 5 years and has been designated for non-agricultural
and open-space uses by the City’'s General Plan and the adopted East Area 1 Specific Plan. It
should be noted that the adopted East Area 1 Specific Plan preserves 168 acres of the 501-acre
East Area 1 planning area as passive open space and 55 acres of active agricultural land as an
agricultural preserve.

Insufficient non-prime agricultural or vacant land exists within the current incorporated City or the
City’s sphere of influence that is both planned and developable at this time for the same general
type of uses planned for East Area 1.

A comprehensive survey of vacant land suitable for residential development within the City,
including vacant and underutilized commercial sites, was completed for the City’'s Draft 2008-
2014 Housing Element (August 2010).The attached figure from the Housing Element shows all
vacant residential and commercial sites within the City. The City currently only contains only 67
acres of vacant residential land and several small vacant commercial sites.

The second attached figure shows the City’s current sphere of influence and identifies major
undeveloped planning areas within the sphere. As shown, the two largest undeveloped areas in
the City’s sphere are the approximately 5,400-acre Adams Canyon planning area and the 2,175-
acre Fagan Canyon planning area.

The Santa Paula General Plan requires the preparation and adoption of a Specific Plan for the
Adams Canyon planning area prior to development occurring. The General Plan allows up to 495
residential units in Adams Canyon, a golf course and destination resort hotel and requires 100
acres of public recreation area and 40 acres for public schools or other public purposes. Due to
topographic and other development constraints, Adams Canyon is not suitable for development of
the same mix and intensity of uses and East Area 1 and the majority of this planning area will
remain as passive open space. While the majority of the Adams Canyon planning area is
designated as grazing land on the State Important Farmlands Map, the lower developable
portions contains approximately 423 acres of Important Farmlands including 50 acres of Prime
Farmland, 31 acres of Farmland of Statewide Importance, 198 acres of Unique Farmland and 144
acres of Farmland of Local Importance likely to be impacted by development. There is currently
no ongoing planning of the Adams Canyon planning area and the City does not anticipate any
development will occur in this planning area in the foreseeable future.

The Santa Paula General Plan also requires the preparation and adoption of a Specific Plan for
the Fagan Canyon planning area prior to development occurring. The General Plan allows up to
450 residential units in Fagan Canyon and a neighborhood shopping center and requires 32
acres of active park area, 10-acre school site, and 208 acres of passive open space. Like Adams
Canyon, while the majority of the Fagan Canyon planning area is designated as grazing land on
the State Important Farmlands Map, this planning area also contains approximately 354 acres of
Important Farmlands, including 10 acres of Prime Farmland, 16 acres of Farmland of Statewide
Importance, 281 acres of Unique Farmland and 37 acres of Farmland of Local Importance likely
to be impacted by development. A Specific Plan approved by the City for this planning area in
2005 was subject to a public referendum and the City rescinded its approvals in response. There
is currently no ongoing planning of the Fagan Canyon planning area and the City does not
anticipate any development will occur in this planning area in the foreseeable future.



While both the Adams and Fagan planning areas are designated for the same general type of use
as East Area 1 in that residential uses are planned in both areas by the City’s General Plan,
neither area is developable at this time. Given the substantial amount of time required for
preparation and review of the required Specific Plans and environmental impact reports for the
Fagan and Adams Canyon planning areas, and the constraints to development of these areas,
development within the next 5 years is not anticipated in either area. Further, no development
timeframes have been established for either of these planning areas. In addition, neither area
would provide the amount and variety of housing opportunities provided for in the East Area 1
Specific Plan.

As shown on the attached figure, the other vacant areas in the City’s sphere include a small area
at the western edge of the City planned for industrial use, with ongoing processing of a specific
plan for industrial uses by the City, and partially developed unincorporated areas in the City's
East Area 2 expansion area. Neither of these small areas is planned or developable with the
same uses planning in East Area 1.

In addition to these major planning areas, the vacant land survey prepared for the City’s Draft
2008-2014 Housing Element identified thirteen other undeveloped sites outside the City but within
the City's current sphere ranging in size from under an acre to 59 acres in size designated for
residential development. These sites total 180 acres.



City of Santa Paula Housing Element Appendix B — Residential Land Inventory

Vacant Sites

B-14 August 2010
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East Area 2 Land Use Planning Information



City Council Resolution No. 6700
Project No. 2010-GPA-01, Text and Map Revisions
September 20, 2010

RESOLUTION NO. 6700

A RESOLUTION A RESOLUTION APPROVING A GENERAL PLAN
AMENDMENT TO CHANGE EAST AREA 2 DESIGNATION FROM
EXPANSION AREA TO PLANNING AREA, TO CLARIFY EXPANSION
AREA, PLANNING AREA AND SPECIFIC PLAN REQUIREMENTS,
AND TO REMOVE SELECTED PROPERTIES FROM EXPANSION OR
PLANNING AREAS.

(PROJECT NO. 2010-GPA-01)

The City Council of the City of Santa Paula does resolve as follows:

SECTION 1: The City Council finds and declares that:

A.

On February 1, 2010, the City of Santa Paula filed an application to
amend the Santa Paula General Plan by changing the designation of East
Area 2 from an “Expansion Area” to a “Planning Area.”

At its meeting of April 5, 2010, the City Council adopted Resolution No.
6663 directing staff to initiate specific processing requirements related to
the request for annexation of (former) East Area 1 and East Area 2. In
response to City Council action on April 5, 2010, the City of Santa Paula
modified its application to amend the Santa Paula General Plan to also
include clarification of expansion area, planning area and specific plan
requirements for areas within the City and to make minor modification of
expansion/planning area boundaries focused in the City’s East Areas.

The proposed text and exhibit changes to reflect the General Plan
amendment are attached as Exhibit “A,” through “D” and incorporated by
reference (the “Project”).

The Project application was reviewed by City’s Planning Department for,
in part, consistency with the General Plan and conformity with the Santa
Paula Municipal Code (“SPMC").

The City reviewed the Project's environmental impacts pursuant to the
California Environmental Quality Act (Public Resources Code 8§ 21000, et
seq., “CEQA"), the regulations promulgated thereunder (14 California
Code of Regulations (CCR) 8815000, et seq., the “CEQA Guidelines”),
and the City’s Environmental Guidelines (“Santa Paula Guidelines”);
CEQA, CEQA Guidelines and Santa Paula Guidelines collectively referred
to as “CEQA Regulations”) and determined the General Plan was
previously considered through the 1998 General Plan Update EIR, and
that the nature of current minor modifications are not likely to result in
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SECTION 2:

A.

significant adverse impacts and were determined to be categorically
exempt from further CEQA review.

The Planning Commission considered the proposed General Plan
Amendment through two separate hearing processes: first for
consideration of items related to the initial application, and second for
items related to the amended application.

The Planning Department completed its review and scheduled a public
hearing regarding the initial application before the Planning Commission
for March 9, 2010. At the March 9, 2010 hearing, the Planning
Commission adopted Resolution No. 3663 recommending that the City
Council approve a General Plan Amendment that would make certain text
and map changes to the Land Use Element, thus changing the
designation of the East Area 2 “Expansion Area” to a “Planning Area” and
establishing a definition and future processing requirements for a
“Planning Area.”

On August 24, 2010, the Planning Commission opened a second public
hearing to receive and consider public testimony and other evidence
regarding the amended application including, without limitation,
information provided to the Commission by City staff and the public. At
the August 24, 2010 hearing, the Planning Commission adopted
Resolution No. 3675 recommending that the City Council approve a
General Plan Amendment that would make certain additional text and map
changes to the Land Use Element, thus clarifying the role, relationship and
requirements for “Expansion Areas” and “Planning Areas.”

Notice of a public hearing was given on September 10, 2010. On
September 20, 2010, the City Council opened the public hearing to
receive and consider public testimony and other evidence regarding the
amended application including, without limitation, information provided to
the Council by City staff and the public.

This Resolution, and its findings, is adopted based upon the evidence set
forth in the entire record including, without limitation, documentary and
testimonial evidence; the staff report; and such additional information set
forth in the administrative record that is too voluminous to reference.

Factual Findings. The City Council finds that the following facts exist:

On February 1, 2010, the City initiated a General Plan amendment
application to provide changes to the General Plan that would change the
required procedural planning process for an approximate 136-acre area
defined as “East Area 2.” In response to City Council Resolution No.
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6663, adopted April 5, 2010, the City modified its application to amend the
Santa Paula General Plan to also include clarification of expansion areas,
planning areas and specific plan requirements for areas within the City
and to make minor modification of expansion/planning area boundaries
focused in the City’s eastern planning areas.

B. In February 2008, the City of Santa Paula approved the East Area 1
Specific Plan and related entitlements, including a request to process
annexation to the City. An Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the East
Area 1 Specific Plan was certified at the time of that project’s approval.

C. The General Plan requires the preparation of specific plans for Expansion
Areas identified in the Land Use Element before being annexed to the
City. Minor amendments to the General Plan are needed to clarify the
intended role, relationship and requirements of these comprehensive
planning tools.

D. The General Plan requires the City to adopt a specific plan before
annexing any expansion area into the City. This requirement is
appropriate for large development projects. However, this requirement
and other policies in the General Plan suggest that specific plans are
mandatory for any and all annexation requests. Minor amendments to the
General Plan are desirable to clarify the intended role and relationship of
specific plans in the context of expansion areas, planning areas and
annexations.

E. The FEIR for the East Area 1 Specific Plan discussed potential land use
impacts related to creating islands of unincorporated territory that would
result from annexing the East Area 1 project site to the City, and further,
suggested that the City should submit an East Area 2 reorganization
request to Ventura Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCo) to seek
annexation of any remainder island parcels resulting from an East Area 1
annexation.

F. The General Plan identifies East Area 2 as an “expansion area,” and
consequently requires that the City adopt a specific plan before annexing
East Area 2 into the City.

G. East Area 2 is one of five remaining Expansion Areas in the City. Three of
five Expansion Areas identified in the General Plan (including Adams
Canyon, Fagan Canyon and South Mountain) are large undeveloped and
unimproved areas without current access to services or infrastructure.
East Area 2 and West Area 2, the other two Expansion Areas, are both an
extension of the urban environment and accessed by existing roadways
and services, and a significant portion of each area is established with
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developed uses.

H. East Area 2 includes approximately 136 acres located south of the
Ventura County Transportation Commission railroad right-of-way and east
of the current City limits, surrounding the incorporated Hallock Road area.
The southern boundary of this planning area is the public levy and bank
protection line of the Santa Clara River.

Because of the large number of independent property owners in East Area
2, the public outreach and planning process that would be required to
complete a specific plan could take up to two years.

J. Only 26 acres of East Area 2 are not assigned a land use designation,
which established comprehensive growth and planning guidelines for the
affected properties. Absent a Specific Plan, the existing land use
designations and goals, objectives and policies of the General Plan would
prevail.

K. Mitigation Measure T-2 from the East Area 1 Specific Plan FEIR requires
the implementation of roadway and intersection improvements at the
intersection of Telegraph Road and Hallock Drive. Because these
improvements are tied to the East Area 1 Specific Plan (an area
previously master planned), and because the associated development
area is incidental and not integral to the East Area 2 expansion/planning
area, properties necessary for the Hallock Drive extension should be
excluded from areas designated for comprehensive planning.

L. The Project includes text and map changes to ensure the General Plan
and the requested process would be internally consistent. Although the
Project does not involve physical development, the minor changes to
clarify the process and relationship between expansion areas, planning
areas and specific plans would facilitate future development consistent
with the existing General Plan.

M. The proposed General Plan Amendments for the Project include the
following, as shown in the attached Exhibits (A through D) and Resolution
Nos. 3663 and 3675, which are incorporated into this Resolution by
reference:

1. Land Use Element Figures LU-3, LU-4, LU-4a and LU-5 will be
revised to reflect the boundary of the 2007 Sphere of Influence,
revised boundary of East Area 2, designation of East Area 2 as a
“Planning Area”, and minor clean-up and corrections, including
eliminating East Area 1 Expansion Area, and alignment
adjustments rectified through more accurate mapping capabilities.
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(See Exhibit “A.”)

2. Land Use Element Tables LU-5, LU-6 and LU-7 will be revised to
reflect establishment of “Planning Areas,” designation of East Area
2 as a “Planning Area”, and clarifications related to the relationship
of expansion areas, planning areas, and specific plan areas. (See
Exhibit “B.”)

3. Text in Land Use Element Sections 11.D, 1lI.B, IIL.E, IV.A, IV.E, IV.J,
V and VI will be revised to reflect changes necessary to establish
Planning Areas, designate East Area 2 as a Planning Area, modify
the boundary for East Area 2, and clarify the role, relationship and
requirements for “Expansion Areas,” “Planning Areas,” and specific
plans. (See Exhibit “C.”)

4, Text and format in Land Use Element Sections Il.A, II.C, I.G, IlIl.A
and III.C will be revised to reflect minor corrections, typographical
errors and page layout adjustments to enhance the readability of
the Land Use Element. (See Exhibit “D.”)

On March 9, 2010, the Planning Commission adopted Resolution No.
3663 recommending changes to the General Plan that would redesignate
East Area 2 from an “Expansion Area” to a “Planning Area,” include a
definition for Planning Area, establish related processing requirements,
and address other minor revisions and corrections. On August 24, 2010,
the Planning Commission adopted Resolution No. 3675 recommending
additional changes to the General Plan that would clarify the role,
relationship and process for expansion areas, planning areas and specific
plans, and other minor corrections.

SECTION 3: Environmental Review. The City reviewed the Project with respect to the
California Environmental Quality Act (Public Resources Code 88 21000, et seq.,
“CEQA"), the regulations promulgated there under (14 Cal. Code of Regulations
8815000, et seq., the “CEQA Guidelines”), and the City’s Environmental Guidelines
(“Santa Paula Guidelines”; CEQA, CEQA Guidelines and Santa Paula Guidelines
collectively referred to as “CEQA Regulations”).

A.

This Resolution incorporates by reference the findings, analysis, and
recommendations set forth in City Council Resolution No. 5254 which
certified the EIR, made findings of fact, and adopted a statement of
overriding considerations for the 1998 General Plan Update.

The City finds that due to the minor policy changes created by this
amendment, the Project is exempt from additional CEQA review because
it establishes rules and procedures to clarify existing policies and practices
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related to land use planning; does not involve any commitment to a
specific project which could result in a potentially significant physical
impact on the environment; and constitutes an organizational or
administrative activity that will not result in direct or indirect physical
changes in the environment. Specifically, the Project would effectively
preserve existing land uses for a minimum of two years. Any subsequent
land use change would require its own CEQA analysis. Consequently,
these minor changes cannot reasonably result in either a direct physical
change to the environment or a foreseeable indirect physical change in
the environment. Accordingly, the Project does not constitute a “project”
that requires environmental review (see specifically 14 CCR § 15378(b)(2,

5)).

SECTION 4: General Plan Consistency and General Plan Amendment Findings. In
accordance with SPMC § 16.212.050, the City Council finds that the Project, if all the
proposed General Plan Amendments are adopted, would conform to the City’s General
Plan as follows:

A.

The Project is in the public interest, and there will be a community benefit
resulting from the amendment.

1.

The proposed amendment is in the public interest, and there will be a
community benefit resulting from the amendment. The Project will facilitate the
timely implementation of East Area 1 Specific Plan by expediting the required
annexation process for other affected properties, including East Area 2 and
the Hallock Drive Extension properties. The Project will still require
coordination of a comprehensive planning process. However, it will ensure
that the planning process progresses at the City’s schedule and when property
development interest increases.

. The Project will allow the City to facilitate implementation of the EA1SP by

streamlining the process for annexation of properties incidental to, but critical
to its implementation.

Facilitation of the EA1SP will result in a direct public benefit through
construction and funding of the following: one public elementary school site,
one high school and one post-secondary facility/community college site; a
public safety facility; water, wastewater and reclaimed water infrastructure that
will, in addition to the EA1SP, serve the greater Santa Paula community;
improved traffic level of service for affected City intersections; improved public
community and neighborhood parks that substantially increase the City’s
active parklands; bicycle and multipurpose trails which connect with existing
community trails; and substantial open space dedications.

. Further, implementation of the EALSP will result in community benefit through
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a net increase in City revenues., and will allow the City to continue to meet its
share of regional housing needs, provides for economic development within
the City, encourages efficient growth patterns by locating new development
contiguous to existing development, and promotes stability in long term
physical and economic development planning.

B. The proposed amendment is consistent with other goals, policies, and
objectives of the General Plan, including Goals 3.1, 3.3, 4.1, 4.2 and 4.10.,
and Objectives 4.b.b., 4.c.c., 4.d.d., and 4.e.e. The Project simply clarifies
the order and timing of required planning processes for Expansion and/or
Planning Areas. Aside from the timing and requirement for preparation of a
specific plan and fiscal plan, the existing goals, policies and objectives still
apply. The Project is consistent with the goals, policies and objectives of the
General Plan as documented in this Resolution below, and the staff report. The
Project includes text and map changes that ensure that the General Plan and the
requested process would be internally consistent. Although the Project does not
involve physical development, the minor changes to clarify the process and
relationship between expansion areas, planning areas and specific plans would
be consistent with the existing General Plan. Goals 3.1 and 3.3 require that
consideration be given to ensure an adequate balance of land uses to meet the
community needs. As amended, the General Plan would still provide policy
guidance for growth and development in East Area 2. Goals 4.1 and 4.10 require
that development and expansions should be self-supporting and orderly. The
Project would facilitate the orderly annexation of property to the City and allow for
a logical extension of services. Further, Goal 4.4 provides that expansion
address the greater good of the community and not the needs of a single
individual/development. The Project addresses this goal by facilitating the City’s
ability to coordinate planning and services for a broad area, in conjunction with
implementation of East Area 1. The Project continues to meet the intent of the
General Plan by ensuring that comprehensive planning guidance is in place
before annexation of future expansion and planning area properties. The Project
is consistent with objectives 3.0.0 and 4.s.s., which promote land use densities
and uses as already provided in the General Plan, including mixed-use for East
Area 2. Obijectives furthering orderly development are also addressed in
objectives 4.b.b., 4.c.c., 4.d.d., and 4.e.e., which promote infill, annexation of
contiguous lands and lands that are within the CURB, and avoidance of County
“islands.” The Property is contiguous with the City’s eastern limit and the
General Plan amendment would facilitate future annexation of lands that would
be otherwise become and “island” and would be best managed under City
jurisdiction.

C. The Project will not conflict with the Santa Paula Municipal Code (Title 16).
The proposed General Plan Amendment addresses as a matter of policy the role
of expansion areas, planning areas and specific plans for properties seeking
annexation to the City. The procedure for specific plans and annexation
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application, as provided in the SPMC, remains unchanged.

D. In changing the land use policy map, the proposed amendment will not
adversely affect surrounding properties. Other than a technical change to the
General Plan, the existing land uses will continue.

SECTION 5: Actions. The City Council takes the following actions:

A. Amend the General Plan Land Use Element to add new Figures LU-3, LU-4, LU-
4a and LU-5, detailing changes to the expansion and planning areas as reflected
in attached Exhibits “B,” and “C,” and reflecting up-to-date boundaries of the
sphere of influence and East Area 1;

B. Amend the General Plan Land Use Element as reflected in attached Exhibits “B,”
and “C,” incorporated by reference, to establish Planning Areas, designate East
Area 2 as Planning Area, modify the boundary for East Area 2, and clarify the
role, relationship and requirements for “Expansion Areas,” “Planning Areas,” and
specific plans;

C. Amend the General Plan Land Use Element as reflected in attached Exhibit “D,”
incorporated by reference, to reflect minor corrections, typographical errors and
page layout adjustments to enhance the readability of the Land Use Element.

SECTION 6: Authorization. The City Council authorizes the City Manager, or designee,
to take all appropriate action to implement this Resolution. Further, the City Manager,
or designee, is authorized to make technical corrections, in a form approved by the city
Attorney, to maps, diagrams, tables, and other, similar, documents that may be required
to reconcile the changes made by this Resolution with amendments made to the maps
and text by other City Council action in unrelated land use applications between 2005
and 2010.

SECTION 7: Reliance on the Record. Each and all of the findings and determinations
in this Resolution are based on the competent and substantial evidence, both oral and
written, contained in the entire record relating to the project. The findings and
determinations constitute the independent findings and determinations of the City
Council in all respects and are fully and completely supported by substantial evidence in
the record as a whole.

SECTION 8: Limitations. The City Council's analysis and evaluation of the project is
based on the best information currently available. It is inevitable that in evaluating a
project that absolute and perfect knowledge of all possible aspects of the project will not
exist. One of the major limitations on analysis of the project is the lack of knowledge of
future events. In all instances, best efforts were made to form accurate assumptions.
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SECTION 9: Summaries of Information. All summaries of information in the findings,
which precede this section, are based on the substantial evidence in the record. The
absence of any particular fact from any such summary is not an indication that a
particular finding is not based in part on that fact.

SECTION 10: The City Clerk is directed to mail a copy of this Resolution to any person
requesting a copy.

SECTION 11: This Resolution becomes effective immediately upon adoption.

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 20" day of September, 2010.

o M

Japfes A. Tovfas, Mayor
ATTEST:
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FIGURE LU-4
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Legend

E Area of Interest

\ City Limit (2007)
[/ /1] 2007 Sphere of Influence

—

Expansion Area

0 05 1

2
= Miles

) ’ 1 Planning Area
L
Kyl
\ {\\L. N , /9
Adams Canyon \ : K
. ]
Fagan Cany ony . \ »
{ A
. E, Xrex2 .
\ &4 p»fr A _ _ ’
K -uth Moun Jin ¢ \)
/ N o
20

-

Tn VI L ¢ J\Fea b | A Soi
Adams Canyon* 5,413 acres 0 acres
Fagan Canyon 2,173 acres 0 acres
West Area 2 125 acres 68 acres
South Mountain 1,292 acres 0 acres
C P | P L. ar ’I
East Area 2 | 26 acres | 110 acres
* The voter approved CURB extends beyond the Adams Canyon expansion area.
Expansion Areas, Planning Areas and
Sphere of Influence (as amended 2010) Figure LU-4

LU-23



Amended by Resolution No. 6459, adopted February 26, 2008
Amended by Resolution No. 6411, adopted May 8, 2007
Amended by Resolution No. 6236, adopted December 7, 2005
Amended by Resolution No. 6241, adopted October 3, 2005
Amended by Resolution No. 55632, adopted June 6, 2003
Amended by Resolution No. 5407, adopted December 4, 2000

AMENDED CURB LINE

: { o Res. 6459

N Y 1. / —_— -
v ‘L
. f
b

- | B ) / | ,L

Res 65411 o N~ Y
Res 6238 : h'gjl

et City Boundary
H —— == ' CURB Line Amended
SCALE IN FEET

City Urban Restriction Boundary
(CURB) (as amended 2008) Figure LU-4a

LU-24



cITY OF

‘Al lel‘l\
{ .‘ JfA

General Plan Map Land Use
Plan and Expansion Areas

[ Legend
General Plan

Open Space - Passive and Golf Cours_

Agricutture

|
k
|
i

Jpen Space - Parks and Recreation ‘
Resldential Canyon ‘
Hillside Residential
g Single Family Resldential
Residential Medium Density
Medium-High Density Residential
.ligh Density - Resldential
fi Mobile Home Park
leighborhood Commerciat
Commercial Office
“ommercial
fixed Use Office / Residential
.Aixed Use Commercial / Light Industrial
“dustrial Park
ight Industrial
-dustrial
Alrport Operational
~lirport Related
Institutional and Civic

« - - Public Levee and Bank Protection®

. “pecific Pran
[ Expansion Area
Planning Area

[ cityof santa Paua ‘

2007 Sphere of influence

f 12008 CURB

—
A AREA2

$44.500 5T of Migiwray Commarsial

8,10

237,500 SF of Indwstlad

|
\ EAST AREA 1
SPECIFIC PLAN

3 .

=
* )
\

- WEST AREA 2

1998 Data, Pending revision by FEMA

Where the Sphere of Influencae line [s the same as the actual City Limit, it
is drawn slightly offset of the City Limit line for graphic clarity.

The information displayed on 1his map is intended for general reference N
purposes only, and is not for ! or Pisase
contact City Planning Department for official map.

W E
. Approved by City Councll on April 13, 1998,

Amended through Ordinance No 8351, 10/16/08.
Figure LU 5§ §

Revised 12/10/07, converted to GIS by the County of Ventura, IT Services
'DRAFT 9/20/2010) T — Y

crwNa

Revised 12/18/08, through City Council Resolution No 6459
DRAFT - Ravised 8/20/10 pending City Councit appoval of

No. 8700, and LAFCO approval of revised Sphere of influence refated
1o East Area 1.




Attachment 20



Attachment 20

East Area 2 Annexation Funding Agreement



EAST AREA 2
REIMBURSEMENT AGREEMENT
BETWEEN THE CITY OF SANTA PAULA
AND LIMONEIRA COMPANY

THIS REIMBURSEMENT AGREEMENT (this “Agreement”) is made and
entered into this 2& day of g7, 2009, by and between the CITY OF SANTA
PAULA, a general law city and municipal corporation existing under the laws of
California (“City”), and Limoneira Company, a Delaware corporation (“Developer’),
who agree as follows:

RECITALS

A, Developer owns real property consisting of approximately 459.99 acres
commonly known as East Area 1. On February 26, 2008, City approved certain
discretionary entitlements for East Area 1, including, without limitation, Resolution No,
64635, authorizing the City Manager to apply to the Local Agency Formation Commission
(“LAFCO”) for reorganization (annexation) to include East Area 1 within the City’s
jurisdiction.,

B. LAFCO informed City that before LAFCO will accept for City’s application for
annexation of East Area 1, City must initiateannexation of the area commonly known as
East Area 2, which consists of approximately 136 acres identified as an expansion area in
the City’s General Plan, as depicted (by purple line) on Exhibit A hereto (the “East Area
2 Expansion Area’). Developer owns real property consisting of one parcel totaling
approximately 25 acres within East Area 2, identified as Auto ID 88 on Exhibit A.

C. The City’s General Plan requires completion prior to annexation of any expansion
area of a Specific Plan, which in turn necessitates an Environmental Impact Report, a
Market Feasibility Report, and a Fiscal Impact Report (collectively, “East Area 2
Approvals’™).

D. In order to accomplish annexation of East Area I, Developer is willing to advance
the funds for preparation of the East Area 2 Approvals.

E. City is willing to make City staff available in order to be fully informed regarding
the East Area 2 Approvals. City believes it is in the public interest for Developer to pay
for such services, and Developer agrees to such payment.

F. The Parties acknowledge and agree that this Agreement does not affect
Developer’s reimbursement by other owners or developers of property within East Area 2
Expansion Area of the City’s Costs reimbursed by Developer, as well as additional out-
of-pocket costs paid by Developer, in connection with the East Area 2 Approvals.



AGREEMENT

1. City Assistance. Developer agrees that it will pay for all of City’s
administrative and direct costs (as set forth below)_associated with the East Area 2
Approvals until the East Area 2 annexation is approved, denied, or until Developer
requests City to withdraw the East Area 2 annexation application, The City’s
administrative costs include, without limitation, staff time, consultant fees, and legal fees
(including that of the City Attorney), spent: reviewing the Specific Plan, technical
appendices for the Einvironmental Impact Report, Fiscal Impact Report, Market
Feasibility Study, and other technical materials prepared by Developer and its
consultants; preparing the Environmental Impact Report; responding to inquiries relating
to the request; preparing staff reports; attending and participating at meetings; and
making filings necessary to complete the annexation proceedings. City agrees that it will
not seek reimbursement for time spent by the City’s city manager to attend meetings and
facilitate review of the East Area 2 Approvals unless otherwise agreed to by the parties in
a separate writing. The City’s direct costs include, without limitation, public notices,
advances and reimbursements, and any other actual out-of-pocket expenses (collectively,
“City Costs™). City Costs do not include any deposits, advances, reimbursements, or other
expenses paid by City to LAFCO, which are the subject of a separate agreement between
the Parties. The Parties explicitly acknowledge that Developer’s agreement to pay City’s
costs does not obligate Developer to pay any costs for any development proposals for
East Area 2 or any utility connections or any mitigation for existing or proposed
development or use of property within East Area 2.

2. Method of Reimbursement. Upon ¢xecution of this Agreement,
Developer agrees to deposit with the City $25,000 (“Deposit Amount”). City will draw
upon this amount on a monthly basis to pay City costs and provide Developer with an
itemized invoice of City costs on a quarterly basis. Developer agrees to replenish the
Deposit Amount to $25,000 within thirty (30) days of receiving each quarterly invoice.
City will refund any remaining Deposit Amount to Developer within thirty (30) days
after the East Area 2 Approvals are approved, denied or withdrawn. The Deposit Amount
will be placed in a non-interest bearing trust account established by the City Manager.
Developer understands and agrees that City will not pay interest to Developer on the
Deposit Amount. City will provide Developer with invoices, including outside
consultant and legal fees, with reasonable detail of City Costs on a quarterly basis.
Developer will notify City in writing within thirty (30) days afier receipt of an invoice
from City of any invoiced amount disputed by Developer; absence of any such notice of
disputed amounts constitutes acceptance by Developer of all invoiced amounts.
Developer agrees to pay City for any additional City Costs, less any disputed amounts,
within thirty (30) days of receiving City’s quarterly invoice. Developer’s failure to pay
any undisputed amount within thirty (30) days after receiving an invoice may resuit in
City discontinuing any annexation procedures and withdrawing the LAFCO annexation
application with or without Developer’s consent.

3. Termination. Either party may terminate this Agreement at any
timebefore annexation of East Area 1 to City. Thereafter, Developer cannot terminate
this Agreement without City’s consent, In the event of termination of this Agreement,



City has no obligation under this Agreement to continue processing the East Area
Approvals.

4. Developer Default. Should Developer fail to perform any of its
obligations under this Agreement, then City may, at its option, pursue any one or more or
all of the remedies available to it under this Agreement, at law or in equity. Without
limiting any other remedy which may be available to it, if Developer fails to perform any
of its obligations under this Agreement, other than non-payment of an untimely or
incomplete invoice or of any disputed invoiced amounts, City may cease performing its
obligations under this Agreement and may bring an action to recover all City Costs,
together with interest thereon from the date incurred at the rate of ten percent (10%) per
annum.

5. Compliance With Law. Developer will, at its sole cost and expense,
comply with all of the requirements of all federal, state, and local authorities now in
force, or which may hereafter be in force, pertaining to this Agreement.

6. Waiver Of Breach. Any express or implied waiver of a breach of any
term of this Agreement will not constitute a waiver of any further breach of the same or
other term of this Agreement.

7. Insolvency; Receiver. Either the appointment of a receiver to take
possession of all or substantially all of the assets of Developer, or a general assignment
by Developer for the benefit of creditors, or any action taken or offered by Developer
under any insoivency or bankruptcy action, will constitute a breach of this Agreement by
Developer, and in such event this Agreement will automatically cease and terminate.
Should the City Costs, at the time of termination under this Section 6, be less than the
Deposit Amount, City will refund any remaining Deposit Amount to Developer within
thirty (30) days afier determining the reimbursement amount.

8. Notices. Except as otherwise expressly provided by law, all notices or
other communications required or permitted by this Agreement or by law to be served on
or given to either party to this Agreement by the other party will be in writing and will be
deemed served when personally delivered to the party to whom they are directed, or in
lieu of the personal service, upon deposit in the United States Mail, certified or registered
mail, return receipt requested, postage prepaid, addressed to:

Developer at: Mr. Harold S. Edwards
President & CEO
Limoneira Company
1141 Cummings Road
Santa Paula, CA 93060
Facsimile: 805/525-8211

With copies to: Michael C. Penrod
Parkstone Companies
860 Hampshire Road, Suite U



Westlake Village, CA 91361
Facsimile: 805/379-1219

And: Carla K. Ryhal, Esq.
5776-D Lindero Canyon Road #244
Westlake Village, CA 91362
Facsimile: 818/707-0141

City at: Janna Minsk, Planning Director
City of Santa Paula
P.O. Box 569
Santa Paula, CA 93061-0569
Facsimile:

Either party may change its address for the purpose of this Section by giving written
notice of the change to the other party.

9. Acceptance Of Facsimile Signatures. The Parties agree that agreements
ancillary to this Agreement and related documents to be entered into in connection with
this Agreement will be considered signed when the signature of a party is delivered by
facsimile transmission. Such facsimile signature will be treated in all respects as having
the same effect as an original signature.

[0.  Governing Law. This Agreement has been made in and will be construed
in accordance with the laws of the State of California and exclusive venue for any action
involving this Agreement will be in Ventura County.

11.  Partial Invalidity. Should any provision of this Agreement be held by a
court of competent jurisdiction to be either invalid or unenforceable, the remaining
provisions of this Agreement will remain in effect, unimpaired by the holding.

12, Integration. This instrument and its attachments constitute the sole
agreement between City and Developer respecting the matters above and correctly sets
forth the obligations of City and Developer; provided, however, that nothing herein
affects the existing obligations by and between the Parties under the Pre-Annexation and
Development Agreement (Ordinance No 1191} By and Between the City of Santa Paula
and Limoneira Company, dated March 3, 2008.

13.  Construction. The language of each part of this Agreement will be
construed simply and according to its fair meaning, and this Agreement will never be
construed either for or against either party.

14.  Authority/Modification. The Parties represent and warrant that all
necessary action has been taken by the Parties to authorize the undersigned to execute
this Agreement and to engage in the actions described herein. This Agreement may be
modified by written amendment. City’s city manager, or designee, may execute any such

amendment on behalf of City.
4



15.  Counterparts. This Agreement may be executed in any number or
counterparts, each of which will be an original, but all of which together will constitute
one instrument executed on the same date.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF the parties hereto have executed this contract the day
and year first hereinabove written.

DEVELOPER:
LIMONEIRA COMPANY DATED: ?/ ?Af
By: z/ﬂ‘ o4 [‘/ﬂ

Harold 8. Edwards
President and CEQ

DATED: ?4;’/? G

G. Finley
Inferim City Manager
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Attachment 21

Technical Experts



EAST AREA 1 ANNEXATION PROFESSIONALS

Limoneira assembled a team of widely recognized experts in planning and engineering to prepare the
East Area 1 Specific Plan and related technical studies. City of Santa Paula decision-makers reviewed,
and staff peer reviewed, all information and studies, with a full team of qualified consultants assembled

by the City.
City Elected And Appointed Officials
Fred W. Robinson, Current Mayor
Robert S. Gonzales, Mayor at EA1 Approval and Current Vice Mayor
Richard C. Cook, Current Councilmember
Ralph J. Fernandez, Vice Mayor at EA1 approval and Current Councilmember
James Tovias, Current Councilmember
Gabino Aguirre, Ph.D., Councilmember at EA1 Approval
Ray C. Luna, Councilmember at EA1 Approval
John T. Procter, Councilmember at EA1 Approval
Michel E. Sommer, Chair of Planning Commission at EA1 Approval and Currently
Paul L. Skeels, Vice Chair of Planning Commission at EA1 and Currently
L. Steven Brown, Planning Commissioner at EA1 Approval and Currently
Gary L. Nasalroad, Planning Commissioner at EA1 Approval
Jesse R. Ornelas, Planning Commissioner at EA1 Approval
John Wisda, Current Planning Commissioner

Marilyn Appleby, Current Planning Commissioner
City Staff
Wally Bobkiewicz, City Manager (10/2002-7/2009)

Jaime Fontes, City Manager (2/2010-present)



Karl H. Berger, City Attorney (3/2003-present)
Janna Minsk, AICP, Planning Director

Rick C. Araiza, Fire Chief

Anna Arroyo, Assistant Planner

Sandy K. Easley, Treasurer

Kevin Fildes, Assistant Fire Chief

Clifford G. Finley, PE, City Engineer, Public Works Director
Josie G. Herrera, City Clerk

Steve MacKinnon, Chief of Police

John Quinn, Finance Director

Stephen R. Stuart, Building and Safety Director
Jon Turner, PE, Deputy Director Public Works

Brian Yanez, Community Services Director
City Consultants

Planning
Joyce Parker Bozylinski, AICP, Contract Planner

Melanie Traxler, AICP, Contract Planner

Environmental Impact Report: P&D Consultants
Michael Benner, Vice President
Gilberto Ruiz, Senior Project Manager
Jerry Flores, Senior Project Manager
Anne Pietro, Senior Project Manager

Ronald K. Richardson, PE, Project Manager



Rover Olsen, Senior Geologist
Scott Quang Banh, PE, Transportation Engineer

Agricultural Resources Study Peer Review

P&D Consultants - Gilberto Ruiz, Senior Project Manager

Traffic Study Peer Review

P&D Consultants - Scott Quang Banh, PE; Transportation Engineer

Noise Study Peer Review

Wieland Associates, Inc. - David L. Wieland, Principal Consultant

Biological Resources Study Peer Review

P&D Consultants - Gilberto Ruiz, Senior Project Manager

Geology and Soils Study Peer Review

P&D Consultants - Robert Olsen, Senior Geologist

Drainage Study Peer Review

P&D Consultants - Ronald K. Richardson, PE; Project Manager

Phase I & 11 Environmental Site Assessments Peer Review

P&D Consultants - Robert Olsen, Senior Geologist

Phase I and II Archaeological Report Peer Review
Applied Earthworks, Inc. - Ann Munns, MA, RPA; Senior Archaeologist/Laboratory Director

Applied Earthworks, Inc. - Clayton Lebow, MA, RPA; Vice President/Senior Archaeologist

Paleontological Resources Report Peer Review

Applied Earthworks, Inc. - Robert S. Gray, Ph. D.; Professional Geologist



Historic Resources Report Peer Review
San Buenaventura Research Associates - Judy Triem, Principal Historian
San Buenaventura Research Associates - Mitch Stone, Preservation Planner
EDAW - Jennifer Hirsh, Architectural Historian/Associate

EDAW - Christy Dolan, Historic Resources

Domestic Water Resources Report Peer Review

P&D Consultants — Ronald K. Richardson, PE; Project Manager

Domestic Sewer Report Peer Review

P&D Consultants — Ronald K. Richardson, PE; Project Manager

Recycled Water Report Peer Review

P&D Consultants — Ronald K. Richardson, PE; Project Manager

Water Supply Assessment and Verification Peer Review
P&D Consultants — Ronald K. Richardson, PE; Project Manager

Boyle Engineering Corporation — Dan Ellison, PE

Preparation of Air Quality Study: EDAW:
Greg Wolffe
David Linger, Ph. D.
Alexander Barnett

Alan Lee

Limoneira Corporate Officers:
Harold S. Edwards, President & CEO

Alex M. Teague, Senior Vice President



Limoneira Consultants

Mike Penrod
Specific Plan
HDR Town Planning
David Sargent, AIA, CNU

David Sargent, Principal Town Planner, has practiced architecture and urban planning since 1981,
focusing on traditional neighborhood design and sustainable urbanism since 1991. He has assembled and
led multi-disciplinary teams in the planning and design of pedestrian-and transit-oriented urban places
ranging from small urban districts to entire towns throughout California, and in Texas, Florida,

Tennessee, New York, Canada and China.

A longtime advocate for clear planning and urban design regulations and guidelines, Mr. Sargent led the
preparation of the first several form-based codes adopted in California, between 1993 and 2000, and was
the principal author and editor of the 2004 White Paper on Smart Growth in California that was
instrumental in the passage of AB 1268, institutionalizing form-based zoning in California. Mr. Sargent

led the team that planned East Area 1.
Oliver Kuehne, LEED AP, CNU

Mr. Kuehne, Senior Town Planner, has over a dozen years of professional design and project
management experience in town planning and architecture. His portfolio encompasses urban design,
town planning and architecture projects in Germany and throughout the western United States. His
project experience includes: architectural design, site plans, neighborhood and town master plans,
downtown and district master plans, urban design, form-based codes and development standards. Mr.

Kuehne has participated in over thirty design charrettes and is an experienced public facilitator.
Moule & Polyzoides
Tony Perez, AICP

Jose Antonio (Tony) Perez has led or substantially assisted in the preparation of over two dozen master
plans and regeneration-oriented specific plans for widely differing places and needs, including California
communities such as Visalia, Downtown Cotati, Downey, Placentia, Uptown Whittier, Downtown

Newhall, and Center City Santa Ana. Mr. Perez has prepared form-based codes for each of the plans in



which he has participated or authored. Mr. Perez is particularly interested in and experienced with urban
design and implementation as well as with leading form-based code training workshops for public
agencies. These collaborations have resulted in a variety of regulatory planning documents on behalf of

public agencies. Mr. Perez prepared the development regulations in the specific plan.
AC Martin Partners, Inc.
Richard W. Thompson, FAIA, AICP

Mr. Thompson, Director of Urban Design and Planning for AC Martin Partners, has been developing
award-winning, socially relevant plans for cities, communities, and university campuses around the
world. He is recognized as a leader in creative problem solving with multi-disciplinary teams and in
reaching consensus with user- and community-based planning processes. Trained as both an architect
and planner, Mr. Thompson has developed a keen insight into the politics of urban planning, community
planning, urban housing, and mixed-use urban infill projects. He is a board member of the Society for
College and University Planning, a frequent contributor to magazines and journals, and a presenter at
conferences. He specializes in the design of school facilities and master plans for colleges and

universities. Mr. Thompson prepared the plans for the new educational facilities in East Area 1.
New Urban Realty Advisors, Inc.
John Baucke, AICP

John M. Baucke has over 30 years of professional experience in the real estate development industry,
focusing on master development, land use, real estate development, entitlements, community planning,
and implementation programs. He is a specialist in the following: master development; due diligence and
feasibility; management of large multi-disciplinary consultant teams; strategic planning; landowner
representation; “Smart Growth” and “New Urbanism”; coastal planning and permitting; Brownfield site
reuse; and, downtown revitalization. Mr. Baucke prepared the implementation portion of the East Area 1

Specific Plan.
Katie O’Reilly Rogers, Inc.
Katie O’Reilly Rogers, ASLA

The Office of Katie O'Reilly Rogers, ASLA, takes a very traditional approach to Landscape Architecture.
Katie O'Reilly Rogers (KOR) believes in collaboration, and initiates each project with meetings with the
client, architect, civil engineer, and when possible, contractors. KOR is involved in all aspects of site

planning, beginning with larger issues of stormwater management and drainage, siting of structures and



circulation. To KOR, 'sustainability' is synonymous with landscape architecture. KOR prepared the

landscape concepts and master plans in the Specific Plan.
Fiscal Impact Study

Stanley R. Hoffman Associates

Stanley R. Hoffman, FAICP

Stanley R. Hoffman has over thirty-five years experience in the fields of economic and demographic
analysis, land use projections, fiscal and financial studies, annexations, real estate market research, and
computer-based financial modeling. He has managed major programs in both the public and private

sectors, involving numerous presentations before political, academic, and professional audiences.

Mr. Hoffman established his firm in January 1981 and incorporated in 1984. He has extensive experience
in preparing fiscal and financial studies for residential, retail and office/hotel projects. These studies are

typically prepared for cities, counties, or private developers.

He has assisted clients in establishing Mello-Roos Community Facilities Districts and special assessment
districts that cover a wide range of land development and phasing patterns and public facilities,
including transportation, streetscapes, drainage, wastewater, fire equipment and stations and other
infrastructure. Mr. Hoffman is responsible for the company's copyrighted fiscal impact models being
utilized in cities and counties in California. The models are tailored to the unique characteristics of each
jurisdiction and are designed to project revenues and costs associated with future development under

specific assumptions about land use and phasing.
Marketing Study

FOCUS Marketing Services

Laurie Lofland, MBA

Ms. Lofland offers a diverse entrepreneurial background in the operational, fiscal, and quality control
management of a sales and marketing consulting firm with over sixty clients. She has participated in
marketing-driven product development teams and conducted client-sensitive market studies to assess
project feasibility and product development. Identified market share and niche opportunities, formulated

marketing strategies, and recommended consumer targets.



She effectively interfaces with small businesses and large private and publicly held companies and
provides targeted research and analysis in conducting complex marketing studies that effectively
encapsulates a myriad of puzzle pieces in a very cohesive overview. Strong editing and organizational

skills help to ensure that project tasks are achieved with accuracy and presentation quality.

Education: B.A., CSU Redlands; M.A. CSU San Bernardino
Employment: past Director of Marketing Research for KB Homes

Professional Associations, Northern California Regional Land Trust, past Treasurer and Board
member

Traffic Study
Fehr & Peers
Patrick A. Gibson, PE, PTOE

Pat Gibson, Principal-in-Charge of Fehr & Peers, has over 40 years of experience in preparing traffic and
parking analyses for both public and private sector projects. He has directed the transportation sections
for Environmental Impact Reports and Environmental Impact Statements for some of the largest
development projects in Southern California, including Playa Vista, STAPLES Center, the NBC Universal
Evolution Plan, Wilshire Grand Redevelopment Project, Metro Universal transit-oriented development,
and the Bunker Hill Redevelopment Plan in Los Angeles; the Disneyland Resort and the Honda Center in
Anaheim; the Queensway Bay Master Plan and the Convention Center Expansion study in Long Beach;

and PETCO Park, University Towne Center, and the Esplanade Park Master Plan in San Diego.

Pat has directed over 50 downtown parking studies and has conducted hundreds of parking needs,
feasibility, and functional design studies, as well as shared parking and parking financial analyses, for
developments throughout Southern California and the United States. He has prepared traffic and parking
studies for stadia and event centers, new and expanded regional shopping centers, and
retail/entertainment centers throughout the United States. He spearheaded traffic, parking,
access/circulation, and safety studies for over 50 schools and universities, and has spoken internationally

on the topic.
Netai Basu, AICP

Netai Basu, Project Manager for the East Area 1 traffic study, earned a Master of Urban and Regional

Planning degree at San Jose State University, and has worked on a variety of transportation planning



projects, including providing traffic and parking impact analysis for the Los Angeles County Sanitation

Districts' Master Facilities Program EIS/EIR.

Chris Gray, PE

Mr. Gray is an Associate with 13 years experience in transportation planning, CEQA transportation
studies, traffic operations analysis, travel demand forecasting, parking studies, transit studies, smart
growth, General Plan assessment, and Specific Plan assessment. He has managed over 100 projects while
at Fehr & Peers including: the University of California Riverside Pedestrian Safety Study, City of Upland
General Plan, Temecula Old Town Parking Study, and Tustin Metrolink transit planning. He is a member
of APA and CNU. He earned a Bachelors of Arts in Political Science from the University of Florida and a
Master's of Science in Planning from Florida State University. Mr. Gray developed the citywide Santa

Paula traffic model used in the East Area 1 traffic study.
Eugene Tang, AICP

Eugene Tang has ten years of experience in the transportation engineering and planning fields. He has
worked on a variety of public and private sector projects throughout Southern California and Hawaii. In
Southern California, Eugene has prepared a multitude of parking and traffic impact studies, as well as
regional transportation planning efforts and site design. Regional transportation planning work has
included the Alameda Street Corridor Feasibility Study and the Crenshaw Transit Corridor project. He
has prepared studies for development projects in the Hollywood, Sun Valley, and Warner Center
communities of the City of Los Angeles, as well as in Anaheim, Long Beach, Manhattan Beach, Oxnard,

Santa Paula, Torrance, and West Hollywood.
Geology and Soils Study

Leighton and Associates, Inc.

Gareth Mills, CEG

Gareth Mills, Managing Director, holds a B. Sc. in Geology from Aston University in the United Kingdom
and an M.S. in Geological Science from California State University, Northridge. Mr. Mills has 21 years of
experience and provides a wide variety of both technical and project management experience concerning
the characterization and subsequent mitigation of geotechnical and environmental risk to public sector
civil engineering works projects and commercial land development projects. He has experience with a
variety of projects ranging from feasibility/constraints analyses, to due-diligence reviews, to

environmental impact reports, to design-level studies and construction. His construction work has



encompassed geotechnical, environmental and materials testing/inspection aspects. As such, Mr. Mills
possesses a sound working knowledge of applicable geotechnical-, and environmentally-related local,

state, and federal regulations. He has also testified at public hearings to promote clients’ interests.

Civil Engineering (Drainage Study, Domestic Water Report, Domestic Sewer Report,
Recycled Water Report)

Huitt-Zollars
Marc. J. Haslinger, PE

Marc Haslinger joined Huitt-Zollars as vice president of land development. Haslinger, who was senior
project manager at Tetra Tech in Irvine before joining Huitt-Zollars, has over 25 years in providing civil
engineering support for major master- planned development projects in Southern California, including

the Irvine Coast and the RiverPark project in Oxnard and Cal State Channel Islands in Camarillo.
Jensen Design & Survey
Donald Jensen, PE

Founded in 1989 by Donald Jensen PE, Jensen Design & Survey, Inc. is the largest engineering firm
headquartered in Ventura County. Don Jensen's background includes a Master's Degree in Civil
Engineering from the University of Alaska, as well as work experience as a civil engineer in the state of
Alaska. Jensen Design & Survey is a leader in providing civil engineering services in Ventura County.
The firm includes over forty experienced professionals providing a full range of civil engineering and

planning services.

Environmental Engineering (Phase I & II Environmental Site Assessments)
Applied Environmental Technologies, Inc.

Harry C. Finney

Mr. Finney, Vice President, is a waste management specialist responsible for the management and field
supervision of surveys in hazardous and potentially hazardous areas. He is also responsible for the
preparation of assessments for underground contamination. He has prepared site assessments for
underground contamination of petroleum products, heavy metals, chlorinated hydrocarbons (solvents),
pesticides and PCBs. Mr. Finney has been contacted by local agencies to help assess and plan remediation

measures for hazardous waste spills.
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He has conducted over 250 Phase I Environmental Site Assessments. The assessments were conducted for
auto repair, dry cleaning, industrial and commercial facilities, residential, vacant, and rural spaces. The
assessments have been conducted for public agencies, law firms, private developers, private individuals,

insurance companies, real estate brokers, banks, and loan offices.
Wallace A. Jensky, RG

Mr. Jensky, Principal Geologist, has over 32 years of experience in soil and groundwater investigations,
petroleum geology, sedimentation, tectonics, and since 1987, environmental consulting including
contaminated site assessments, and remediation. His project experience includes underground storage
tank closure and cleanup; redevelopment of crude-oil producing properties; investigation and cleanup of
gasoline service stations and automobile sales and service facilities; investigation and remediation of
commercial and industrial properties contaminated by petroleum hydrocarbons, heavy metals and
halogenated wastes; negotiation with regulatory agencies; application of risk-based site closure; litigation
support; and environmental site assessments (Phase I and Phase II due-diligence) for large portfolio and

single-site property transactions.

Phase I and II Archaeological Resources Report
W&S Consultants

David S. Whitley, Ph. D.

David S. Whitley has 34 years of experience specializing in the prehistoric archaeology and ethnography
of far western North America, with particular interests in sacred sites, rock art, chronometrics, and
cultural heritage management. He has also worked in southern Africa, the European Upper Paleolithic

and Guatemala.

His professional publications include 17 books/monographs and approximately 100 articles and chapters.
Included among his recent books are The Rock Art of California (University of Utah Press, 2000), the
edited volume Handbook of Rock Art Research (AltaMira Press, 2001), and Introduction to Rock Art
Research (Left Coast Press, 2005), which received a Choice Outstanding Academic Book Award for 2006.
His latest book is Cave Paintings and the Human Spirit: The Origin of Creativity and Belief (Prometheus
Books, 2009).

Dr. Whitley has written the nominations for almost 400 sites that are now listed on the National Register

of Historic Places. For a decade he served on the Council of Directors of the ICOMOS International Rock
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Art Committee (CAR). In 2001 he received the Thomas King Award from the Society for California

Archaeology for Excellence in Cultural Resource Management.
Ronald I. Dorn, Professor of Geography

Ronald I. Dorn has been a Professor of Geography at Arizona State University, Tempe, Arizona since
1988. He served previously on the faculty at Texas Tech University. He is co-coordinator of the Arizona
Geographic Alliance, a K-12 outreach program to promote geographic education in Arizona. He has been
President and Secretary/Treasurer of the Geomorphology Specialty Group and as chair of the Nystrom
Committee of the Association of American Geographers. He is a Fellow of the Geological Society of
America and the Arizona/Nevada Academy of Science, and a member of the Association of American

Geographers and the American Rock Art Research Association.
Paleontological Resources Report

Paleo Environmental Associates

E. Bruce Lander, Ph. D.

E. Bruce Lander has Ph.D. and M.A. degrees in Paleontology and a B.S. degree in Geology. Mr. Lander
has many years of experience developing, conducting, and managing mitigation programs; monitoring
earth-moving activities; recovering large fossil occurrences; collecting and processing sediment and
sedimentary rock samples; preparing, identifying, curating, and cataloging fossil remains recovered as a
result of monitoring and sample processing; accessioning mitigation program fossil collections into

museum repository collections; and preparing mitigation program final reports.
Historic Resources Report

Post-Hazeltine Associates

Pamela Post, Ph.D.

Dr. Post has 16 years experience as an architectural historian. She has been a partner in Post/Hazeltine
Associates, a firm specializing in historic preservation consulting since 1998. Her analytical experience
includes determining the significance of buildings, features or properties and their potential eligibility for
listing at the local, state, and federal level. Dr. Post also assesses the impact of proposed projects on the
integrity of historic buildings or properties using local, state, and national guidelines and is well versed in

local, State, and Federal regulations as they apply to historic preservation issues. Dr. Post has 16 years of
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experience working in the Central Coast Region, including Santa Maria, Santa Ynez Valley, Santa

Barbara, Ventura, and San Luis Obispo Counties.
Timothy Hazeltine

Mr. Hazeltine has 21 years experience as a cultural resource researcher and project coordinator.  His
research experience includes documenting the historical context of properties including chain-of-title;
analysis of historic maps and graphic images; archival research and analysis. Mr. Hazeltine also assists in
the preparation of professional reports. Before forming his partnership with Post/Hazeltine Associates,
Mr. Hazeltine helped prepare the Native American Graves and Repatriation Act report for the Santa

Barbara Museum of Natural History and was the cultural resource laboratory director and project
Rail Crossing Design

RailPros, Inc.

Eric Hankinson, PE

Mr. Hankinson, President of RailPros has over 19 years of railroad, structural, and civil engineering
experience in the design, construction, and project management of a wide range of transportation projects
including track construction, bridges, grade crossings, grade separations, drainage projects, stations, and
other railroad facilities. He has dealt extensively with project stakeholders, resource agencies and host
railroads in the planning, design, and construction of various rail projects. He has performed engineering
services for several clients including: the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR), Burlington Northern Santa Fe
Railway (BNSF), Southern California Regional Rail Authority (SCRRA), North County Transit District
(NCTD), Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board (Caltrain), Caltrans, Amtrak, Swift Transportation,
California Commerce Center, the County of Orange, and the cities of San Diego, Del Mar, Oceanside,
Santa Ana, and San Gabriel. Mr. Hankinson is managing all of RailPros’ grade crossing improvements-

related projects, which involve safety upgrades at 44 crossings in 10 Southern California cities.
Eric B. Winters, PE

Mr. Winters, Senior Civil Engineer, is a civil and railroad engineer with 16 years of experience. He has
extensive design and construction experience on multiple railroad and roadways projects. Mr. Winters
has served as lead engineer and project manager for multiple Port of Portland projects, and the
Vancouver Wharves Berths 4/5 Redevelopment. He has been the project manager for the Portland &
Western Railroad and Central Oregon & Pacific Railroad’s on-call services contract and has designed and

constructed more than thirty railroad at-grade crossings in Oregon.
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Environmental Studies (Biological Resource Studies, Agricultural Impact Study,
Water Supply Assessment, Noise Study)

Impact Sciences, Inc.
Tony Locacciato, AICP

Mr. Locacciato, Managing Principal, is an urban and regional planner with 30 years of diverse experience
in planning and environmental analysis. His background in consulting, public sector planning, and
private development results in an understanding of the relationships between land use regulations,
environmental impacts, and the implementation of projects. Mr. Locacciato has experience in land use
planning, land use studies, preparation of Specific Plans, and Environmental Impact Reports (EIRs) for
projects throughout California. He has prepared Specific Plans and EIRs for major specific plan projects
for the Cities of Oxnard, Ventura, Camarillo, Simi Valley, Moorpark, and Thousand Oaks, including the
EIR for the largest mixed-use project approved in Ventura County, the 700-acre 2,800 unit RiverPark

Specific Plan in Oxnard.
Joe Gibson, Associate Principal

Mr. Gibson has 33 years of experience managing and conducting environmental studies. He has
participated in a variety of projects involving the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) for federal, state, and local government and private-sector
clients. As a project manager, Mr. Gibson has completed numerous CEQA documents for large-scale
development projects in Southern California. He has served on the Board of the Conejo Park and

Recreation District in Thousand Oaks for over a decade.
Daryl Koutnik, Ph. D.

Dr. Koutnik, Director of Biological Services, has over 25 years of experience in biology, environmental
planning, and project management. He has directed, managed, prepared, and conducted environmental
impact assessments, mitigation monitoring plans, plant and wildlife studies, biological resource
inventories, sensitive species surveys, biological constraints analyses, and habitat restoration plans for

private and public sector clients throughout Southern California.

Dr. Koutnik has a thorough understanding of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), having
worked in and managed the environmental review section of the Los Angeles County Department of
Regional Planning for more than 14 years. He has managed the preparation of numerous Environmental

Impact Reports (EIRs), including residential, commercial, industrial, and educational developments.
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His biological expertise includes knowledge of biological and ecological relationships, with particular
emphasis on habitat impact analysis, special-status plant species, and wildlife movement corridors. He
has an exceptional knowledge of Southern California flora, and has been an active participant in the

drafting of multi-species habitat conservation plans throughout the region.
Larry Lodwick

Mr. Lodwick, Associate Principal, has 37 years of professional experience in the fields of natural resource
assessment and management, environmental and wetland regulations, natural resource impact
assessment, mitigation plan development, and monitoring. His other specialties include botanical
surveys, wetland and riparian regulations, delineation methods, functional assessments, mitigation
planning, and permitting coordination. Mr. Lodwick has conducted over 400 wetland delineations and
prepared numerous compensatory mitigation plans for projects throughout the western US. Mr. Lodwick
conducts environmental impact assessments, natural resource inventories, and wildlife habitat

assessments.
Greg Ainsworth

Mr. Ainsworth, Senior Biologist, has over eight years of experience in biology and project management.
He has directed, managed, or conducted a broad range of wildlife and plant studies, protected tree
surveys, biological resource inventories, sensitive species surveys, environmental impact assessments,
biological constraints analyses, habitat restoration plans, and mitigation monitoring plans for a variety of

private and public sector clients throughout central and southern California.

Mr. Ainsworth is a Certified Arborist with the International Society of Arboriculture and a certified
wetland delineator (ACOE, #2128), and an approved biologist with several jurisdictions throughout
central and southern California. Mr. Ainsworth has received formal training in conducting focused
surveys and habitat assessments on the burrowing owl, snowy plover, desert tortoise, Mohave ground

squirrel and several bat species. Legal Counsel

Carla K. Ryhal, EsqMs. Ryhal acts as Limoneira’s Land Use lawyer, including review of Specific Plan
and Environmental Impact Report (and all Technical Appendices), negotiation and drafting of
Development Agreement, Elementary School Mitigation Agreement, High School Mitigation Agreement,

etc.

Education: B.A., Pepperdine University '79 (summa cum laude); ].D., UCLA ’82.
Bar Admissions: California ’82, Texas ‘83, New York "85.
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Employment: Exxon Corporation; Cox Castle & Nicholson; Jackson, DeMarco & Peckenpaugh; Nordman,
Cormany, Hair & Compton.
Professional Associations: Building Industry Association, past Board member and Chair of Ventura County

Government Relations Committee; Habitat for Humanity, past Board member
Kenneth M. High, Jr., Esq.
Mr. High has provided the transactional legal work and will be drafting the CC&Rs for the project.

Education: B.A., UC Berkeley; ].D. UCLA

Employment: Former professor of Business Law and Contracts at Ventura College and at Moorpark
College

Professional Associations: California & Ventura County Bar Associations '72; Ventura County Taxpayers

Association, past President and Board Member
Third-Party Agencies’ Consultants

Mitchell B. Kahn, Esq. Represented Santa Paula Elementary School District, commenting on EA1 EIR

and negotiating Elementary School Mitigation Agreement.

Firm: Nelson Comis Kahn & Sepulveda

Education: B.A. CSU Northridge '69; ].D., Loyola Law School 71

Employment: City of Simi Valley, City Attorney; City of Beverly Hills, Assistant City Attorney

Professional Associations: California State Bar Association '72; Ventura County Bar Association, past Board
member; Ventura County Economic Development Association, past President and Board member;
Building Industry Association, past President and Board member; Tri-County Government Attorneys

Association, past President and Board member

Rob Corley provided planning and facilities advice to Santa Paula Elementary School District,

commenting on EA1 EIR and negotiating Elementary School Mitigation Agreement.

Firm: School Facilities & Planning

Education: BA (Planning), UC Irvine '76; MBA, UC Irvine '81

Employment: Director of Facilities and Planning for the Conejo Valley Unified School District, Business
Manager of the Oak Park Unified School District, and Assistant Planner for the Irvine Unified School
District

Professional Associations: California Association
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Andreas C. Chialtas, Esq, Represented Santa Paula Union High School District negotiating Elementary

School Mitigation Agreement.

Firm: Atkinson, Andelson, Loya, Ruud & Romo
Education: CSU Fullerton; Southwestern University School of Law (cum laude)
Professional Associations: California State Bar Association '99; named a “Southern California Rising Star"

by Southern California Super Lawyers (2005 — 2008)
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CITY PROJECT TEAM
Environmental Impact Report

P&D Consultants
Michael Benner, Vice President
Gilberto Ruiz, Senior Project Manager
Jerry Flores, Senior Project Manager
Anne Pietro, Senior Project Manager
Ronald K. Richardson, PE, Project Manager
Rover Olsen, Senior Geologist
Scott Quang Banh, PE, Transportation Engineer

Peer Reviewers

Agricultural Resources Study

P&D Consultants - Gilberto Ruiz, Senior Project Manager

Traffic Study

P&D Consultants - Scott Quang Banh, PE; Transportation Engineer

Noise Study

Wieland Associates, Inc. - David L. Wieland, Principal Consultant

Biological Resources Study

P&D Consultants - Gilberto Ruiz, Senior Project Manager

Geology and Soils Study

P&D Consultants - Robert Olsen, Senior Geologist
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Drainage Study
P&D Consultants - Ronald K. Richardson, PE; Project Manager

City of Santa Paula - Jon Turner, PE; Deputy Director of Public Works

Phase I & 11 Environmental Site Assessments

P&D Consultants - Robert Olsen, Senior Geologist

Phase I and II Archaeological Report
Applied Earthworks, Inc. - Ann Munns, MA, RPA; Senior Archaeologist/Laboratory Director

Applied Earthworks, Inc. - Clayton Lebow, MA, RPA; Vice President/Senior Archaeologist

Paleontological Resources Report

Applied Earthworks, Inc. - Robert S. Gray, Ph. D.; Professional Geologist

Historic Resources Report
San Buenaventura Research Associates - Judy Triem, Principal Historian
San Buenaventura Research Associates - Mitch Stone, Preservation Planner
EDAW - Jennifer Hirsh, Architectural Historian/Associate

EDAW - Christy Dolan, Historic Resources

Domestic Water Resources Report
P&D Consultants — Ronald K. Richardson, PE; Project Manager

City of Santa Paula - Jon Turner, PE; Deputy Director of Public Works

Domestic Sewer Report
P&D Consultants — Ronald K. Richardson, PE; Project Manager

City of Santa Paula - Jon Turner, PE; Deputy Director of Public Works
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Recycled Water Report
P&D Consultants — Ronald K. Richardson, PE; Project Manager

City of Santa Paula - Jon Turner, PE; Deputy Director of Public Works

Water Supply Assessment and Verification

P&D Consultants — Ronald K. Richardson, PE; Project Manager

Boyle Engineering Corporation — Dan Ellison, PE

City of Santa Paula - Jon Turner, PE; Deputy Director of Public Works
Preparation of Air Quality Study

EDAW

Greg Wolffe

David Linger, Ph. D.

Alexander Barnett

Alan Lee
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