RESOLUTION NO. 13-12

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE
CITY OF LANCASTER, CALIFORNIA, APPROVING
AN AMENDMENT TO THE ADOPTED GENERAL
PLAN OF THE CITY, KNOWN AS GENERAL PLAN
AMENDMENT NO. 11-03

WHEREAS, pursuant to Section 3.c. of City Council Resolution No. 93-07, an amendment to
the adopted General Plan of the City has been initiated by Pacific Communities Inc. to redesignate a
total of 28.5+ acres from Light Industrial (LI) to UR (Urban Residential, 2.1 to 6.5 dwelling units per
acre); and

WHEREAS, notice of intention to consider the General Plan amendment was given as
required in Section 65854 and 65905 of the Government code of the State of California; and

WHEREAS, staff has performed necessary investigations, prepared a written report, and
recommended that the General Plan amendment and zone change requests be approved; and

WHEREAS, a public notice was provided as required by law, and a public hearing on the
General Plan amendment and zone change requests was held on May 14, 2013; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a legally noticed public hearing on April 15,
2013, and adopted a Mitigated Negative Declaration for the project with the finding that the project
and associated General Plan amendment and zone change would not create any significant
environmental impacts; further, the Planning Commission voted to recommend to the Council
approval of General Plan Amendment No. 11-03; and

WHEREAS, the City Council based on the evidence in the record, hereby adopts the
following findings in support of approval of General Plan Amendment No. 11-03:

I, There is a need for the proposed land use designation of UR (Urban Residential, 2.1
to 6.5 dwelling units per acre) to maintain land use consistency and avoid conflicting
uses and functions.

2. The proposed designation of UR will be compatible with the existing land use
designation of UR to the west and south of the project site; further, the current
designation of Light Industrial (LI) designation is not compatible with the uses
approved to the west of the project site or with the existing single-family residential
neighborhood to the south.

3. The proposed amendment is consistent with and implements Goal 19 of the General
Plan, “to achieve an attractive and unique image for the community by creating a
sustainable, cohesive and enduring built environment.”
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The proposed amendment is consistent with the following goals, objectives, and
policies of the General Plan for the reasons stated below:

Objective 18.1 "Prevent future discordant land uses, and where possible reconcile
existing discordant land uses, by establishing appropriate interface among conflicting
uses, and functions.”

Policy 18.1.3 “Ensure that land use map designations are compatible with adjacent
proposed land uses, surrounding developments, existing infrastructure, the roadway
system, and Redevelopment Project Areas.”

Specific Action 18.1.3(e) “Require a disclosure for all real estate transactions of
properties within 1,000 feet of the California State Prison site, providing to the
purchaser notice of the nearby prison and correctional detention facilities, and
possible future expansion of these uses.”

There are no goals, objectives, policies, or specific actions of the General Plan that
would conflict with the proposed amendment.

The proposed amendment would not have an adverse effect on the local groundwater
basin, because the change in land use designation and the subsequent development of
the project would create a demand for water that is less than or equal to the demand
anticipated if the site were developed under the existing LI (Light Industrial)
designation.

The proposed site could be adequately served by necessary services and utilities,
including police, fire, electricity, water, sewer, gas, and telephone that already exist in
the area, provided that necessary connection and impact fees are paid, based on the
standards contained within Objective 15.1 of the General Plan and previous responses
from affected service agencies.

The proposed amendment will not have an adverse effect on traffic and circulation
systems as noted in the Mitigated Negative Declaration. The development of the site
under the proposed UR land use designation would not result in a negative impact on
the level of service on the surrounding streets.

The proposed amendment and subsequent construction of the single-family homes
would create environmental impacts as discussed in the Initial Study/Mitigated
Negative Declaration. Potential impacts with respect to air quality, biological
resources, geology/soils, hazards/hazardous materials, and noise would be created as a
result of construction activities. Mitigation measures are required which would
reduce the impacts to a less than significant level.
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10.  The proposed amendment is in the public interest because the proposed land use
designation is compatible with the existing residential to the south, and the approved
residential to the west, and can be adequately buffered by landscaping and block walls
from adjacent existing land uses to the east; the proposed development allowed under
the UR designation can be adequately served by streets, utilities, and public services
in the area; and, the proposed land use designation would not adversely affect the
regional water supply or the City's economic health.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED:

The City Council hereby approves General Plan Amendment No. 11-03 to redesignate the

subject property from LI to UR.

PASSED, APPROVED and ADOPTED this day of 2013, by the following
vote:

AYES:

NOES:

ABSTAIN:

ABSENT:

ATTEST: APPROVED:

GERI K. BRYAN, CMC R.REX PARRIS
City Clerk Mayor
City of Lancaster City of Lancaster
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES ) ss
CITY OF LANCASTER )
CERTIFICATION OF RESOLUTION
CITY COUNCIL
Ia s Clty of

Lancaster, California, do hereby certify that this is a true and correct copy of the original Resolution
No. 13-12, for which the original is on file in my office.

WITNESS MY HAND AND THE SEAL OF THE CITY OF LANCASTER, on this
day of ,

(seal)




ORDINANCE NO. 991

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF LANCASTER,
CALIFORNIA, AMENDING THE CITY ZONING PLAN FOR
28.5= ACRES LOCATED AT THE NORTHWEST CORNER
OF AVENUE J AND 60"™ STREET WEST, KNOWN AS
ZONE CHANGE NO. 11-03

WHEREAS, pursuant to Section 17.24.060 of the Municipal Code, a request has been
filed by Pacific Communities Inc., to change the zoning designation on 28.5+ acres of land
located at the northwest corner of Avenue J and 60th Street West from LI (Light Industrial) to
R-7,000 (single family residential, minimum lot size 7,000 square feet); and

WHEREAS, notice of intention to consider the zone change of the subject property was
given as required in Section 17.24.110 of the Municipal Code and Section 65854 and 65905 of
the Government Code of the State of California; and

WHEREAS, staff has performed necessary investigations, prepared a written report, and
recommended that the zone change request be approved; and

WHEREAS, public hearings on the zone change request were held before the Planning
Commission on April 15,2013; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission reviewed and approved the Initial
Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration prepared for the proposed project in compliance with the
California Environmental Quality Act and the State Guidelines for the Implementation of the
California Environmental Quality Act prior to taking action; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission adopted the mitigation measures contained in
Exhibit “A”; and

WHEREAS, the City Council hereby makes the following findings in support of the
Ordinance:

1.  The proposed zone change from LI to R-7,000 is consistent with the General Plan
land use designation of UR (Urban Residential, 2.1 to 6.5 dwelling units per acre)
proposed for the subject property.

2. A need for the proposed zone classification of R-7,000 exists within such area in
order to allow for the logical location of residential development to provide a
variety of housing types to meet the economic, lifestyle and social needs of current
and future residences.

3. The particular property under consideration is a proper location for said zone
classification within such area, because it is of the size and shape to allow for
residential development compatible with the existing R-7,000 Zone to the west of
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the site, the approved single-family lots to the north and the existing single-family
homes to the south.

4,  Placement of the proposed zone at such location will be in the interest of public
health, safety and general welfare and in conformity with good zoning practices,
because adequate services, facilities, and infrastructure exist to accommodate the
proposed density and type of development, and the zoning designation will not
result in the development of incompatible uses.

THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF LANCASTER, CALIFORNIA, DOES
HEREBY ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1. That the subject property is reclassified from LI (Light Industrial) to R-7,000
(single family residential, minimum lot size 7,000 square feet).

Section 2. That the City Clerk shall certify to the passage of this Ordinance, and will see
that it is published and posted in the manner required by law.

I, Geri K. Bryan, CMC, City Clerk of the City of Lancaster, do hereby certify that the

foregoing ordinance was regularly introduced and placed upon its first reading on the day
of , 2013, and placed upon its second reading and adoption at a regular meeting of
the City Council on the day of , 2013, by the following vote:

AYES:

NOES:

ABSTAIN:

ABSENT:

ATTEST: APPROVED:

GERI K. BRYAN, CMC R. REX PARRIS

City Clerk Mayor

City of Lancaster City of Lancaster
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CERTIFICATION OF ORDINANCE
CITY COUNCIL

I City of Lancaster, California,
do hereby certify that this is a true and correct copy of the original Ordinance No. 991, for which
the original is on file in my office.

WITNESS MY HAND AND THE SEAL OF THE CITY OF LANCASTER, on this
day of the ,

(seal)



AGENDA ITEM: 2.

PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION:

APPROVED (5-0-0-2) (ABSENT: Cook and Malhi) DATE: 04-15-13

STAFF REPORT

GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT NO. 11-03
ZONE CHANGE NO. 11-03

CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT NO. 11-09
VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO. 71563

DATE: April 15, 2013

TO: Lancaster Planning Commission

FROM: Planning Department Al

APPLICANT: Pacific Communities

LOCATION: 28.5+ acres on the northwest corner of 60th Street West and Avenue J
REQUEST: 1. General Plan Amendment and Zone Change to change the land

use for the subject property from Light Industrial (LI) to Urban
Residential (UR), and to rezone the subject property from Light
Industrial (LI) to R-7,000 (Single-family Residential, minimum
7,000 sq. ft.. lot size);

2. A Conditional Use Permit to allow for a Residential Planned
Development (RPD) with a Vesting Tentative Tract Map
consisting of 108 single-family lots and a drainage channel

RECOMMENDATION:

IR Adopt Resolution No. 13-03 recommending to the City Council approval of General Plan
Amendment No. 11-03 and Zone Change No. 11-03 on the subject property.

% Adopt Resolution No. 13-04 approving Conditional Use Permit No. 11-09 and Vesting
Tentative Tract No. 71563. The approval of CUP No. 11-09 and VTTM No. 71563 is not
valid until the effective date of General Plan Amendment No. 11-03 and Zone Change
No. 11-03.

BACKGROUND: There have been no prior hearings before either the City Council or the Planning
Commission concerning this property.
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GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION, EXISTING ZONING AND LAND USE: The subject location
is designated LI (Light Industrial) by the General Plan and is zoned LI (Light Industrial), and is
currently vacant. The General Plan designation, zoning, and land use of the surrounding properties
are as follows:

GENERAL PLAN ZONING LAND USE
NORTH LI LI Vacant
EAST p P California State Prison
SOUTH UR R-7,000 Single Family Residential
WEST UR R-7,000 Vacant

PUBLIC IMPROVEMENTS: The site is bounded to the north by future Oldfield Street, to the south
by Avenue J, which is partially improved with two eastbound lanes and one westbound lane, and to
the east by 60™ Street West, which is partially improved with two northbound lanes and one
southbound lane. All utilities are available to serve the site.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW: Review of pertinent environmental documents has disclosed no
significant adverse impacts resulting from the proposed subdivision after mitigation measures have
been applied. Potential effects are discussed more fully in the attached Initial Study. The Initial
Study prepared for the proposed project was sent to the State Clearinghouse SCH# 2013031036 for
public review. This 30-day public review period ended on April 12, 2012. Based on this
information, staff had determined that a mitigated Negative Declaration is warranted. Notice of
intent to prepare a mitigated Negative Declaration has been legally advertised.

LEGAL NOTICE: Notice of Public Hearing was mailed to all property owners within a 500-foot
radius of the project, posted in three places, posted on the subject property, and noticed in a
newspaper of general circulation per prescribed procedure.

ANALYSIS: The applicant is requesting to amend the General Plan land use designation of the
subject property from LI (Light Industrial) to UR (Urban Residential, 2.1 to 6.5 dwelling units per
acre). The amendment would allow processing of the respective zone change to rezone the subject
property from LI (Light Industrial) to R-7,000 (single-family residential one dwelling unit per 7,000
square feet), and allow processing of Conditional Use Permit (CUP) No. 11-09 for a Residential
Planned Development (RPD) for Vesting Tentative Tract Map (VITM) No. 71563, for 108 single-
family lots.

On July14, 2009, with the approval of the comprehensive General Plan update, the City Council
redesignated the project site and the adjacent site to the north from a UR land use designation to LI
designation, and on July 13, 2010, the City Council rezoned the site from an R-7,000 Zone to a LI
Zone. The property was rezoned to LI in order to provide a buffer around the prison. However,
currently the property to the west is designated UR, zoned R-7,000, and is currently vacant but
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approved for 33 single family lots. The property to the north is also vacant but approved for 41
single family lots. An established single family neighborhood exists south of the project site. It is
staff’s view that a UR designation and R-7,000 zoning for this site would establish a more
appropriate interface between the existing neighborhood to the south and the approved future
neighborhoods to the north and west of the project site. The proposed redesignation and zone
change would reinstate the designation and zoning to what it was before the City’s comprehensive
General Plan Update, and be compatible with the land use and zoning to the west and south of the
project site.

The purpose and intent of a residential planned development (RPD) is to promote residential
amenities beyond those which are typical of conventional development, and to achieve greater
flexibility in design. The amenities the applicant is proposing include higher architectural standards
beyond what is currently required in the Residential Zone update. The proposal requires an RPD,
because it does not meet all of the required regulations of the zoning ordinance. The following table
summarizes the requirements and how the proposal complies with the current zoning requirements.

Regulation Requirement Proposal Compliance
R-7,000 lot area (sq. ft.) | Min. 7,000 Min. 5,500 No
Lot width (ft.) Min. 60 55 No
Lot depth (ft.) Min. 100 100 Yes
Maximum dwelling Max. 6.5 3.8 Yes
units per acre
Front yard setback (ft.) | Min. 20 12 No
Interior side yard 5’ min - sum of two yards | 5’ min — sum of two yards No

15° 10°
Rear yard Min. 15’ Min, 12’ No
Building coverage Max. 50% Max. 55% No

The minimum lot size proposed is 5,500 square feet. The lots would average 6,030 square feet in
size, including alternate street section. The individual lots would be approximately 2,000 square feet
smaller in size compared to the lots proposed to the north and west of the project site, and compared
to the existing subdivision to the south.

The following table summarizes how the project would comply with the new Residential Zones,
infill R-7,000 (with RPD) requirements.

ID Development Criteria Infill R-7,000 Proposed Compliance
(with RPD) Standards

A. | Lot Size

1. | Minimum lot size (sq. ft.) 5,000 5,500 Yes

2. | Minimum Width (ft.) 50 55 Yes

3. | Minimum Width (f.) comer | 60 55 No
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1)) Development Criteria Infill R-7,000 Proposed Compliance
(with RPD) Standards
Lots
4. | Minimum Depth (ft.) 85 85 Yes
B. | Building Placement
1. | Front plane build-to line (ft.) | 12-20 12-20 Yes
2. | Required minimum porch 6x10 6x10 Yes
size (feet x feet)
3. | Porch Encroachment Up to additional 6 ft. | Up to additional 6 Yes
beyond front plane | fi. beyond front
build-to line plane build-to line
4. | Garage Location: All garages shall be | ® 40% at least 12 Yes
located at or behind the ft. setback from
wall plane where the the front plane
front entrance is located. of the house
A homebuilder with a | = 30% at least 8 ft.
subdivision with at least setback from the
4 floor plans may have 1 front plane of
floor plan that has a the house
garage located in front | » 30% side loaded
of the front entrance garages in front
plane. of the front
plane of the
house
5. | Rear Yard (ft.) 12 12 Yes
6. | Interior Side Yard: (min (ft.) | 5 5 Yes
7. | Interior Side Yard: sum of 10 10 Yes
two yards (ft.)
8. | Street Side Yard (ft.) 10 10 Yes
C | Building Size and Massing
1. | Maximum Lot Coverage 55% 55% Yes
(percentage)
2. | Maximum Building Height 35 ft. 35 ft. Yes
D. | Landscaping
1. | Required landscaping, See LMC Chapter 8.30 | Same as City Yes
(percentage) and Ordinance 877 standard
E. | Solar Provision
1. | Minimum Photovoltaic kW 0.75 kW 1.0 kW (0.25 kW Yes
per unit per Section increase per unit)
17.08.305




PC Staff Report

GPA No. 11-03, ZC No. 11-03, CUP No. 11-09, VTTM No. 71563
April 15, 2013

Page 5

Infill R-7,000

Development Criteria

Proposed Compliance

(with RPD) Standards

Building Architecture and Form Section 17.08.070.C

Articulate building facades
by including variation in
massing, roof form, and wall
planes.

1) Provide one story elements (porch, living
area, garages where applicable) on
minimum 50% of floor plans to allow more
variations in elevations.

2) Homes with same fagades shall be
separated by a minimum of six (6) lots
when occurring along the same side of the
street, and offset homes of same facades
when occurring on the opposite side of the
street by at least four (4) lots.

3) Articulate all elevations within public view
similar to the level of the front elevation
especially corner homes and the rear
elevations of street adjacent homes.

4) Vary roof lines through the use of dormers,
stepped roofs, gables, towers and other roof
elements consistent with the architectural
style. Change the height and direction of
roof ridges to provide variation to roof.

5) Corner lot houses shall address the corner.
These shall be designed to be more open
and landscaped.

Yes

Use multiple colors,
materials, textures, and
applied finishes to help break
up wall massing.

Provide minimum 3 color schemes per
elevation. For this project, per new residential
zones: this will result to: 1 plan x 5
elevations x 3 colors = 15 color schemes per
floor plan.

Yes

Provide distinctive entries,
porches balconies and
window treatment, oriented
toward the street.

1) All houses shall have an entry feature
which can be achieved through an
architectural element, stepping up the entry
way, adding awning or a front porch.

2) Provide accentuated or highly articulated
windows on all side windows for corner
homes, and at the rear windows of street
adjacent homes consistent with the
architectural style. Examples include:

» Window trims, shutters and pot shelves.

= Shaped frames and sills to enhance
openings and add additional relief.

= False balconies/Juliet balconies

Yes
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1D Development Criteria Infill R-7,000 Proposed Compliance

(with RPD) Standards

s Window awning projected at least 2 feet
3) Place windows to avoid direct view into a

home between adjacent homes.
4. | Residential buildings shall Same as City standard Yes
use high-quality, tile roofing
(concrete, ceramic, etc),
providing aesthetic value and
appropriate for withstanding
the city’s varied climate
conditions; asphalt shingle or
other roofing material or
similar quality are prohibited.

5. | Garage door shall provide 1) Recess the garage door to add shadow and Yes
aesthetic value to the home. visual interest.
Roll-up door types are 2) Incorporate windows and panels into
permitted, whereas wooden, garage door to articulate large plane.
swing-out garage doors are
prohibited.

6. | Builders of new single-family | Same as City standard Yes

residential subdivisions shall
ensure architectural variation
by providing a minimum of
the following combinations,
dependent on the proposed
number of residential units in
the development.

7. | Minimum No. of Floor Plans | 5 5 Yes
(100 units or larger)
Minimum No. of Elevations | 5 5 Yes
(100 units or larger)

Based on the information in the previous table, the proposed plot plans and sample enhanced
architectural elements received by the applicant detailed in Exhibit “B”, the proposed RPD would
ensure the applicant submits elevations that achieve higher architectural standards than what is
currently required in the new Residential Zone update, by not just “encouraging” architectural
enhancing elements, rather mandating future architectural elements to go above and beyond what
would be required in the new Residential zoning.

Primary access into the subdivision would be provided from 60" Street West via future Oldfield
Street located east of the project site, and from Avenue J via future 62" Street West south of the
project site. Access to individual lots would be provided from internal residential streets. Per the
direction of the Public Works Director, if the proposed development to the west of the property
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(TTM No. 61118) is not developed, temporary curbs are required as necessary to prevent vehicles
from driving on unpaved surfaces. In addition, a temporary wall is required at the west side of
Oldfield and the west side of “A” Street at the western property boundary line.

The proposed subdivision has the potential to generate 1,034 trips per day, with 81 A.M. trips and
109 P.M. trips occurring during peak hours. According to the City Engineer, the added trips should
not significantly impact the surrounding streets.

Per the Public Works Director, the applicant would be conditioned to dedicate and improve a
200-foot-wide drainage easement along the southerly tract boundary. (This is conditioned on Tract
No. 60294 and is part of a property exchange agreement). The applicant would also be conditioned
to construct a box culvert in 62™ Street West and 60™ Street West right-of-way for drainage
purposes in accordance to the Antelope Valley Master Plan of Drainage. In addition, the apphcant
would be conditioned to excavate the channel and design the box culvert to cross under 60" Street
West and outlet east of 60™ Street West. (This is also conditioned on Tract No. 60294 and is part of
a property exchange agreement). The applicant would be conditioned to provide a widened and
enhanced landscape easement and maintenance district along Avenue J. Along Avenue J, the
applicant would be conditioned to incorporate the 15-foot-wide access road for the drainage basin,
the 10-foot-wide landscape maintenance district, and the 8-foot-wide sidewalk into an enhanced
33-foot-wide landscape maintenance district. A combination block and wrought iron (metal tubing)
wall would be installed as part of the easement.

A Phase I Cultural Resource Study was conducted for the project site by C.A. Singer & Associates,
Inc., during April 2011. As a result of this survey and review of the existing literature, two historic
sites were identified. Both of these sites have been highly disturbed, and, therefore, are not
considered significant resources. Development of the site would not directly or indirectly destroy a
unique paleontological resource, site or geologic feature.

Mark Hagan conducted a biological survey on the project site during March 2011. The project site
was characteristic of a highly disturbed desert scrub plant community. A total of thirty-two plant
species and fourteen wildlife species or their sign were observed during the line transect survey. No
desert tortoise or burrowing owls were observed within the study area. No potential sites for
burrowing owls were observed within the study site. However, it is possible that burrowing owls
could inhabit that project site prior to the start of construction. No bird nests were observed within
the project site; however, potential nesting sites do exist within the project site. The project site is
not located within the accepted geographic range of the Mohave ground squirrel (Spermophilus
mohavensis). In addition, suitable habitat for Mohave ground squirrels is not present. No state or
federally listed species are expected to occur within the proposed project area. The applicant is
conditioned to conduct a burrowing owl survey within 30 days prior to the start of
construction/ground disturbing activities. With incorporation of this mitigation measures, impacts to
burrowing owls would remain less than significant level.

Global Geo-Engineering Inc. prepared a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Report during
March 2011. A 4- to 5-foot deep manmade drainage channel crosses through the northern portion of
the site. No current or past uses likely to involve the use, treatment, storage, disposal, or generation
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of hazardous substances or petroleum products were identified during the site reconnaissance. No
obvious recognized environmental conditions were observed for the property during the site
reconnaissance.

The proposed redesignation and rezoning is considered necessary to allow for the efficient use of the
subject property as residential. The General Plan Amendment and Zone change are necessary in
order to process an RPD and obtain the dedication for the drainage channel which would be much
more of a challenge to acquire under a normal process for development in the LI designation and LI
Zone. The amendment would allow processing of the respective zone change on the subject
property from LI to R-7,000, and allow processing of a Conditional Use Permit for an RPD for
VTTM No. 71563, consisting of 108 single-family lots. Redesignating the site for residential would
implement General Plan Objective 18.1 which states, "Prevent future discordant land uses, and
where possible reconcile existing discordant land uses, by establishing appropriate interface among
conflicting uses, and functions;” Policy 18.1.3 which states, “Ensure that land use map designations
are compatible with adjacent proposed land uses, surrounding developments, existing infrastructure,
the roadway system, and Redevelopment Project Areas;” and Specific Action 18.1.3(e) which states,
“Require a disclosure for all real estate transactions of properties within 1,000 feet of the California
State Prison site, providing to the purchaser notice of the nearby prison and correctional detention
facilities, and possible future expansion of these uses.”

The proposed RPD would harmoniously integrate with the neighborhood to the south and future
neighborhoods to the north and west of the site. Staff is recommending that the Commission
approve the request subject to the proposed conditions of the project based on the site having
sufficient area to accommodate the proposed development, adequate access and services being
available for the use, the lack of significant adverse effects on the surrounding areas, the dedication
of the drainage channel, and the conditioned enhanced architectural elements. Therefore, Staff is
recommending approval of General Plan Amendment No. 11-03, Zone Change No. 11-03,
Conditional Use Permit No. 11-09, and Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 71563.

Respectfully submitted,

Christopher iune, Assistant Planner

cc: Applicant
Engineer

Attachments:

PC Resolution No. 13-03 (GPA 11-03, ZC 11-03)

Draft Ordinance (ZC 11-03)

PC Resolution No. 13-04 and Attachment (Conditions List - CUP 11-09, VITM 71563)
Exhibit “A”: Mitigation, Monitoring & Reporting Program

Exhibit “B”: Proposed Enhancements and Plotting Concept

Initial Study



RESOLUTION NO. 13-03

A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF
THE CITY OF LANCASTER, CALIFORNIA,
RECOMMENDING TO THE CITY COUNCIL APPROVAL
OF AN AMENDMENT TO THE ADOPTED GENERAL
PLAN OF THE CITY, AND AN AMENDMENT TO THE
ADOPTED ZONING PLAN FOR THE CITY, KNOWN AS
GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT NO. 11-03 AND ZONE
CHANGE NO. 11-03

WHEREAS, pursuant to Section 3.c. of City Council Resolution No. 93-07, an amendment to
the adopted General Plan of the City has been initiated by Pacific Communities Inc. to redesignate
28.5+ acres from Light Industrial (LI) to UR (Urban Residential, 2.1 to 6.5 dwelling units per acre);
and

WHEREAS, notice of intention to consider the General Plan amendment and zone change of
the subject property was given as required in Section 17.24.110 of the Zoning Ordinance, and
Section 65854 and 65905 of the Government Code of the State of California; and

WHEREAS, staff has performed necessary investigations, prepared a written report, and
recommended that the General Plan amendment and zone change requests be approved; and

WHEREAS, a public notice was provided as required by law, and a public hearing on the
General Plan amendment and zone change requests was held on April 15, 2013; and

WHEREAS, this Commission hereby certifies that it has reviewed and considered the
information in the Mitigated Negative Declaration prepared for the proposed project in compliance
with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the State for the Implementation of
CEQA prior to taking action; and

WHEREAS, this Commission hereby finds, pursuant to Section 21082.1 of the Public
Resource Code, that the Mitigated Negative Declaration prepared for the project reflects the
independent judgment of the City of Lancaster; and

WHEREAS, this Commission hereby finds that the Initial Study determined that the
proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment; however, there will not be a

significant effect in this case with the implementation of mitigation measures detailed in Exhibit
“A”; and

WHEREAS, this Commission, based on the evidence in the record, hereby adopts the
following findings in support of approval of General Plan Amendment No. 11-03 and Zone Change
No. 11-03:

L. There is a need for the proposed land use designation of UR (Urban Residential, 2.1
to 6.5 dwelling units per acre) to maintain land use consistency and avoid conflicting
uses and functions.
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The proposed designation of UR will be compatible with the existing land use
designation of UR to the west and south of the project site; further, the current
designation of Light Industrial (LI) designation is not compatible with the uses
approved to the north and west of the project site or with the existing single-family
residential neighborhood to the south.

The proposed amendment is consistent with and implements Goal 19 of the General
Plan, “to achieve an attractive and unique image for the community by creating a
sustainable, cohesive and enduring built environment.”

The proposed amendment is consistent with the following goals, objectives, and
policies of the General Plan for the reasons stated below:

Objective 18.1 "Prevent future discordant land uses, and where possible reconcile
existing discordant land uses, by establishing appropriate interface among conflicting
uses, and functions.”

Policy 18.1.3 “Ensure that land use map designations are compatible with adjacent
proposed land uses, surrounding developments, existing infrastructure, the roadway
system, and Redevelopment Project Areas.”

Specific Action 18.1.3(¢) “Require a disclosure for all real estate transactions of
properties within 1,000 feet of the California State Prison site, providing to the
purchaser notice of the nearby prison and correctional detention facilities, and
possible future expansion of these uses.”

There are no goals, objectives, policies, or specific actions of the General Plan that
would conflict with the proposed amendment.

The proposed amendment would not adversely affect the economic health of the City,
because any future development of the site would be subject to the requirements of
the Urban Structure Program, and the site is in an area where all necessary services
exist or can be readily provided.

The proposed amendment would not have an adverse effect on the local groundwater
basin, because the change in land use designation and the subsequent development of
the project would create a demand for water that is less than or equal to the demand
anticipated if the site were developed under the existing LI (Light Industrial)
designation.

The proposed site could be adequately served by necessary services and utilities,
including police, fire, electricity, water, sewer, gas, and telephone that already exist in
the area, provided that necessary connection and impact fees are paid, based on the
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10.

11.

standards contained within Objective 15.1 of the General Plan and previous responses
from affected service agencies.

The proposed amendment will not have an adverse effect on traffic and circulation
systems as noted in the Mitigated Negative Declaration. The development of the site
under the proposed UR land use designation would not result in a negative impact on
the level of service on the surrounding streets.

The proposed amendment and subsequent construction of the single-family homes
would create environmental impacts as discussed in the Initial Study/Mitigated
Negative Declaration. Potential impacts with respect to air quality, biological
resources, geology/soils, hazards/hazardous materials, and noise would be created as a
result of construction activities. Mitigation measures are required which would
reduce the impacts to a less than significant level.

The proposed amendment is in the public interest because the proposed land use
designation is compatible with the existing residential to the south, and the approved
residential to the north and west, and can be adequately buffered by landscaping and
block walls from adjacent existing land uses to the east; the proposed development
allowed under the UR designation can be adequately served by streets, utilities, and
public services in the area; and, the proposed land use designation would not
adversely affect the regional water supply or the City's economic health.

WHEREAS, this Commission, based on the evidence contained in the record, hereby makes
the following findings in support of the approval of Zone Change No. 11-03:

1.

The proposed zone change from LI to R-7,000 is consistent with the General Plan
land use designation of UR proposed for the subject property.

Modified conditions, including a change in the land use designation of the site to
provide for single-family residential as a compatible land use pattern with the existing
LI surrounding the site, warrant a zone change on the site.

A need for the proposed zone classification of R-7,000 exists within such area in
order to allow for an appropriate interface between the existing single-family
neighborhood to the south and the future single-family neighborhoods approved to the
north and west of the project site.

The particular property under consideration is a proper location for said zone
classification within such area, because it provides compatibility between the existing
single-family neighborhood to the south and the approved future single-family
neighborhoods to the north and west of the site.
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5. Placement of the proposed zone at such location will be in the interest of public
health, safety and general welfare and in conformity with good zoning practices,
because adequate services, facilities, and infrastructure exist to accommodate the
proposed density and type of development, and the zoning designation will not result
in the development of incompatible uses.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED:

1. This Commission hereby recommends to the City Council approval of General Plan
Amendment No. 11-03 to redesignate the subject property from LI to UR.

2. This Commission hereby recommends to the City Council approval of Zone Change

No. 11-03 to rezone the subject property from LI to R-7,000.

PASSED, APPROVED and ADOPTED this 15th day of April 2013, by the following vote:

AYES: Commissioners Harvey, Smith, Terracciano, Vice Chairman Hall, and Chairman
Vose.

NOES: None.

ABSTAIN: None.

ABSENT: Commissioners Cook and Malhi.

LA

AMES D. VOSE, Chairman
/ }.ancaster Planning Commission

-

\ -
\

ATTEST:

B o] Tk

BRIAN S. LUDICKE, Planning Director
City of Lancaster




ORDINANCE NO.

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF LANCASTER,
CALIFORNIA, AMENDING THE CITY ZONING PLAN FOR
28.5+ ACRES LOCATED AT THE SOUTHWEST CORNER
OF AVENUE ] AND 60™ STREET WEST, KNOWN AS
ZONE CHANGE NO. 11-03

WHEREAS, pursuant to Section 17.24.060 of the Municipal Code, a request has been
filed by Pacific Communities Inc., to change the zoning designation on 28.5+ acres of land
located at the southwest corner of Avenue J and 60th Street West from LI (Light Industrial) to
R-7,000 (single family residential, minimum lot size 7,000 square feet); and

WHEREAS, notice of intention to consider the zone change of the subject property was
given as required in Section 17.24.110 of the Municipal Code and Section 65854 and 65905 of
the Government Code of the State of California; and

WHEREAS, staff has performed necessary investigations, prepared a written report, and
recommended that the zone change request be approved; and

WHEREAS, public hearings on the zone change request were held before the Planning
Commission on April 15, 2013; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission reviewed and approved the Initial
Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration prepared for the proposed project in compliance with the
California Environmental Quality Act and the State Guidelines for the Implementation of the
California Environmental Quality Act prior to taking action; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission adopted the mitigation measures contained in
Exhibit “A”; and

WHEREAS, the City Council hereby makes the following findings in support of the
Ordinance:

1. The proposed zone change from LI to R-7,000 is consistent with the General Plan land
use designation of UR (Urban Residential, 2.1 to 6.5 dwelling units per acre) proposed
for the subject property.

2. Modified conditions, including a change in the land use designation of the site to
provide for residential to serve as a compatible land use pattern with the existing
R-7,000 Zone to the west of the site, the approved single-family lots to the north and
the existing single-family homes to the south.

3. A need for the proposed zone classification of R-7,000 exists within such area in order
to allow for the logical location of residential development to provide a variety of
housing types to meet the economic, lifestyle and social needs of current and future
residences.
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4. The particular property under consideration is a proper location for said zone
classification within such area, because it is of the size and shape to allow for the
development of residential compatible with the existing R-7,000 Zone to the west of the
site, the approved single-family lots to the north and the existing single-family homes
to the south.

5. Placement of the proposed zone at such location will be in the interest of public health,
safety and general welfare and in conformity with good zoning practices, because
adequate services, facilities, and infrastructure exist to accommodate the proposed
density and type of development, and the zoning designation will not result in the
development of incompatible uses.

THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF LANCASTER, CALIFORNIA, DOES
HEREBY ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1. All environmental findings, and the statement of overriding considerations, as
contained in Exhibit “A” of the City Council Resolution No. are hereby adopted for this
zone change ordinance.

Section 2. That the subject property is reclassified from LI (Light Industrial) to R-7,000
(single family residential, minimum lot size 7,000 square feet).

Section 3. That the City Clerk shall certify to the passage of this Ordinance, and will see
that it is published and posted in the manner required by law.

I, Geri K. Bryan, CMC, City Clerk of the City of Lancaster, do hereby certify that the

foregoing ordinance was regularly introduced and placed upon its first reading on the day
of , 2013, and placed upon its second reading and adoption at a regular meeting of
the City Council on the day of , 2013, by the following vote:

AYES:

NOES:

ABSTAIN:

ABSENT:

ATTEST: APPROVED:

GERI K. BRYAN, CMC R. REX PARRIS

City Clerk Mayor

City of Lancaster City of Lancaster
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CERTIFICATION OF ORDINANCE
CITY COUNCIL
I " City of Lancaster, California,
do hereby certify that this is a true and correct copy of the original Ordinance No. , for

which the original is on file in my office.

WITNESS MY HAND AND THE SEAL OF THE CITY OF LANCASTER, on this
day of the g

(seal)



RESOLUTION NO. 13-04

A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION
OF THE CITY OF LANCASTER, CALIFORNIA,
APPROVING CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT NO. 11-09
AND VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO. 71563

WHEREAS, a conditional use permit and a vesting tentative subdivision map has been filed
by Pacific Communities Inc., for the division of 28.5+ gross acres at the northwest corner of
Avenue J and 60" Street West into a residential planned development (RPD) consisting of 108
residential lots in the R-7,000 Zone as shown on the attached site map; and

WHEREAS, staff has conducted necessary investigations to assure the proposed division of
land would be consistent with the purposes of the City's Subdivision Ordinance, the State
Subdivision Map Act, and the regulations of the Lancaster Municipal Code; and

WHEREAS, an application for the above described conditional use permit has been filed
pursuant to the regulations contained in Article I of Chapter 17.32 of the Lancaster Municipal Code;
and

WHEREAS, a notice of intention to consider the granting of a conditional use permit has
been given as required in Article V of Chapter 17.32 of the Lancaster Municipal Code and in Section
65905 of the Government Code of the State of California; and

WHEREAS, a written report was prepared by staff which included a recommendation for
approval of this conditional use permit and a vesting tentative tract map subject to conditions; and

WHEREAS, this Commission hereby certifies that it has reviewed and considered the
information contained in the Mitigated Negative Declaration prepared for the proposed division of
land, and is in compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act and the State Guidelines
for the implementation of the California Environmental Quality Act prior to taking action; and

WHEREAS, this Commission hereby finds, pursuant to Section 21082.1 of the Public
Resources Code, that the Mitigated Negative Declaration prepared for the proposed project reflects
the independent judgment of the City of Lancaster; and

WHEREAS, this Commission finds the Initial Study determined that the proposed project
could have a significant effect on the environment; however, there will not be a significant effect in
this case with the implementation of mitigation measures as detailed in Exhibit “A”; and

WHEREAS, public notice was provided as required by law, and a public hearing was held on
April 15, 2013; and

WHEREAS, this Commission hereby adopts the following findings in support of approval of
this conditional use permit:
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The proposed residential planned development will be in conformance with the
General Plan land use designation of UR (Urban Residential, 2.1 to 6.5 dwelling units
per acre), and with the various policies and specific actions of the General Plan,
which state:

Objective 18.1 Prevent future discordant land uses, and where possible

reconcile existing discordant land uses, by establishing
appropriate interface among conflicting uses, and
functions.

Policy 18.1.3 Ensure that land use map designations are compatible

with adjacent proposed land wuses, surrounding
developments, existing infrastructure, the roadway
system, and Redevelopment Project Areas.

Specific Action 18.1.3(¢) Require a disclosure for all real estate transactions of

properties within 1,000 feet of the California State
Prison site, providing to the purchaser notice of the
nearby prison and correctional detention facilities, and
possible future expansion of these uses.

The requested use at the proposed location will not:

a.

Adversely affect the health, peace, comfort, or welfare of persons residing or
working in the surrounding area, because the overall residential density allowed
on the entire site will not exceed that permitted by the provisions of the R-7,000
Zones.

Be materially detrimental to the use, enjoyment, or valuation of property of other
persons located in the vicinity of the site, because the design of the RPD provides
for design features that will ensure that the development adheres to the character
of surrounding neighborhood.

Jeopardize, endanger, or otherwise constitute a menace to the public health,
safety, or general welfare, because adequate water, sewer, and drainage facilities
will be required as discussed in the staff report.

The proposed site is adequate in size and shape to accommodate the yards, walls,
fences, parking, landscaping, and other development features prescribed in the Zoning
Ordinance or as is otherwise required, in order to integrate said use with the uses in
the surrounding area.

The proposed site is adequately served:

a.

By West Avenue J and 60™ Street West, which will be improved as necessary to
carry the kind and quantity of traffic such use would generate; and
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b. By other public and private infrastructure and services as are required.

The proposed use will not result in a significant effect on the environment, because all
potential impacts have been determined not to be significant after mitigation measures
have been added as noted in the environmental review section of the staff report and
in the initial study prepared for this project.

The proposed Residential Planned Development may have a beneficial effect on the
housing needs of the region, because an additional 108 dwelling units could be
provided, and the City has balanced these needs against the public service needs of its
residents and available fiscal and environmental resources.

WHEREAS, this Commission hereby adopts the following findings in support of approval of

this map:

1.

The proposed design and improvement of the residential planned development are
consistent with the General Plan land use designation of UR (Urban Residential, 2.1
to 6.6 to 15.0 dwelling units per acre) for the subject property and with the provisions
of Section 17.08.340 “Residential Planned Developments” of the Zoning Ordinance.

The site is physically suitable for the type and proposed density of development,
because adequate roadway capacity and infrastructure exist or can be provided, and
the site has no topographical constraints.

The design and improvement of the subdivision are not likely to cause substantial
environmental damage or substantially and avoidably injure fish or wildlife or their
habitat, because the site is not within a sensitive habitat area, and all potential impacts
are less than significant with mitigation as noted in the environmental review section
of the staff report.

The design and improvement of the subdivision are not likely to cause serious public
health problems, because adequate sewer and water systems will be provided to the
project.

The design and improvement of the subdivision will not conflict with easements
acquired by the public at large, for access through or use of property within the
proposed subdivision, because all such easements have been incorporated into the
proposed public streets (or will be abandoned), based on staff review of a preliminary
title report.

The proposed subdivision may have a beneficial effect on the housing needs of the
region, because an additional 108 dwelling units could be provided, and the City has
balanced these needs against the public service needs of its residents and available
fiscal and environmental resources.
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7. The proposed subdivision provides, to the extent feasible, for the future passive or
natural heating or cooling opportunities in the subdivision because the size and
configuration of the parcels would allow for such systems:

WHEREAS, this Commission, after considering all evidence presented, further finds that
approval of the proposed conditional use permit and subdivision map will promote the orderly
growth and development of the City.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED:

1.  This Commission hereby approves the mitigated Negative Declaration prepared for this
project with the finding that the proposed conditional use permit and vesting tentative
tract map could have a significant effect on the environment; there will not be a
significant effect in this case because mitigation measures have been added to the
project.

2. This Commission hereby adopts Mitigation Monitoring Program, Exhibit “A.”

3. This Commission hereby approves Conditional Use Permit No. 11-09 and Vesting
Tentative Tract Map No. 71563, subject to the conditions attached hereto and
incorporated herein.

PASSED, APPROVED and ADOPTED this 15™ day of April, 2013, by the following vote:

AYES: Commissioners Harvey, Smith, Terracciano, Vice Chairman Hall, and Chairman
Vose.
NOES: None.

ABSTAIN: None.

ABSENT: Commissioners Cook and Malhi. v

JA £S D. VOSE, Chalrman
,L caster Planning Commission
ATTEST:

BRIAN S, I\,TJDICKE, Planning Director
City of Lancaster




ATTACHMENT TO PC RESOLUTION NO. 13-04
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT NO. 11-09 AND
VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO. 71563

CONDITIONS LIST
April 15,2013
GENERAL ADVISORY
1. All standard conditions as set forth in Planning Commission Resolution No. 10-25 shall
apply.
STREETS
2. Per the direction of the Public Works Director, improve and offer for dedication:

o 60" Street West at 88 feet of an ultimate 120-foot right-of-way
o Avenue J at 83 feet of an ultimate 105-foot right-of-way
e 62nd Street West at 44 feet of an ultimate 64-foot right-of-way
e Oldfield Street at 44 feet of an ultimate 64-foot right-of-way, east of Street “D”
e Oldfield Street at 42 feet of an ultimate 60-foot right-of-way, west of Street “D”
e Streets “A”,“B”, “C”, “D”, “E”, and “F” at 60-foot right-of-way
e Street “G” and Ovington Street at 58-foot right-of-way
3 Per the direction of the Public Works Director, provide additional dedication and
improvements on Avenue J at 60™ Street West for an increased capacity intersection.

Dedicate and improve Avenue J at 63 feet north of centerline for a distance of 360 feet to
the west of the centerline of 60™ Street West.

4, Per direction of the Public Works Director, provide additional dedication and
improvement for a right-turn lane on Avenue J at the intersection with 62™ Street West.
The lane shall be 12 feet in width and 150 feet in length, with a 90-foot transition.

S Per the direction of the Public Works Director, install a right-turn lane on 60™ Street
West at the intersection with Avenue J. The lane shall be 12 feet in width and 200 feet in
length, with a 90-foot transition.

6. Per the direction of the Public Works and Planning Directors, provide a minimum 8-foot
wide meandering sidewalk and landscaped parkway along 60™ Street West. The parkway
adjacent to the curb shall not be less than 6 feet in width.

7. Per the direction of the Public Works and Planning Directors, provide a minimum 5-foot
wide meandering sidewalk and landscaped parkway along Avenue J. The parkway
adjacent to the curb shall not be less than 4 feet in width.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

DRAINAGE

Per the direction of the Public Works Director, dedicate and improve a 200-foot-wide
drainage channel along the southerly tract boundary in accordance with the City of
Lancaster’s Master Plan of Drainage. (This is conditioned on Tract No. 60294 and is part
of a property exchange agreement.)

Per the direction of the Public Works Director and in accordance with the City of
Lancaster’s Master Plan of Drainage, construct box culverts in 62" Street West and
60" Street West for drainage purposes. (This is conditioned on Tract No. 60294 and is
part of a property exchange agreement.)

LANDSCAPING

Per the direction of the Public Works and Planning Directors, provide an enhanced 18-
foot wide landscape easement and maintenance district (LMD) along Avenue J. The
LMD shall incorporate the southerly 13 feet of the drainage basin and shall include an
8-foot wide decomposed granite trail and 10 feet of landscaped area. The irrigation and
plant materials shall be installed and completed to the satisfaction of the Public Works
Director prior to occupancy of any residence within the development. A combination
block and wrought iron (metal tubing) wall shall be installed as part of the easement.

Per the direction of the Public Works and Planning Directors, provide 10-foot wide
landscape easement and maintenance district (LMD) along 60™ Street West.

MITIGATION MEASURES

A burrowing owl survey shall be conducted within 30 days prior to the start of
construction/ground disturbing activities. If burrowing owls or sign thereof are
discovered during the survey, the applicant shall contact the California Department of
Fish and Game to determine the appropriate mitigation/management requirements for the
species.

The applicant shall consult with the California Department of Fish and Game to
determine whether or not a Section 1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement is required
prior to the development of the project site. If a Streambed Alteration Agreement is
required, it shall be obtained prior to the issuance of any permits (e.g., grading, etc.).

The applicant shall coordinate with the Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board
to determine whether the applicant is required to obtain a Report of Waste Discharge
prior to the development of the project site. If this permit is required, it shall be obtained
prior to the issuance of any permits (e.g., grading, etc.).
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15. A California Registered Geotechnical Engineer, or Civil Engineer experienced in
geotechnical engineering, shall perform a liquefaction analysis for the project site. All
recommendations identified in the liquefaction study shall be incorporated into the design
of the proposed project

RPD CONDITIONS

16.  The Planning Director is authorized to review and approve future plot plans and
elevations to ensure that they comply with the conceptual plot plans and the enhanced
architectural elements submitted by the applicant and approved by the Planning
Commission.

OTHER

17. Per the direction of the Planning Director, the developer shall require a disclosure for all
real estate transactions of properties within 1,000 feet of the California State Prison site,
providing to the purchaser notice of the nearby prison and correctional detention
facilities, and possible future expansion of these uses.



| abed

"SalIno.
Buiqunisip puncib Aue
Jo juuad a)dyo0s

‘pseog
louo) Ayjeny Jaiepm
[eucibay uejuoye
8y} Wouy uojjesyou
CETEREIR, [T

A1 ay) uondnLsuod

(o} ‘Buyidyooys ‘Buipesb *6'9) yuied Aue
Jo souenss| ay} o} Joud paulejqo aq ||eys )} ‘pasinbay
sijuad siyy J| "seniAloe ([erowsal uopejaban/buipesd)
uogonjsuodo oy  Joud  obieyosig  aisem

‘uoneoynou buimainal oy B JO 8ouenss| 10 ‘ajidyo0}s 'Buipeb | jo uodsy e uielqo o} palinbal s| Juedydde sy} Jauyleym

ajqisuodsal Buussuibug ‘ued buipesb jo ‘Buiqqnub ‘|eaowal | suiwisiep o} pieog [ojuon) Aleny Jajepn [euoibay
Auswyedaq Bujuueld | |eaoidde euy o} Joud uonejobon 0} Jold | UBJUOYET By} yum Sjeulpiood |leys juedidde eyl £

(o3 ‘Buypdyo0ss ‘Buipesb

‘9400 | “6-9) sywiad Aue jo aouenss) ay) 0} Joud paulelqo aq

“SollIAOR ay) wouj uoneaynou | |leys ) ‘paiinbas s| Juswasiby uonels)y paquesns

Buiqunisip punoib Aue BOAIBJBIISNW | B ‘selAnoe  (erowsal  uonejebanbuipelt)

Jojuuad apdyoois A 8y uonongsuoo | uononsisucd  of Joud paunbar s juswsalby

"uonesyou bumalnal Joy B JO souenss! 1o ‘a|idyoo)s ‘Buipel6 | uojess)e  paqueans g¢O9L UONOeS B Jou  Jo

a|qisuodsal Buusauibug ‘ueid Buipe.b jo ‘Buigqnub ‘leaoLual | Joyjaym auluIalep 0} SWEeS) pue ysid Jo Juswiedsq
Auswyedsq Buiuueld | |eacidde |euy 0} Jolid uonejabian o) Joud | BlUIOflRD Y} UWM }nsuod [leys Juesidde ay) rA

‘SMO

"Hoda) Bumaliasl 1o}
a|qisuodsal Bupasuibug

"SaljiAloe

Buiqunisip punoib Aue
1o ‘yuuad a)idyo0ls

E JO 30Uenss|

‘ueyd BuipeJb jo

Bumounq wouy 931 8lS
Buisiape jsifojoiq e woyy
Hodal e aAR0a1 JsnW
Ay auy) uononSU0d

1o ‘a|idyo0}s ‘Buipesb
‘Buiqgnub ‘|erowsal

"sal0ads oy Jo} sjuswalnbal
Juswabeuewuonebniw ajeudoidde oy suluLsiep 0}
alen) pue ysi4 Jo uawpedaq elwoyed ayl 19eu0d
(leys ueoydde ayy ‘Aenns oy} Buunp pasenoosip
ale Joaisy} ubis Jo sjmo Bumoung §  SoniAnoe
Buiqumsip punoubjuononiisuo jo pe)s ayy o) Joud skep

puswyedaq Buluueld | [eacidde jeuy o} Jold uonejaban 0] Jold | 0F UYMW pajonpuod aq |leys Aanns mo Bumoung v |
STVIYALYIN SNOAYVYZYH ANV SAQUVYZVH
Syledioy ®a | SEIMUL gy oyuop Joy uonesyLIaA (Kouanbai) [eaoiddy Jo suonpuoy .v.”uo
0 ainsealy uonebiy
JONVITAINOD 40 NOLLYOIIA a|qisuodsay Aued J0 poyle auojsajijy Bunojuol I I uonebmn 1IN

€9GLL INLLA ‘60-L1 dND ‘€0-LL OZ ‘€0-LL VdO

(v 3191yx3) Nv1d ONIMOLINOW NOILVOILIN

Uv3j2 hjarjrfod “\\h

ed -' lalsedue|




z obegq

‘Hodal Buimalasal 1o}
a|qisuodsas bunasuibug

"SafjiAnoe

Buiqunisip punoib Aue
Jo Juuiad ajidyo0)s

B JO 80UBNSS|

‘uerd Suipe.t jo

‘Buussuibus
[eauyoajoab

U pasuaLadxa
Jaauibu3 a0 10
‘Josuibus [eo1uyds}oab
palajsibal euiopen

e woyy Apnis uopdeyanbi|
B 9AI8231 }ShW

Ao sy uononsuco
Jo ‘a|idyo0ls ‘Buipesb
‘Buigqnub ‘[eacwal

o9loid pasodoid
ay) Jo ubisap ay) ojui pajelodiosul aq [leys Apnis
uonoeyenbi| 8y} Ul palIUSP! SUOREPUSWILLCIAI ||y "8NS
109loid oy} Joj sisAleue uopoejenbiy e wuopad |lBYS
‘Bunissuibus |eojuyosioeb Ul paousuadxe Jasulbug

Auswypedaq Bujuueld | jeacidde [euy o} joud uonejaben 0} Jolid I J0 ‘190UIBUZ [EOIUYBI035) paiaisIBay EILIoHED ¥ ¥
Syleway %lea | S| sypoyuoy Joj UOLEIIBA (Kouanbaig) [eaoxddy Jo suoppuo? .v.“uo
b
e NVIEIROSIO NOL SR ajqisuodsay Aued 10 PoyldW auo)sa|I BuLIoyuoW joinseapy uonebIy LU

€9G1L INLLA ‘60-L1 dND ‘€0-LL OZ ‘€0-L} VdO

(v 31q1yx3) Nv1d OSNINOLINON NOILVOILLIN

Hv3fo ?\ﬂxﬁ k..‘\ob\ “\.\.q

ed -'._mu_.wmocm_




CITY OF LANCASTER
INITIAL STUDY

1.  Project title and File Number: GPA 11-03, ZC 11-03, CUP 11-09, VITM 71563

2. Lead agency name and address: City of Lancaster
Planning Department
44933 Fern Avenue
Lancaster, California 93534

3.  Contact person and phone number: Christopher Aune
(661) 723-6100

4.  Applicant name and address: Pacific Communities Builder, Inc.
1000 Dove Street Suite 300
Newport Beach, CA 92660

5. Location: 28.5+ gross acres on the northwest corner of 60™ Street West and Avenue J

6. General Plan designation: Current: (LI) Light Industrial
Proposed: UR (Urban Residential, 2.1 — 6.5 dwelling units per acre)

7.  Zoning: Current: (LI) Light Industrial
Proposed: R-7,000 (one single family dwelling unit per 7,000 square foot lot)

8.  Description of project: The proposed project consists of the development of a 108 single family lot
subdivision in the R-7,000 zone. As part of the proposed project a General Plan Amendment and Zone
Change request are required to change the existing Light Industrial designations to the designations
identified above. The project would include dedicating and improving a 200-foot-wide drainage channel
along the southerly tract boundary. The Residential Planned Development (RPD) would allow for lot
sizes that are smaller than 7,000 square feet and would ensure that future plot plans and elevation
submittals include enhanced architectural details.

9.  Surrounding land uses and setting: The project site is vacant land. Improved streets exist on the
eastern and southern boundaries of the site. The California State Prison is located to the east of the
project site and is designated P (Public) and is zoned P (Public). The property to the south is designated
UR (Urban Residential, 2.1 — 6.5 dwelling units per acre), zoned R-7,000 (one single family dwelling
unit per 7,000 square foot lot) and developed with single family residences. The property to the west is
designated UR, zoned R-7,000, and is currently vacant but approved for 32 single family lots. The
property to the north is designated LI (Light Industrial), zoned LI (Light-Industrial) and is approved for
41 single family lots.
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10. Other public agencies whose approval is required (e.g. permits, financing approval, or participation
agreement.)

Approvals from other public agencies for the proposed project include, but are not limited to, the
following:

e Los Angeles County Fire Department (fire access and life safety equipment)
o Los Angeles County Sanitation District No. 14 (connection to public sewer)
e Southern California Edison (street lights)
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: ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED:

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

Aesthetics Agriculture and Forest Air Quality
Resources
Biological Resources Cultural Resources Geology/Soils
Greenhouse Gas Hazards & Hazardous Hydrology/Water
Emissions Materials Quality
Land Use/Planning Mineral Resources Noise
Population/Housing Public Services Recreation
Transportation/Traffic Utilities/Service Mandatory Findings of
Systems Significance

DETERMINATION - On the basis of this initial evaluation:

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

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

DECLARATION will be prepared.

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

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

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

/)%mf s _?/5 45

Ch‘_;istopher Aune 7 Dat,




GPA 11-03, ZC 11-03, CUP 11-09, VITM 71563
Initial Study
Page 4

EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS:

y

2)

3)

4)

S)

6)

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information sources
for potential impacts (e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a previously prepared or
outside document should, where appropriate, include a reference to the page or pages where the
statement is substantiated.
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7)  Supporting Information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other sources used or
individuals contacted should be cited in the discussion.

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

9)  The explanation of each issue should identify:

a) the significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and

b) the mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significant.
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Less Less
Potentially Than Than No
Significant | Significant | Significant | Impact
Impact With Impact
Mitigation
I. AESTHETICS -- Would the project:
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic
vista? X
b) Substantially damage  scenic  resources,
including, but not limited to, trees, rock
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a X
state scenic highway?
¢) Substantially degrade the existing visual
character or quality of the site and its X
surroundings?
d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare
which would adversely affect day or nighttime X
views in the area?
II. AGRICULTURE AND FOREST RESOURCES:

In determining whether impacts to agricultural
resources are significant environmental effects,
lead agencies may refer to the California
Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site
Assessment Model prepared by the California
Dept. of Conservation as an optional model to
use in assessing impacts on agriculture and
farmland. In determining whether impacts to
forest resources, including timberland, are
significant environmental effects, lead agencies
may refer to information compiled by the
California Department of Forestry and Fire
Protection regarding the state’s inventory of
forest land, including the Forest and Range
Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy
Assessment project; and the forest carbon
measurement methodology provided in the
Forest Protocols adopted by the California Air
Resources Board. Would the project:
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less
Than
Significant
With
Mitigation

Less
Than
Significant
Impact

Impact

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

b)

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

Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause
rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public
Resources Code Section 12220(g)) or timberland
(as defined in Public Resources Code Section
4526)?

Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of
forest land to non-forest use?

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

II.

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

Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the
applicable Air Quality Plan?

b)

Violate any air quality standard or contribute
substantially to an existing or projected air
quality violation?
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less
Than
Significant
With
Mitigation

Less
Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

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

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial

pollutant concentrations?

¢) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial
number of people?

IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES --
project:

Would the

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

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian
habitat or other sensitive natural community
identified in local or regional plans, policies,
regulations or by the California Department of
Fish and Game or US Fish and Wildlife Service?
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Potentially Si T}_lan Than
— ignificant o No
Significant . Significant
Impact b Impact Impact
P Mitigation P
¢) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally
protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of
the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited
to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through X
direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption,
or other means?
d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any
native resident or migratory fish or wildlife
species or with established native resident or X
migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of
native wildlife nursery sites?
e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances
protecting biological resources, such as a tree X
preservation policy or ordinance?
f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted
Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community
Conservation Plan, or other approved local, X
regional, or state habitat conservation plan?
V. CULTURAL RESOURCES -- Would the
project:
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historical resource as defined in X
§15064.5?
b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of an archaeological resource e
pursuant to §15064.5?
¢) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique
paleontological resource or site or unique X
geologic feature?
d) Disturb any human remains, including those
interred outside of formal cemeteries? X
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less
Than
Significant
With
Mitigation

Less
Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS -- Would the project:

a) Expose people or structures

loss, involving:

to potential
substantial adverse effects, including the risk of

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

Publication 42.

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including

liquefaction?

iv) Landslides?

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of

topsoil?

¢) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is
unstable, or that would become unstable as a
result of the project, and potentially result in on-
spreading,

or off-site landslide, lateral
subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table
18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994),

creating substantial risks to life or property?

¢) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting
the use of septic tanks or alternative waste water
disposal systems where sewers are not available

for disposal of waste water?
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less
Than
Significant
With
Mitigation

Less
Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

VII. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS -- Would
the project:

a)

Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either

directly or indirectly, that may have a significant
impact on the environment?

b)

Conflict with any applicable plan, policy or

regulation of an agency adopted for the purpose of
reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases?

VIII. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS

MATERIALS -- Would the project:

a)

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

b)

Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through reasonably fore-seeable
upset and accident conditions involving the
release of hazardous materials into the
environment?

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

d)

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

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

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less
Than
Significant
Impact

Impact

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

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

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

IX. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY -
Would the project:

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste
discharge requirements?

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

¢) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern
of the site or area, including through the
alteration of the course of a stream or river, or
substantially increase the rate or amount of
surface runoff in a manner which would result in
substantial erosion or siltation on- or oft-site?




GPA 11-03, ZC 11-03, CUP 11-09, VTTM 71563
Initial Study
Page 13

Less
Than
Significant
With
Mitigation

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less
Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

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

€) Create or contribute runoff water which would
exceed the capacity of existing or planned
stormwater drainage systems?

f) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard
area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard
Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate map or other
flood hazard delineation map?

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

h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk
of loss, injury or death involving flooding,
including flooding as a result of the failure of a
levee or dam?

i) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?

X. LAND USE AND PLANNING -- Would the
project:

a) Physically divide an established community?

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

Less
Than
Significant
With
Mitigation

Less
Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

¢) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation
plan or natural communities conservation plan?

XI. MINERAL RESOURCES — Would the project:

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

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

XII NOISE -- Would the project result in:

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

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

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

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

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

Less
Than
Significant
With
Mitigation

Less
Than
Significant
Impact

Impact

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

XIIL

POPULATION AND HOUSING -- Would the
project:

a)

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

b)

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

<)

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

XIV.

PUBLIC SERVICES

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

Fire protection?

Police protection?

Schools?

Parks?

Fo T I Il e
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less
Than
Significant
With
Mitigation

Less
Than
Significant
Impact

Impact

Other public facilities?

XV.

RECREATION --

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

b)

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

XVI.

TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC -- Would the
project:

a)

Exceed the capacity of the existing circulation
system, based on an applicable measure of
effectiveness (as designated in a general plan
policy, ordinance, etc.), taking into account all
relevant components of the circulation system,
including but not limited to, intersections,
streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian and
bicycle paths, and mass transit?

b)

Conflict with an applicable congestion
management program, including, but not
limited to, level of service standards and travel
demand measures, or other standards
established by the county congestion
management agency for designated roads or
highways?

Result in a change in air traffic patterns,
including either an increase in traffic levels or a
change in location that results in substantial
safety risks?
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Less
Than
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d)

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

Result in inadequate emergency access?

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

XVIIL. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS --

Would the project:

a)

Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of
the applicable Regional Water Quality Control
Board?

b)

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

c)

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

d)

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

Have a determination by the wastewater
treatment provider which serves or may serve
the project that it has adequate capacity to
serve the project’s projected demand in
addition to the provider’s existing
commitments?




GPA 11-03, ZC 11-03, CUP 11-09, VTTM 71563

Initial Study
Page 18
Less
Less
Potentially . Tl.lan Than
= Significant e No
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P Mitigation P

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

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

XVIII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF
SIGNIFICANCE --

a) Does the project have the potential to degrade
the quality of the environment, substantially
reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species,
cause a fish or wildlife population to drop
below self-sustaining levels, threaten to
eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce X
the number or restrict the range of a rare or
endangered plant or animal or eliminate
important examples of the major periods of
California history or prehistory?

b) Does the project have impacts that are
individually  limited, but cumulatively
considerable? (“Cumulatively considerable”
means that the incremental effects of a project
are considerable when viewed in connection X
with the effects of past projects, the effects of
other current projects, and the effects of
probable future projects)?

c¢) Does the project have environmental effects
which will cause substantial adverse effects on X
human beings, either directly or indirectly?

DISCUSSION OF ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST

I.  a  Views of two scenic areas are available from the roadways and area surrounding the project
site as identified by the General Plan (LMEA Figure 12-1). These scenic vistas include views of the
Foothill Area (Scenic Area 1) and Quartz Hill (Scenic Area 3). Additionally, views of the mountains and
open desert are available from the project site. With implementation of the proposed project the
available views of the identified scenic resources would not change and would continue to be available
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from the streets and the surrounding area. Therefore, no impacts to scenic vistas would occur as a result
of the proposed project.

b.  The project site consists of approximately 28.5 gross acres of disturbed desert. One Joshua
tree is located on the project site. The project site does not contain any buildings (historic or otherwise)
or any rock outcroppings. Additionally, the project site is not located along a State Scenic Highway.
Therefore, the removal of any scenic resources from the project site would not be a significant aesthetic
impact and impacts would be less than significant.

c. Development of the proposed project would change the visual character of the project site in
that it would replace vacant land with a 108 single family residences which are similar to the residential
tracts located to the south of the project site. Additionally, the proposed project is in conformance with
the City’s General Plan and zoning requirements for the area. Therefore, impacts would be less than
significant.

d.  No lighting currently exists on the project site; however ambient lighting in the area is fairly
bright due to the prison and other residential uses. The proposed project would generate light from
conditions typically found in residential areas such as street lights, interior lighting and front and
backyard lights. These would be similar to lighting conditions found in the residential developments to
the south of the project site. Structures would be constructed from non-reflective materials to the extent
possible. Therefore, light and glare impacts would be less than significant.

II. a-b. The site is not identified as Prime or Unique Farmland, contains no Williamson Act Contract,
and is not located in proximity to any existing agricultural operation. Therefore, the project would not
have an impact on agricultural resources.

c-d. According to the City of Lancaster’s General Plan, there are no forests or timberlands located
within the City of Lancaster. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in the rezoning of forest or
timberland and would not cause the loss of forest land or the conversion of forest land to non-forest land.
Therefore, no impacts would occur.

e. The project site is not currently utilized for agricultural production and contains no forests or
timberland. The proposed project would not result in other changes to the existing environment that
could result in the conversion of farmland to non-agricultural use or the conversion of forest land to non-
forest uses. Therefore, no impacts would occur.

II. a. Development proposed under the City’s General Plan would not create air emissions that
exceed the Air Quality Management Plan (GPEIR p. 5.5-21 to 5.5-22). At this time the proposed project
is not consistent with the General Plan and Zoning Code because the proposed project is for single-
family dwelling units not industrial type uses. However, traffic generation from residential uses is less
than typical industrial uses therefore; the project would produce fewer emissions than would be
anticipated by an industrial use. Therefore, the project itself would not conflict with or obstruct
implementation of the Air Quality Management Plan and no impacts would occur.

b.  Construction of the proposed project would generate emissions associated with grading, use
of heavy equipment, construction worker vehicles, etc. However, these are not anticipated to exceed the
construction emission thresholds established by the local air district due to the small size of the
development. Therefore, construction emissions would be less than significant.
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The proposed project would generate approximately 1,034 new vehicle trips per day according to the
City of Lancaster’s Traffic Division estimate dated January 18, 2013. These trips would generate air
emissions; however, due to the small amount of traffic generated, these emissions would not be
sufficient to create or significantly contribute towards violations of the air quality standards. Therefore,
emissions associated with the operation of the proposed development would be less than significant.

c.  The proposed project, in conjunction with other development as allowed by the General Plan,
would result in a cumulative net increase of pollutants. However, since the emissions associated with the
construction of the proposed project are less than significant since the proposed project is for the
subdivision of one lot into four single family residential lots, its contribution would not be cumulatively
considerable. Impacts would therefore be less than significant.

d.  The closest sensitive receptors are the single family residences to the south. Based upon the
amount of traffic expected to be generated by the proposed project, no significant traffic impacts would
be anticipated. Therefore, substantial pollutant concentrations would not occur and impacts would be
less than significant.

e. Construction and operation of the proposed development is not anticipated to produce
significant objectionable odors. Construction equipment may generate some odors, but these odors
would be similar to those produced by vehicles traveling on Avenue J or 60™ Street West. Most
objectionable odors are typically associated with industrial projects involving the use of chemicals,
solvents, petroleum products and other strong smelling elements used in manufacturing processes, as
well as sewage treatment facilities and landfills. These types of uses are not part of the proposed project.
Odors may also be generated by typical residential activities (e.g., cooking). Therefore, impacts would
be less than significant.

IV. a. A biological resources survey conducted for the proposed project by Mark Hagan, and
documented in a report entitled “Biological Resource Assessment of TTM 71563, Lancaster California”
and dated March 8, 2011.

On March 5 and 6, 2011, a site visit and survey of the project site was conducted. The project site was
characteristic of a highly disturbed desert scrub plant community. A total of thirty-two plant species and
fourteen wildlife species or their sign were observed during the line transect survey. No desert tortoises
(Gopherus agassizii) or their sign were observed during the field survey. No burrowing owls (Athene
curnicularia) or sign were observed during the field survey. No potential sites for burrowing owls were
observed within the study site. However, it is possible that burrowing owls could inhabit that project site
prior to the start of construction. No bird nests were observed within the project site; however, potential
nesting sites do exist within the project site. The project site is not located within the accepted
geographic range of the Mohave ground squirrel (Spermophilus mohavensis). In addition, suitable
habitat for Mohave ground squirrels is not present. No state or federally listed species are expected to
occur within the proposed project area. With incorporation of the following mitigation measure impacts
to burrowing owls would remain less than significant level.

1. A burrowing owl survey shall be conducted within 30 days prior to the start of
construction/ground disturbing activities. If burrowing owls or sign thereof are discovered
during the survey, the applicant shall contact the California Department of Fish and Game to
determine the appropriate mitigation/management requirements for the species.
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b. A 4- to 5-foot deep manmade drainage channel crosses through the northern portion of the
site. Additionally, several natural drainages cross the project site. Development of the proposed project
would eliminate the existing drainages. These drainages may be considered CDFG jurisdictional water.
Additionally, the Regional Water Quality Control Board — Lahontan Region may choose to exert its
jurisdiction over these waters pursuant to the Porter-Cologne Act. Therefore, the following mitigation
measures are required to reduce impacts to less than significant levels.

2.  The applicant shall consult with the California Department of Fish and Game to determine
whether or not a Section 1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement is required prior to the
development of the project site. If a Streambed Alteration Agreement is required, it shall be
obtained prior to the issuance of any permits (e.g., grading, etc.).

3.  The applicant shall coordinate with the Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board to
determine whether the applicant is required to obtain a Report of Waste Discharge prior to
the development of the project site. If this permit is required, it shall be obtained prior to the
issuance of any permits (e.g., grading, etc.).

c.  There are no federally protected wetlands on the project site as defined by Section 404 of the
Clean Water Act. Therefore, no impacts would occur.

d. The project site is not part of an established migratory wildlife corridor. Therefore, no
impacts would occur.

e-f. The project site is not located within an area designated under an adopted Habitat
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or State
habitat conservation plan. Additionally, there are no local policies or ordinances protecting biological
resources which are applicable to this site. Therefore, no impacts would occur.

V. a-d. A cultural resources survey was conducted for the project site by C.A. Singer and Associates
and the results were documented in a report entitled, “Phase I Cultural Resource Study: West Avenue

‘> and 60™ Street West (Los Angeles County APN: 3203-008-035 & 3203-008-48), TT: 71563 dated
April 19, 2011. A survey of the project site was conducted on April 2, 2011. As a result of this survey
and a review of the existing literature, two historic sites were identified. Site 19-002287 consists of a
historic period occupation and agricultural site containing refuse from 1885-1910 and additional debris
from 1930-1950. Site 19-002888 consists of several historic period trash deposits dating from the 1930s
to 1950s. Both of these sites have been highly disturbed and therefore are not considered significant
resources. Development of the site would not directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological
resources, site or geologic feature. No human remains, including those interred outside of formal
cemeteries, were discovered on the project site. However, in the event that cultural resources are
encountered during the course of construction activities, all work shall cease until a qualified
archaeologist determines the proper disposition of the resource. Therefore, impacts would be less than
significant.

VI. a. The site is not identified as being in or in proximity to a fault rupture zone (LMEA Figure
2-5). According to the Seismic Hazard Evaluation of the Lancaster East and West Quadrangles, the
project site may be subject to intense seismic shaking (LMEA pg. 2-16). However, the proposed project
would be constructed in accordance with the seismic requirements of the Uniform Building Code (UBC)



GPA 11-03, ZC 11-03, CUP 11-09, VTTM 71563
Initial Study
Page 22

as adopted by the City, which would render any potential impacts to less than significant. The site is
generally level and is not subject to landslides (LMEA Figure 2-6).

The project site is located within an area that is designated as having potential liquefaction hazards per
the State Seismic Hazards Map (SSHZ Maps). Therefore, the following mitigation measure is required
to minimize the effects of anticipated seismic settlements.

4. A California Registered Geotechnical Engineer, or Civil Engineer experienced in
geotechnical engineering, shall perform a liquefaction analysis for the project site. All
recommendations identified in the liquefaction study shall be incorporated into the design of
the proposed project.

b. The site is rated as having a moderate risk for soil erosion (USDA SCS maps) when
cultivated or cleared of vegetation. However, there remains a potent1al for water and wind erosion during
construction. The project would be required, under the provisions of Lancaster Municipal Code (LMC)
Chapter 8.16, to adequately wet or seal the soil to prevent wind erosion. Water erosion controls must be
provided as part of the project grading plan to be reviewed and approved by the City’s Engineering
Division. These provisions, which are a part of the project, would ensure impacts from soil erosion are
less than significant.

c¢.  The project site is not known to be within an area subject to fissuring, sinkholes (LMEA
Figure 2-3) however, it is designated as having potential liquefaction hazards per the State Seismic
Hazards Map (SSHZ Maps). For more information regarding liquefaction, refer to Item VlLa.
Additionally, the proposed project would be constructed in accordance with the seismic requirements of
the Uniform Building Code (UBC) as adopted by the City. With implementation of the mitigation
measure identified in Item VL.a, potential impacts would be less than significant.

d. The soil on the project site is characterized by a low shrink-swell potential (LMEA Figure
2-3). However, a soils report on the property shall be submitted to the City by the project developer prior
to grading of the property and recommendations of the report shall be incorporated into development of
the property. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.

e. Sewer would be available to serve the project site from Los Angeles County Sanitation
District No. 14 upon annexation and would be utilized by the proposed project (ref. Item XVILb and
letter from the Sanitation District). The use of septic tanks or other alternative waste water disposal
systems is not necessary and would not be incorporated into the development. Therefore, no impacts
would occur.

VII. a-b. The proposed project consists of the construction and occupancy of 108 single family
residences. As discussed in Item IILb, the project would generate emissions during construction
activities, some of which may be greenhouse gases. These emissions are anticipated to be less than the
thresholds established by the Antelope Valley Air Quality Management District and would not prevent
the State from reaching its greenhouse gas reduction targets. Occupancy of the proposed project would
generate minimal amounts of emissions, primarily from vehicles traveling to and from the residences.
Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.



GPA 11-03, ZC 11-03, CUP 11-09, VITM 71563
Initial Study
Page 23

The proposed project would be in compliance with the greenhouse gas goals and policies identified in
the City of Lancaster’s General Plan (pgs. 2-19 to 2-24). Therefore impacts with respect to conflicts
with an agency’s plans, policies or regulations would be less than significant.

VIIL. a-b. The proposed project consists of the construction and occupancy of 108 single family
residences. The proposed project would not involve the routine use, transport, or disposal of hazardous
materials. The proposed project would use minimal amounts of hazardous materials (typical construction
materials) during development. Occupants of the subdivision would typically utilize household cleaners
(e.g., cleanser, bleach, etc.), fertilizer, and potentially limited use of common pesticides. These uses
would be similar to other residential development in the area. Use of all materials would be in
accordance with all applicable rules and regulations. The proposed project is not located along a
hazardous waste transportation corridor (LMEA Figure 9.1-4); therefore no impacts are anticipated to
occur. The project site is currently vacant and no demolition activities would be required. Development
of the proposed project would not expose individuals or the environment to asbestos containing
materials or lead-based paint. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.

c. The project site is not located within a quarter mile of an existing or proposed school. The
closest school is Sundown Elementary located at 6151 West Avenue J-8, approximately % mile south of
the project site. Therefore, no impacts would occur.

d. A Phase I Environmental Site Assessment was prepared for the proposed project by Global
Geo-Engineering Inc. The findings of the study are documented in a report entitled “Phase 1
Environmental Site Assessment Tentative Tract 71563 APN #s 3203-008-035 and 3203-008-048
Lancaster, California” and dated March 24, 2011. As part of the environmental site assessment, a site
visit was conducted on March 8, 2011. The site consists of vacant land and the ground surface is covered
by a light to moderate growth of grasses and brush. A 4- to 5-foot deep manmade drainage channel
crosses through the northern portion of the site. No current or past uses likely to involve the use,
treatment, storage, disposal, or generation of hazardous substances or petroleum products were identified
during the site reconnaissance. No obvious recognized environmental conditions were observed for the
property during the site reconnaissance.

In addition to the site visit, a regulatory database search was conducted for the project site and the
surrounding area. The database search was conducted using publicly available regulatory records
detailed in the Environmental Data Resources, Inc., (EDR) report. The project site and property within
standard distances of the project site were reviewed to identify adjacent and surrounding sites that might
potentially impact the soil and/or groundwater conditions beneath the property. The project site was not
identified on any of these listings. A closed leaking underground storage tank case was identified
approximately % mile from the site. Additionally, the California State Prison Los Angeles County
(Antelope Valley State Prison) was identified on the ENVIROSTOR database. The site was found to be
contaminated with heavy metals in 1991. No further details of the current site status were provided in the
EDR database. Additional information was researched on the DTSC ENVIROSTOR and California
Regional Water Quality Control Board (CRWQCB) GeoTracker internet databases. The ENVIROSTOR
database does not provide a cleanup status or potential contamination information. This site is not
anticipated to impact the project site as it is down gradient from the project site. Therefore, impacts
would be less than significant.
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e-f. The proposed project is not located within an airport land use plan, or within two miles of
a public airport, public use airport, or private airstrip. The closest airports are For Field which is located
more than 3 miles north of the project site and Air Force Plant 42 which is located more than 7 miles
south-east of the project site. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in a safety hazard for
people residing or working the project area and no impacts would occur.

g. The project site is located along 60" Street West which has not been identified as an
evacuation route (LMEA Figure 9.1-4) and Avenue J, which has been identified as an evacuation route
in the vicinity of the project site. However, the traffic generated by the proposed project is not sufficient
to cause impacts at any of the significant intersections in the area. Therefore, the proposed project would
not impair or physically block any identified evacuation routes and would not interfere with any adopted
emergency response plan. No impacts are anticipated.

h. The California State Prison is located to the east of the project site. The property to the south
is developed with single family residential uses. The properties to the west and north are vacant. It is
possible that the project site could be susceptible to grass fires because of the adjacent vacant property.
However, the project site is located within the boundaries of Los Angeles County Fire Station No. 130,
located at 44558 40™ Street West, which would serve the site in the event of a fire. Therefore, impacts
from wild land fires would be less than significant.

IX. a. The proposed project consists of the construction and occupation of 108 single family
residences. As such, the proposed project would not generate wastewater which would violate water
quality standards or exceed waste discharge requirements.

Additionally, the project site is not in area with an open body of water or watercourse and is not in an
aquifer recharge area (LMEA p. 10.1-5 to 7). There would be no discharge into a water body or the
aquifer as a result of surface runoff from the project. Additionally, the proposed project would be
required to comply with the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Program,
including Best Management Practices. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.

b.  The proposed project would not include any groundwater wells or pumping activities. All
water supplied to the proposed project would be obtained from Los Angeles County Waterworks District
No. 40. Additionally, as indicated in IX.a., the proposed project would not impact any groundwater
recharge areas. Therefore, the proposed project would not deplete groundwater supplies or interfere with
groundwater recharge and impacts would be less than significant.

c-e. The proposed project consists of the construction of 108 residential lots. Development of the
site would increase the amount of surface runoff as a result of impervious surfaces associated with the
project. The project would be designed, on the basis of a hydrology study, to accept current flows
entering the property and to handle the additional incremental runoff from the developed site. Therefore,
impacts from drainage and runoff would be less than significant.

f-g. The project site is designated as Flood Zone X-Shaded per the Flood Insurance Rate Map
(FIRM) Panel No. 060672 (2008). This area is outside of the 100-year but within the 500-year flood
zones. Therefore, no flooding impacts would occur as a result of placing housing or structures on the
project site.
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h.  The project site does not contain and is not downstream from a dam or levee. Therefore, no
impacts would occur from flooding as a result of the failure of a dam/levee.

i.  The project site is not located within a coastal zone. Therefore, tsunamis are not a potential
hazard. The project site is relatively flat and does not contain any enclosed bodies of water and is not
located in close proximity to any other large bodies of water. Therefore, the proposed project would not
be subject to inundation by seiches or mudflows. No impact would occur.

X. a. The proposed project is not of the scale or nature that could physically divide an established
community. The proposed project consists of the construction of a 108 residential lots in an area that
would be designated as Urban Residential (UR) with R-7,000 (one single family dwelling unit per 7,000
square foot lot) zoning with the approval of the project. The California State Prison is located to the east
of the project site. The property to the south is developed with single family residential uses. The
properties to the west and north are vacant. The proposed project would not block a public street, trail, or
other access route or result in a physical barrier that would divide the community. Therefore, no impacts
would occur.

b.  The proposed project will be consistent with the City’s General Plan upon adoption of the
General Plan Amendment and must be in conformance with the Lancaster Municipal Code. The project
will be in compliance with the City-adopted UBC (Item Vl.a.) and erosion-control requirements (Item
VLb.). Therefore, no impacts would occur.

c.  As noted under Item IV.e-f,, the project site is not subject to and would not conflict with a
habitat conservation plan or natural communities conservation plan. Therefore, no impacts would occur.

XI. a-b. The project site does not contain any current mining or recovery operations for mineral
resources and no such activities have occurred on the project site in the past. According to the LMEA
(Figure 2-4), the project is not designated as Mineral Reserve Zone. Therefore, no impacts to mineral
resources would occur.

XII. a.  The City’s General Plan (Table III-1) establishes an outdoor maximum CNEL of 65 dBA for
residential projects. The current noise level on 60" Street West (between Avenue I to Avenue J) is
estimated at 59.3 dBA (LMEA Table 8-11). The current noise level on Avenue J (between 70" Street
West to 60" Street West) is estimated at 60.8 dBA (LMEA Table 8-11). While this noise level is
consistent with the standards of the General Plan additional features of the proposed project (e.g.,
landscaping, block wall, etc.) would ensure that the project remains in compliance with the General Plan.
Therefore, potential noise impacts associated with traffic from the proposed development and
operational activities would be less than significant.

b.  The proposed project consists of the construction and occupancy of 108 residential lots. It is
not anticipated that construction of the proposed project would require the use of machinery that
generates ground-borne vibration as no major subsurface construction (e.g., parking garage) is planned.
No ground mounted industrial-type equipment that generates ground vibration would be utilized during
occupancy of the proposed residences. Therefore, no impacts associated with ground-borne
vibration/noise are anticipated.

c. Permanent increases in area levels would occur once the residential project is completed and
occupied. These noise levels would be generated by normal activities that occur in a residential setting
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(yard work, radio, television sets, etc.) and from motor vehicles (see discussion under XILa.). Although
the traffic generated by the project would contribute to an increase in noise levels in the area, the
project’s contribution would be minimal because the current and future projected noise levels would
remain essentially unchanged with or without the project. Therefore, impacts would be less than
significant.

d. The proposed project consists of the construction and occupancy of 108 residences. There
would be a temporary increase in noise levels in the area during construction of the proposed project.
This noise would be generated by construction vehicles and equipment. Construction activities of the
project are regulated by Section 8.24.040 of the Lancaster Municipal Code, which limits the hours of
construction work to between sunrise and 8:00 p.m. Monday through Saturday. Effects are not
considered significant because they are temporary and construction times are limited to daylight hours.

e-f. The project site is not in proximity to an airport or a frequent overflight area and would not
experience noise from these sources (see also VII e-f). Therefore, no impacts would occur.

XIHI. a.  The project would generate additional population growth in the immediate area because 108
new dwelling units would be constructed. This additional increase would contribute, on an incremental
basis, to a cumulative increase in the population of the City. The project site is within the urban core of
the City and within the service area of both the Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department and Station
130 of the Los Angeles County fire Department. Therefore, the project would not result in a need for
additional facilities to provide these services and impacts from increased population growth would be
less than significant. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.

b-c. The project site is currently vacant. No housing or people would be displaced necessitating
the construction of replacement housing elsewhere. Therefore, no impacts would occur.

XIV. The project would incrementally increase the need for fire and police services; however, the
site is within the current service area of both these agencies and the additional time and cost to service
the site is minimal. The project would not induce substantial population growth (see Item XIII) and,
therefore, would not substantially increase demand on parks or other public facilities. Thus, impacts
would be less than significant.

Development of the project would result in an incremental increase in population (see item XIII), which
would result in an increase in the number of students in both the Antelope Valley Union High School
District and the Westside Union School District. Proposition 1A, which governs the way in which school
funding is carried out, predetermines by statute that payment of developer fees are adequate mitigation
for school impacts. Therefore, the Initial Study determines by statute that the fees required of the
developer would reduce any identified impacts to a level of insignificance.

XV. a-b. The proposed project would generate additional population growth and would contribute on
an incremental basis to the use of the existing park and recreational facilities. However, the applicant
would be required to pay park fees which would reduce potential impacts on park and recreational
facilities to level of insignificance. Thus, impacts would be less than significant.

XVI.a. The proposed project would generate approximately 1,034 new vehicle trips per day
according to the City of Lancaster’s Traffic Division. The traffic generated is not anticipated to adversely
affect traffic flow on any of the adjoining public streets, and the improvements to be provided as part of
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the project would ensure necessary, adequate circulation and safety levels for both project-related traffic
and long-term cumulative increases. These improvements are identified as conditions of project approval
and implementation of these improvements would ensure that impacts are less than significant.

b. There are no county congestion management agency designated roads or highways in the
vicinity of the project. No impacts would occur.

c.  The project site does not contain any aviation related uses, and the proposed project would
not include the development of any aviation related uses. Thus, the proposed project would not have an
impact on air traffic patterns.

d.  60™ Street West and Avenue J would be improved to City standards adjacent to the site as
part of the project. No hazardous conditions would be created by these improvements. Therefore, no
impacts would occur.

e. The project would have adequate emergency access from 60™ Street West and Avenue J.
Interior circulation would be provided in accordance with the requirements of the Los Angeles County
Fire Department; therefore, no impacts would occur.

f.  The proposed project does not conflict with or impede any of the General Plan policies or
specific actions related to alternative modes of transportation (Lancaster General Plan pgs. 5-18 to 5-24).
Therefore, no impacts would occur.

XVII.a. The proposed project is outside the jurisdictional boundaries of the Sanitation District and
will require annexation into District No. 14 before sewage service can be provided to the proposed
development. The wastewater flow would discharge to the Districts’ Avenue “J” West Trunk Sewer,
located in Avenue J at 60™ Street West. Project wastewater would be treated at the Lancaster Water
Reclamation Plant. As the proposed project is a residential development, it would not exceed the
wastewater treatment requirements and impacts would be less than significant.

b.  Wastewater generated from the proposed project would be treated at the Lancaster Water
Reclamation Plant, which has a design capacity of 16 million gallons per day (mgd) and is currently
processing an average flow of 13.5 mgd (see LACSD letter). The proposed project is anticipated to
generate approximately 17,680 gallons of wastewater per day, which is within the available capacity of
the treatment plant (see LACSD letter). The proposed project would not require the expansion of
existing facilities or the construction of new facilities. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.

c. See Items I[X.c and IX.d.

d.  The City of Lancaster Planning Director has granted the applicant’s request for 114 acre feet
of water per year from the allotment that was granted to the City of Lancaster by Los Angeles County
Water Works. No new construction of water treatment facilities or new or expanded entitlements would
be required (see Planning Director letter). Therefore, water impacts would be less than significant.

e. See Item XVILb.

f-g. The project would generate additional solid waste, which would contribute to an overall
cumulative impact on the landfill service the site (GPEIR pgs. 5.9-20 to 21); although this project’s
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individual contribution is considered minimal. The proposed project would be required to have trash
collection services in accordance with City contracts with waste haulers over the life of the project.
These haulers are required to be in compliance with applicable regulations on solid waste transport and
disposal, including waste stream reduction mandated under Assembly Bill (AB) 939, which was enacted
to reduce, recycle, and reuse solid waste generated in California to the maximum extent feasible.
Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.

XVIlLa. Ref Items], 1II, IV, V, VIII, X, and XVII.

b. The proposed project does not have any impacts that are individually limited, but
cumulatively considerable. Ref. Items III, XII, and XVI.

¢.  Ref Items I, VI, VIIL, IX, XII, XIII, XIV, XV, XVI, and XVII.
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