
  
SUBJECT:  Saddle Crest Homes Development 
  

  
RECOMMENDED ACTION(S): 
  
  

Agenda Item  

AGENDA STAFF REPORT 
  

                                                                                                                        ASR Control  12-001320 
  
MEETING DATE: 10/02/12
LEGAL ENTITY TAKING ACTION: Board of Supervisors
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS DISTRICT(S): 3
SUBMITTING AGENCY/DEPARTMENT: OC Public Works   (Approved) 
DEPARTMENT CONTACT PERSON(S): Ignacio Ochoa (714) 667-3213   
  Mike Balsamo (714) 667-8854

   CEO CONCUR COUNTY COUNSEL REVIEW CLERK OF THE BOA
Concur Approved Resolution(s) and Ordinance

(s)
Public Hea

  3 Votes Board Majo

  
 Budgeted: N/A Current Year Cost: N/A Annual Cost: N/A

  
 Staffing Impact: No # of Positions: Sole Source: N/A
 Current Fiscal Year Revenue: N/A 
 Funding Source: N/A 

 Prior Board Action: N/A  

1. Read the title of the ordinance amending the Foothill/Trabuco Specific Plan. 
  

2.   Order further reading of the ordinance be waived.
  

3.   Open the public hearing on Final EIR 661, General Plan Amendment, Foothill/Trabuco Specific 
Plan amendment ordinance, Planning Application for Saddle Crest Homes PA 110027 and Area 
Plan, take public testimony, and close the public hearing.   
  

4.   Adopt Resolution, which includes each of the following actions: adopt the Statement of Findings 
and Facts for EIR No.661 for Saddle Crest Homes Project; adopt Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program for EIR No. 661; adopt Statement of Overriding Considerations for EIR No. 
661 and certifying EIR No. 661 for the Saddle Crest Homes Project (General Plan Amendment, 
Specific Plan Amendment and Area Plan). 
  

5.   Adopt Resolution amending the General Plan.
  

6.   Adopt the Ordinance amending the Foothill/Trabuco Specific Plan.
  

7.   Adopt the Resolution, approving Planning Application PA110027 for a General Plan Amendment, 
Specific Plan Amendment and Area Plan subject to the Findings and Conditions of Approval 
provided as Exhibit A. 
  

Page 1 of 6AGENDA STAFF REPORT

11/28/2012http://cams.ocgov.com/Web_Publisher_Sam/Agenda10_02_2012_files/images/A12-0013...

EXHIBIT A

Page 1 of 49



  
  
  
  
SUMMARY: 
  
Adoption of the findings, program, resolutions, and ordinance will support the development of 65
single-family homes and offer to conserve over 50 acres of open space within the Upper Aliso
Residential (UAR) District of the Foothill/Trabuco Specific Plan area. 
  
  
  
BACKGROUND INFORMATION: 
  
Rutter Santiago, L.P. (Applicant) is requesting approval of an Area Plan for the development of 65
single-family residences on an approximate 113.7-acre site located off Santiago Canyon Road, 
northwest of Cook's Corner. In conjunction with the development request, the Applicant is also
requesting approval of amendments to three General Plan Elements and the Introduction Chapter of the
General Plan, as well as 12 amendments to the Foothill/Trabuco Specific Plan (F/TSP). It should be
noted that the F/TSP has many redundant regulations within the Specific Plan, as a result, even though
the Applicant is requesting amending 12 provisions of the F/TSP, only five of the amendments would
substantively change the development standards or procedures within the F/TSP. The remaining seven
amendments relate to items in the Consistency Checklist or are to conform to other amendments. 
  
The development of the property would occur on a phased process following the recordation of the
Vesting Tentative Tract Map 17388. Mitigation to offset habitat losses resulting from the construction of
the roads, building pads, and anticipated future fuel modification/brush management areas surrounding
each home site would occur within the open space lots or on another site controlled by the Applicant
within the Foothill/Trabuco Specific Plan area. 
  
On July 25, 2012, the Saddle Crest Homes Project was presented to the Orange County Planning
Commission, at which time the Planning Commission recommended that your Board approve and
certify Final EIR No. 661 and approve Planning Application PA110027 filed by Rutter Santiago, L.P.
The Findings and Conditions of Approval associated with this Project are included as Exhibit A.    
  
The Planning Commission received a Staff Report that discussed issues raised during the public
comment period for the Draft EIR. The Planning Commission Staff Report, which is included as Exhibit
B, concludes that:  
  

1. The proposed General Plan Amendment to change the traffic analysis methodology for Santiago 
Canyon Road would allow for a consistent traffic analysis methodology throughout the entire 
length of Santiago Canyon Road, including the segments of Santiago Canyon Road within the 
jurisdiction of the cities of Orange and Lake Forest. For the unincorporated area, the existing 
methodology limits additional development on Santiago Canyon Road and would result in 
unfairly affecting property owners in the unincorporated County area (pages 14-18). 
  

2. Revision to the General Plan policy of requiring new development in the F/TSP area to be “rural 
in character” will not result in a significant change, as the first goal in the F/TSP is to “preserve 
the rural character of the area” (page 18). 
  

3. The term “rural in character” does not apply to the net density of a project. Staff considers the 
existing Trabuco Oaks community within the F/TSP area as “rural in character” due to the nature 
of this development. However, the United States Census Bureau considers this community an 

Page 2 of 6AGENDA STAFF REPORT

11/28/2012http://cams.ocgov.com/Web_Publisher_Sam/Agenda10_02_2012_files/images/A12-0013...

EXHIBIT A

Page 2 of 49



  
The Planning Commission Staff Report also summarizes the history of development within the F/TSP
area (pages 3-5), the history of the proposed Project (pages 5-6), the Draft and Final EIR (pages 6-13).  
  
Issues discussed at the July 25, 2012 Planning Commission hearing included public noticing of the
revised General Plan Amendments; traffic analysis of the intersection of Ridgeline and Santiago Canyon
Roads; consistency with regional plans; concerns expressed by removing the term “rural” from the 
General Plan; and concerns expressed by removing the term “natural” from the UAR District open space 
requirements of the F/TSP. The Approved Minutes from the July 25, 2012 Planning Commission
hearing are included as Exhibit C. A summary of these five main issues is provided below. 
  

“Urban Area” and this community has a higher net density compared to the proposed Saddle 
Crest Homes Project (Project) (pages 18-19). 
  

4. The proposed F/TSP Amendment allowing alternative oak tree mitigation programs would likely 
result in mitigation practices that are more effective and more in line with current oak woodland 
restoration science and State Law when compared to the mitigation practices required in the 
F/TSP (pages 24-26). 
  

5. The proposed alternative site development standards would likely result in projects with more 
contiguous open space, as projects would be clustered, and these alternative standards could only 
be utilized for no more than 100 new dwelling units within the UAR District, not including the 
proposed Saddle Crest Homes Project (pages 26-32).

1. Public Noticing of the Revised General Plan Amendments – County staff received a draft of the 
revised General Plan Amendments from the Applicant on July 20, 2012. These revisions were 
based on comments raised during the public review period of the Draft EIR. After review with 
County Counsel, staff released the revised General Plan Amendments to the Planning 
Commission and the public on July 24, 2012. These revised General Plan Amendments are 
included in Exhibit D. 

  
The public stated that the Project should be continued so that they had adequate time to review 
these revised Amendments. County Counsel stated that these revisions were only for clarification 
purposes and did not present a significant change to the Project. Furthermore, the public had until 
September 4, 2012 to review and comment on these revised General Plan Amendments. In the 
event new comments showed that the effects of the revisions may be significant, the Project 
would be brought back to the Planning Commission for further review.  As of September 5, 
2012, no new issues have been raised that would require a second review by the Planning 
Commission. 
  

2. Traffic Analysis of the Intersection of Ridgeline and Santiago Canyon Roads – Several of 
commenters and the Planning Commission questioned why the intersection of Ridgeline and 
Santiago Canyon Roads was not analyzed, as this intersection is the closest intersection to the 
Project. The County’s Traffic Engineer responded that this intersection was not analyzed since it 
is not a major arterial intersection. This intersection is a minor non-signalized intersection and 
Ridgeline Road functions only as a minor collector road. Since this road would not have a 
significant impact on the traffic calculations, the County staff determined that it was not 
necessary to analyze this intersection. Additionally, Ridgeline Road south of Santiago Canyon 
Road is within the City of Lake Forest and the City did not request that the intersection be 
studied. 
  

3. Consistency with Regional Plans – Some commenters stated that the Project is not consistent 
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In the Planning Commission Staff Report, County staff recommended that required findings be added to
the language of two of the proposed F/TSP Specific Plan amendments – the alternative oak tree 
mitigation requirements and the alternative development standards within the UAR District. County
staff has included this new language in Exhibit D. Additionally, staff has added two findings supporting
the use of the alternative oak tree mitigation requirements, as well as, the alternative development
standards for consideration for your Board. These findings were drafted after the Planning Commission
hearing and are Findings Nos. 12 and 13 in Exhibit A. Also, staff would like to clarify that standard
Condition of Approval No. 2, Time Limit, in the original Planning Commission Staff Report is not
necessary as the County’s Zoning Code does not apply permit expirations to amendments or Area Plans.
This Condition of Approval has been removed from the conditions under consideration by your Board.  
  
Staff recommends approving the Planning Application with the revised Findings and Conditions of

with adopted regional plans for the Area. On April 4, 2012, the Regional Council of the Southern 
California Association of Governments (SCAG) adopted the 2012-2035 Regional Transportation 
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS). Policies within this document are developed 
at a regional level and are not intended to be applied to an individual project. The amount of 
residential development predicted in the RTP/SCS includes the development allowed in General 
Plans for all local jurisdictions, including the County of Orange. The RTP/SCS does anticipate an 
increase in the number of dwelling units in the area within which the proposed Project is located. 
Since the proposed Project is consistent with the land use designations in the County of Orange 
General Plan, the Project would also be consistent with the development projected in the 
RTP/SCS. 
  

4. Removal of the Term “Rural in Character” from the General Plan – Both commenters and 
Planning Commissioners questioned why the policy of having development in the F/TSP area be 
“rural in character” was being removed from the Growth Element of the General Plan. In 
response, the County stated that “rural” was not defined in the General Plan and could be open to 
different interpretations. Additionally, the language of having developments be “rural in 
character” is already a goal within the F/TSP, and will remain unchanged. Additionally, a 
Planning Commissioner added that the General Plan should be more general in nature and the 
F/TSP be more specific. Having the goal of all developments be “rural in character” within the 
F/TSP area is more appropriate to be located in the F/TSP, rather than the General Plan.  
  

5. Removal of the Term “Natural” from the UAR District Open Space Requirements in the F/TSP –
Many commenters questioned the removal of the term “natural” from the UAR District Open 
Space Requirements within the F/TSP. They also added that by removing this term, uses such as 
golf courses and commercial agricultural fields could be allowed within the required open space 
areas. However, recreational and commercial agricultural uses within the UAR District would be 
considered to be prohibited per Section III.D.8.7 of the F/TSP. This section would not prohibit 
the planting of agricultural trees as an accessory residential use within the open space area, with 
or without the proposed F/TSP amendment. 

  
The primary purpose of removing the term “natural” from this section is to remove the ambiguity 
in interpretation of the term as a result of the Fourth District Court of Appeals Decision that 
overturned the previously approved Saddle Crest/Saddle Creek projects approved by the Board in 
2003. The Court stated that this open space should be “produced or existing in nature; not 
artificial or manufactured.” However, the F/TSP allows river rock walls, fuel modification, and 
open fencing, which are not produced in nature. The proposed amendment would remove the 
ambiguity and also allow initial site grading within the open space area, which is consistent with 
historic County practice and interpretation of this section. 
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Approval for the Project as identified in Exhibit A.
  
Compliance with CEQA: 
  
The Environmental Impact Report (EIR) No. 661, SCH No. 2011081028, has been prepared and
circulated for public review. The Draft EIR was posted for public review and comment from April 20,
2012 to June 4, 2012.  After public comments were received on the Draft EIR, responses to comments
were prepared to respond to 68 comment letters received during the public review period.   
  
The public comments and responses to comments were distributed to commenting parties on July 12,
2012. The Final EIR was also posted for public review on the County website and distributed to the
Planning Commission on the same day. On July 20, 2012, the Final EIR was voluntary released by the
Applicant soliciting comments on new issues through September 4, 2012. The Final EIR received 22
comment letters during this voluntary review period and are included a Exhibit E.  Afterword, an 
Addendum to the Final EIR was completed, which addresses new environmental issues and questions
regarding the Final EIR raised during this voluntary review period. This Addendum was posted on the
County website and distributed to commenting parties more than ten days prior to this meeting.  
  
On July 25, 2012, the Planning Commission recommended that your Board approve and certify the Final
EIR. The EIR is included as Exhibit F of this Agenda Staff Report and contains all of the elements
required by CEQA. It is attached for your consideration and must be certified prior to any action to
approve the project. The Mitigation and Monitoring Report Program is included as Exhibit G. The
Resolution to certify the Project EIR is provided as Attachment No. 1.  It satisfies the requirements of 
CEQA. Findings related specifically to the EIR are also included as Attachment No. 1, which should be
adopted to demonstrate the analytical path followed by your Board in approving the Project, if it does
so.  
  
Should your Board wish to approve the Project, a Resolution for the General Plan Amendments and an
Ordinance for the Specific Plan Amendments are included as Attachments Nos. 3 and 4, respectively.
This Resolution and Ordinance must be adopted prior to adopting the Resolution approving Area Plan
and the proposed Project, PA110027, which is included as Attachment No. 5. 
  
FINANCIAL IMPACT: 
  
N/A 
  
STAFFING IMPACT: 
  
N/A 
  
EXHIBIT(S): 
  
Exhibit A - Findings & Conditions of Approval 
Exhibit B - Planning Commission Staff Report dated July 25, 2012 
Exhibit C - Planning Commission Approved Minutes from July 25, 2012 
Exhibit D - Revised General Plan and Specific Plan Amendments 
Exhibit E - Public Comment Letters Received during Final EIR Comment Period 
Exhibit F - EIR No. 661 
Exhibit G - Mitigation and Monitoring Report Program 
  
ATTACHMENT(S): 
  
Attachment 1 - Resolution for EIR No. 661
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Attachment 2 - Resolutioin for General Plan Amendment
Attachment 3 - Ordinance for Specific Plan Amendment 
Attachment 4 - Resolution for Project Approval 
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