Valley Center Community Planning Group
Minutes for the January 23, 2012 Meeting
Chair: Oliver Smith; Vice Chair: Ann Quinley; Secretary: Steve Hutchison

7:00 pm at the Valley Center Community Hall; 28246 Lilac Road, Valley Center CA 92082

A=Absent/Abstain A/l=Agenda ltem BOS=Board of Supervisors DPLU=Department of Planning and Land Use IAW=In Accordance With
N=Nay P=Present R=Recuse SC=Subcommittee TBD=To Be Determined VCCPG=Valley Center Community Planning Group VC=
Valley Center Y=Yea

Forwarded to Members: 9 February 2012
Approved: 13 February 2012
1. | Call to Order and Roll Call by Seat #: 7:03 PM
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Notes: Glavinic, Britsch, Anderson, Norwood-Johnson excused

Quorum Established: 11 present

Pledge of Allegiance

2. Approval of Minutes: January 9, 2011

Motion: Move to approve Minutes of January 9, 2011, as corrected

Maker/Second: Rudolf/Hofler Carries/Fails (Y-N-A). 10-0-1 Voice; Bachman

abstains
3. Open Forum:
None
4, Discussion Items:
None
5. Action Items:

Discussion and vote on responses for letter from VCCPG to DPLU regarding Red
Tape Reduction Task Force recommendations made at the San Diego County
5.a. Board of Supervisors meeting on December 7, 2011, responses due to county by
January 31, 2012. (Smith/Quinley)

Discussion: Oliver Smith presents a draft letter for consideration by VCCPG that outlines a
proposed position for VCCPG on items in the Red Tape Reduction Task Force report submitted to
the BOS on 7 December 2011. Vick asks for a word change in the Flawed Report Basis section.
Davis asks to recognize Sandy Smith’s unsuccessful attempt to be on the task force. O. Smith
questions the veracity of the task force meeting noticing procedure. Rudolf responds that Supervisor
Horn stated that the task force meetings and activities were posted according to the Brown Act.
Rudolf observes that the notice was very obscure, even if it met the minimum legal requirements, and
it was not in the spirit of the law. Smith voices concerns about the wording of this item. Davis
suggests alternative wording. Amended by Ann Quinley. Rudolf expresses concern about
proceeding with miniscule editing comments rather than substantive concerns and the time it will take
to arrive at a final draft. Jackson corrects Appendix reference. Smith recounts past legal issues
concerning all San Diego County planning groups [wins and losses], indicating that there has been




only one successful challenge of a planning group action [and this not concerning VCCPG]. Vick
suggests another word change. Smith addresses the collection of attachments in Appendix A.
Quinley questions direction of last sentence of paragraph 1 page 2. Smith defends the statement.
Rudolf adds his support to Smith. An additional sentence is added by Rudolf/Davis to address the
importance of community planning groups. Bill Lewis, audience, voices support for the Planning
Group and its efforts in this action and others. Tom Baumgardner, audience, says VCCPG needs to
challenge the law that allows BOS to eliminate planning groups. Smith responds that a steering
committee meeting of all planning group chairs is to be held 2 Feb 2012 to discuss a collective
response. Smith says he will also attempt a meeting with other planning group chairs in district 5. He
notes that Supervisor Jacobs has met with her planning groups. Supervisor Horn has not. Smith
rejects doubts expressed about legality of a meeting of district 5 chairs. Baumgardner adds that it is
important to have meetings among all planning groups. Bridgid Brett, audience, asks about the costs
of planning groups. Smith responds that half the costs noted are for elections. Other costs are
mailing, posting meetings in papers, DPLU staff time, etc. Jackson clarifies that the entire budget
item for planning groups is for a two-year period. Vick expresses a desire for some typographical
changes and clarification of some references in the appendix. Susan Moore, Design Review Board,
asks about the actions being taken by other planning groups separate from Steering Committee
actions. Smith says every planning group is opposed to this report recommendation and they are
taking various actions. Bachman asks about sending a copy of the letter being considered to the San
Diego Union Tribune. Rudolf announces a suit by CalAware against BOS re Brown Act violations with
regard to the Red Tape Reduction Task Force reports. If successful, it would require undoing actions
taken on this matter in December 2011. Franck indicates his appreciation for public members who
are in attendance.

Motion: Move to approve the letter presented, with the suggested changes, by Chair Oliver Smith
[copy attached below]

Maker/Second: Rudolf/Jackson | Carries/Fails (Y-N-A): 11-0-0 Voice
6. Motion to Adjourn: ‘ 8.30 pm
Maker/Second: Davis/Rudolf | Carries/Fails (Y-N-A): 11-0-0 Voice

Note: Next regular meeting scheduled for 13 February 2012

Letter Approved Regarding the Red Tape Reduction Task Force:
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VOCPG Rasponse o RYRTF Rapon

January 24, 2012
Planning Chief Devon Muto
County of San Diego Department ¢f Planning and Land Use
5201 Ruffin Road, Suite B
San Dicgo, CA 82123

RE: VCCPG Response to Red Tape Reduction Task Force
Recommendations

Dear Chief Muto,

This letter is in response to your emall requesting corrments that was sent
to planning and sponsor groups on Decamber 16, 2011, The Valley Center
Comrunity Planning Group has reviewed and voted on the following
responses o the Red Tape Reduction Task Force Recommendations
presented at the Board of Supervisors hearing on December 7, 2012,

The Red Tape Reducticn Task Force report recommended support of
eliminating Planning and Sponsir Groups and thus public input as
demonstrated by the Tollowing poinis:

1} All but one of the task force members were developers, with
current staff, counsel, and gualified community membes {such
as Sandy Smith; specifically excluded.

2} Moticing was performed in a manner calculated to mske it all
but impossible to discover the existence of the task force and its
aclivities.

3} Task force meeting agendas and minutes are totally
uninformative as to what was discussed and by whom.

4} The large final report surfased out of virtually nowhere, with no
drafts being circulated, reviewed, and discussed by all
stakeholders prior to the final report release.

Specifically focusing on Planning and Sponsor Groups, Supervisor Jacob's
assertion at the December 7" BOS hearing is corect In that no
investigation or analysis of actual problems with the 40 year old process
has been performed. Such an investigation needs 10 have the Board of
Superdsors  start with an objective; based on an  allstakeholder
determination of what, if anything, is wrong with the current Panning and
Spansor Group process.

For instance, are there any docymented instances where Planning or
Sponsor Group actions have crealed “red tape™ problems for developers?
If problems are found, then potential solutions can be explored.
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There is no known factual basis for elimination or evisceration of the public input.
The

report itself appears to contain unsubstantiated allegations by one or more
developers

regarding Planning or Sponsor Group's treatment of their particular projects.
Only an

investigation of the facts related to the specific instances can determine whether
the

allegations are or are not accurate.

The report notes allegations of cost and potential liability created by Planning and
Sponsor Groups that are not factually supported. The cost numbers used are in
significant error, being overstated by $62,000 per year (see Appendix A). The
only

known liability from a Planning Group Brown Act violation in the last 40 years
occurred

more than 10 years ago for an issue that was not related to a development
project, but

rather a community's General Plan population target. Two other so called liability
issues

publicized were, in fact, lawsuits against individual Planning or Sponsor Group
members that were thrown out of court on the basis that the group members
were doing

what they were charted to do by the Board of Supervisors.

Public Input Is Beneficial

Good public input, via elected or otherwise official community input, has proven
tobe a

beneficial part of the land planning process for the developer, community, DPLU
staff, ,_
Planning Commission, and Board of Supervisors. Anything that limits community
input

in favor of efficiency and expediency is inconsistent with our democratic process.
In the

5th District, editorials and opinion pieces in the North County Times and the
Valley

Roadrunner in Valley Center strongly support retention of Planning and Sponsor
Groups

(see Appendix B). In addition, major north county developers and consultants to
developers support the continued existence of robust Planning and Sponsor
Groups as

extremely helpful and providing cost savings to their projects (see Appendix C).

Conclusion



In conclusion, the Valley Center Community Planning Group finds that the report
is

seriously flawed by lack of supporting facts normally associated with a formal
investigation of this sort. We recommend that the Board of Supervisors start the
process over, assuring that all stakeholders have an opportunity to actively
participate

and recommendations are based on fact and not unsupported allegations. We
are

confident that a fair analysis by all stakeholders will conclude that robust public
input by

Planning and Sponsor Groups is a necessary and expedient part of the
democratic

process. :

These responses were approved by a vote of 11Yes/ONo/OAbstain (4 absent) at
the

January 23, 2012 additional regular meeting of the Valley Center Community
Planning

Group.

Valley Center Community Planning Group

cc: San Diego Board of Supervisors and their Land Policy Advisors
San Diego County Planning and Sponsor Group Chairs
Chris Nichols, Reporter, North County Times
Dave Ross, Editor, Valley Center Roadrunner

VCCPG Response to RTRTF Report Page 2 of 25

APPENDIX A: Planning Group Costs Error

Assertion: Planning Groups “cost a lot of money — more than $375,000 per year”
00 The June 2010 County analysis of expenditures had a $62,000 overstatement
of

expenses — the County spends approximately $124,000 every two years for
elections --- so annually $62,000.

0 The County spent about $311,000/per year in the 2008-9 fiscal year on
Planning

Groups. Of this amount, only $230,000 was out of pocket costs that will reduce if
Planning Groups are eliminated. The other $81,000 is County staff time that will
be redeployed to other uses.

0 Staff time and staff costs will likely increase if the project review provided by
Planning Groups is eliminated and staff must spend more time on review and in
local communities to assess project impact — County total costs could
INCREASE.



APPENDIX B: Local Media Articles

EDITORIAL: Keep county planning groups

By North County Times opinion staff North County Times | Posted: Thursday, January
12,2012

12:00 am | No Comments Posted

The bureaucratic morass that must be navigated before building any kind of project in
California is a

proven deterrent to economic growth.

Thus, the willingness of the San Diego County Board of Supervisors to try to streamline



the local

portion of the bureaucracy is to be admired. However, it appears to us that the board may
be

throwing out the baby with the bath water with its proposal to eliminate community-
based rural '

planning groups.

A predictable, easy-to-understand process is essential to fostering a healthy building
industry. But so

is having community support for new projects.

For new development proposed in unincorporated areas of the county, the Board of
Supervisors has

the last word.

But this county is so vast that it is simply impossible for the five elected supervisors to
have a feel for '

what's going on in their entire jurisdiction.

Local community planning groups serve an essential role in providing local community
feedback on

projects brought to the county.

In this, these planning groups serve a role analogous to that of a planning commission in
most North

County cities. The Fallbrook Planning Group or the Ramona Planning Group is where the
community gets to see details of any and all proposed projects for those communities.
And as with city Planning Commissions, the planning groups' decisions are not final ----
the Board of

Supervisors can always overrule them.

But with a distant, centralized county government having final say over what happens in
Fallbrook,

Bonsall, Rainbow, Warner Springs, Palomar Mountain, Ramona and every other
unincorporated

community in San Diego County, it behooves the Board of Supervisors to keep as much
ofa

connection to residents as possible.

Eliminating the planning groups would have the opposite effect.

It was largely the refusal of the county to take into account local sentiment that led the
formerly ‘
unincorporated communities of Olivenhain, Cardiff, Leucadia, New Encinitas and Old
Encinitas to

band together and form the city of Encinitas.

Should the county repeat that mistake today, it would be not at all surprising to see
cityhood

campaigns spring up across the county.

Far better for the county to find more effective means to reduce bureaucracy than
eliminating local

input.
Copyright 2012 North County Times. All rights reserved. This material may not be published, broadcast, rewritten or redistributed
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FORUM: Keep our sponsor and planning

groups
By: Michael W. Berns North County Times | Posted: Wednesday, January 18, 2012 9:00
pm |

The San Diego Board of Supervisors is considering either eliminating or drastically
curtailing the

role of the 26 Community Sponsor and Planning Groups.

These 26 boards serve a vital and important role in San Diego County because they
provide a

major link between unincorporated communities and the Department of Planning and
Land Use,

and ultimately, the Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors.

They hold regular monthly meetings where proposed development projects are reviewed
by a

panel of community lay experts who volunteer their time. But equally as important as the
panel

itself is the involvement of the community (residents) that may be directly affected by the
project.

The meeting provides a grass-roots forum for the applicant and community members to
interact

directly with each other, and often reach compromises that improve the project, which
ultimately

makes it easier for the project to win approval by the Planning Commission and the
Board of

Supervisors.

Because of the nature of the Department of Planning and Land Use process (and the
backlog of

projects) as well as the limit of three minutes for community members to speak at the
Planning

Commission and Board of Supervisors meetings, the Planning/Sponsor Group meeting is
the

only way for extended in-person dialogue and participation of community members on
any

project that will go through the county approval process.

[ have attended several of the Bonsall Community Sponsor Group meetings and have
been

highly impressed with the knowledge and expertise of the Community Sponsor and
Planning

Group members, all of whom are appointed (without remuneration) by the Board of
Supervisors ‘

after careful credential checking.

Their expertise varies from legal, to planning, to engineering. The amount of hours that



they

devote to studying each project and having candid and constructive dialogue with the
applicant

as well as concerned residents is well beyond the call of duty. These are people who
believe in

their communities and are willing to spend an enormous amount of time to work with all
three

key entities (the applicant, the local residents, and the county) to achieve projects that
everyone

can support.

These panels/boards play a vital and important role in the development process of the
county.

Community-based expertise that can help resolve many of the issues and
misunderstandings

between developer and resident, should be encouraged rather than eliminated, especially
when

county planners are already overloaded with a backlog of projects. Eliminating or
curtailing the

vital function of these community boards is not in the best interest of San Diego County.

Michael W. Berns is a Bonsall resident.
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FORUM: Don't let supervisors gut planning group role
By: Lael Montgomery North County Times | Posted: Saturday, January 14, 2012 9:00 pm
|

On Pearl Harbor Day, when most citizens were honoring democratic principles, San
Diego

County Supervisors Bill Horn and Ron Roberts were pushing Supervisors Cox, Jacob and
Slater-

Price for one more vote to silence the voices of backcountry constituents.

Breathtaking was their advocacy of a developer-led scheme to eliminate community
planning

groups AND a cluster of laws and policies that protect San Diego County's environment
and the

character of rural communities ---- without public notice, review or input.

This attack on the public trust comes in the name of "efficiency” and as
"recommendations" from

a developer-packed "Red Tape Reduction Task Force" which the board appointed last



April. All

would agree that cutting bureaucratic caca is a good thing; what stinks about this caper is
the

overreach to forever muzzle local input and the scheme to adopt a bundle of these one-
sided

propositions straightaway on Dec. 7 instead of to "accept the report and ask staff to
review it," as

the Board of Supervisors agenda advertised.

For two supervisors to soft-pedal this as a low-profile agenda item crammed between
holidays

should tell voters that adopting the development lobby's wish list as public policy is the
wave of

the present. Supervisors Cox, Jacob and Slater-Price were able to postpone a vote to
eliminate

planning groups. But the halls of county government are crawling right now with
pressure

peddlers whose mission is to turn just one vote.

A third vote at the board meeting Feb. 29 will successfully gut the local land use advisory
system

that has been in place for 40 years (since the first community plans were adopted for
unincorporated communities).

Just one more vote will:

) eliminate community planning groups

(1 eliminate the process that informs residents of development projects being proposed for
our neighborhoods

(1 eliminate the public forum for project review and discussion

I eliminate the County Resource Protection Ordinance

(5 eliminate the new community character guidelines for clustered subdivisions

1 allow developer-paid consultants to certify the validity of their own studies

(1 allow developers to decide what to include in Environmental Impact Reports

In short, just one more vote will deliver San Diego County to the ambitions of the new
breed of

real estate developers who aim to enrich themselves as they litter rural communities with
their

overbuilt General Plan Amendments.

The virulent new strain of developer-speculators who have seized prominence in San
Diego

County are all cut from the same cloth: all represented by the same slew of lobbyists,
"technical

consultants" and propaganda spinners who flood the media, community meetings,
Department of

Planning and Land Use staff offices and the halls of county government, yapping about a
faux

kind of "sustainability" and stroking the deciders for land use favors that yield mind-
boggling

profits. Right now, this herd is thundering to crush whatever might temper their plans ----



including community input.

Call or write Supervisors Cox, Jacob, and Slater-Price today to oppose this undemocratic
action.

Lael Montgomery is a former member of the Valley Center Planning Group.
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VALLEY CENTER'S HOMETOWN NEWSPAPER SINCE 1978

JANUARY 11, 2012

Red Tape commission recommends abolishing or curtailing
planning groups
By DAVID ROSS

First in g serfes of articles about 3 proposal to end pianning Qroaps as we know ihem in San
Disgo County.

L

PART1

At a recent Valley Center planning group meeting, at which several dozen local residents showed
up to protest a solar fann being placed in their neighborhood, planner Bob Davis reminded
residents that if they liked being able w express their views on such things that they might want
1o stay for a later agenda item where the group would be discussing a proposal that will go before
the Board of Supervisors on Feb. 29 w aholish or severely cartail the activity of these voluntzer
groups, of which there are 26 in the county.

“The yed tape” tha they are raiking aboul getting rid of is acially planning groups,” said Davis.
To say that the move to get rid of planaing groups, which were created nearly 40 years ago by
the Board of Supervisors, is somewhat “stealthy™ is an understatement.

A spokestoan for Fifth District Superviser Bill Hom™s office wld The Roadrunner on Monday
that “There is no proposal on the able to eliminate planning groups by Supervisor Hom, or any
of the other Board members.”

Strictly speaking, that is true, acvertheless, the recommendation of the Red Tape Task Forve,
which was created in April st the urging of Supervisors Horm snd Ron Roberts and which was
tasked with reducing the tinw and cost required to process discretionary land permits Dec, 7,
2011 recommended the following:

A: To rescind Board Policy -1, which created the planning groups.

To require that diseretionary permit applicants prepare a public participation plan (PPP) to
irtform residents of the community of the proposed project through ONE publicly noticed
conymunity meeting.

B. Leave the community planning groups under the county™s “imbrella” with the following
changes:
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Limit the scope of their review to the preparation and amendment of the general plan, the
eommunity plan and the PPP. Each of these groups would have staft in attendance.

Planning group members would be limited 40 two two year terms within a ten year period.
Planning groups would he limited to seven members,
Planning groups would no longer receive free appeals to the Board of Supervisors.

Hom has been quoted elsewhere as saying he would like to remove planning groups from the
“county umbrella™ in order w cut costs 1o the County.

According 1o Dept. of Planning & Land Use (DPLUY), it speads about $375,000 fur community
planning group support, including about a third of that amount for elections, since 18 planning
groups are elected.

Note: The Land Use and Environment Group { LUEG) and DPLU staff wasn't part of the Red
Tape Task Foree process and made no recommendations at the December hearing.

Interestingly, the Task Force held meetings that were, to put it mildly, below the radar compared
to normal county task furces that meet very much in the limelight.

Hom und Roberts are on record as supporting these recommendations, among many others that
are not controversial in the nine page document.

The task force report laid much of the blame for delays in projects on several rogue (our term,
not the task force 's) planning groups that evolved from having an advisory role into “direct
negotiation with the project applicants, direct requests for technical studies from project
applicants or even requests for project amenities that may be beyond the required nexus for a
particiilar project.”

Some planning groups made requests for changes to a project over several meetings. “The result
of this can be significant delays to the project processing schedule,” said the report.

End of Parr ¢

Communily members can write leliers, emails, or telephone 10 express their upinions on planning
groups in advance of the Feb. 29 hearing:

Supervisor Bill Horn

County Administration Center
LK) Pacilic Highway, Koom 335
San Diego, CA 52101

tel: 619-531-5533

fax: 619-60R5-2662

Supervisor Greg Cox

County Adminmstration Center
1600 Pacific Highway, Room 335
San Diego, CA 92101

tel: §19-5831-3511

fax: £19-235-0624
grRgLoosigiadiouniliagoy
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Supervisor Ron Robers

Coumty Administration Center
1604 Pacific Highway, Roons 335
San Diego, CA 92101

el f19-531-3344

fax: 619-531-6262
robertsigisdoounty ca.goy

Supervisor Dianne Jacob

County Administration Center
160 Pacific Highway, Reom 335
San Diego, CA 92101

wl 819-531-5522

fux: 61Y-6D6-7253

dignmue Jscobigadeounty. o guy.

Supervisor Pam Slater-Price
County Administration Center
16049 Pacihce Fighway, Rowm 3338
San Diego, CA 92101

rel: #19-531-5333/800-852-7334
fax: 619-234-1559
'I)d!‘ﬁ..:ii‘cﬂﬂf‘::A{;{}i&iﬂuuﬂ[‘y’,ﬁ&."‘1.H'

FOBE CONTINUED NEXT WEER
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Part 11
Supers may abolish planning groups
By DAVID ROSS

Second 1 a Serigs of aff;ctes amuf a pfrmma‘f 10 8na planning groups as we know e 1n 8an
Diggo County. {HeK fiere i edd

Note: Fifih District Supwwmr Bili Horn and fvan Holler, who ehaired the Red 7ape Reduction
Fask Fores, have so 1ar deciingd 1o be e rviewed 1or s 5311858

Pr

Swe refated story, (i 1gsue,
L. ]

QOn Feb. 29 the Board of Supervisors wiil decide the faze of the County™s planning groups, more
than bwo dozen of then.

Whan the vounty™s Rad Tape Reduction Task Force was being formed, Sandy Smith, a former
chairman of the Vailey Center Planning Group, requested to be a member,

Dustin Steiner, the county official charged with putting the 1ask force together, sent her this
repiy:

“Thank you for your interest and willingness o serve. We will certanly add your name to the
mix: however, I do want to caution we are looking for expers - engineers, architacts, ete - who
have experience taking projects through DPLA {Dept. of Planning & Land Use). This is about
the business operations side, not the land use side of DPLU. If you have experience in these
areas beyond your service to the planning group, please let me know.”

In other words, those whuse projects are processed by DPLU—and only them-— would make
recommendations to the Board of Supervisors on cutting red tape.

Although the task force issued nine pages of recommendations, as reported in last week"s paper,
among the most far-reaching was a chotce among o options:

A: To rescind Board Policy 1-1, which created the planning groups.

To require that diseretionary permit applicants prepare a public participation plas (PPP) to
infunn residents of the community ol the propused project through ONE publically noticed
COMMUNtY meeting,
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B. L eave the community planning groups under the county™s “umbrella™ with the following
changes:

+ Limit the scope of thete review to the preparation and amendment of the general plan, the
cormunity plan and the PPP, Each of these groups would have stafY in attendance.

Planning group members would be limited 10 lwo two year terms within a ten year period and
limited to seven members. They would no longer receive free appeals to the Board of
Supervisors,

Either option, if adopted, would drastically alter how land use plans make their way through the
County.

Supervisors Ron Roberts and Bill Hom (whose Fiith District inclades VO) are both pushing o
adop! the option 1 climinate planning groups. Two supervisors, Dianne Jacob and Pam Slater-
Price, oppose this option. The issue will be decided by the so-far undecided Greg Cox.

Larcal planming group members, snd many former members, are ap in anms ever the proposal.

Craig Adams, a former chairman of the VO group, told The Roadrunner: “Having served for
eleven years on the VOCCPG, five as chainman, T can say looking back that whatever people
think, positive or aegative, the planning groups are our only voice when it comes o
development. Should the County alone have o suy? 1think not. The community must have a say,
and the planning groups are all we have. Take it away, and we lose our voice. T think Bill Horn is
overreachiag, and this 5 very undemoecratic. More like auocratic.”

Lael Montgomery, who was on the group for several years befors leaving to become chairman of
the VO Design Review Board, is equally scathing: "1 think the [ Red Tupe Caper™ shows thal Bill
Horn represents not the citizens of the 5th District but a cadre of bully-developers who are
determined to chew up San Diego hopefully ot the axpayer’s expense.

“Horm and Roberts pushed hard and failed o get a third vote to eliminate CPGs on Dec. 7.
Eliminating the planning groups will not only wipe vut the system and the process thal supports
the forum for residents to review and comment on development projects that are being proposed
for VO neighborhiuuds.

‘...t will also shred the organizational structure that supports a bundle of pro-active planning
activities.”

Without the planning group, Dr. Monigomery says there will be no organization that looks at
Valiey Center as 4 whole. No one to initiate, for example, another Herstage Trail. “Or an award-
winning design for the North Village, or a winning design for the South Village, or to help
arganize support for the South Village sewer project, or w write new J-36 right-of-way
development standards for road edges in VO that will retain a rural flavor as the community
develops, and so Torth.”

Patsy Fritz, a former member of the Planning Commission and frequent Horn critic, offered a
colorful observation: “In 1981, the Brooke Shields TV spot memorably proclamed, Y ou wanna
know what conyes between me and my Calving? Nothing.” Flash forward 20 years, and you get
Bill Horn's message (o developers:

*Wanna know what comes between me and my campaian contributors? Nothing.” Killing off’
Planming Groups—and any community input—is Horn™ | thank you™ w developers. He thinks
that every developer who writes a check to his campaign should get approved without
discussion. Quid pro quo,” she said.
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Not everyone agrees that the groups serve a vital purpose. The Roadrunner is conducting
an

online survey, and one who supports abolishing planning groups is Bill Layne. “Agendas.
Very

few who are on these groups to do what the community wants, rather are there for their
own little

special interest agendas,” he commented.

But a public officials who work with the groups say they will be missed.

Gary Arant, general manager of the Valley Center Municipal Water District, told The
Roadrunner: “VCMWD has had a very positive relationship the VC Planning Group. We
are

only the plumbers; the water and wastewater guys. The VCPG is made up of local elected
citizens of the community who have a hand on the pulse of those who live here and have
an idea

about what the community should look like and be like. We respect that relationship and
do our

planning, specifically wastewater and reclamation planning, within the context of what
the local

planning group and then the county have determined are areas appropriate for wastewater
service. More recently, with the VCPG participating with Valley Center Coordinating
Council,

VC- 3, all the other service agencies have felt the information provided by Oliver Smith,
the

current representative from the VCPG, has been very valuable. You ate only going to get
that

kind of detailed information about what is going on development-wise in the community
if you ,
have something like the VCPG. Perhaps the process can be streamlined, but I think, a
least from

our perspective, having a local look at perspective on projects is important.”

TO BE CONTINUED
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APPENDIX C: Letters from Valley Center Developer
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D TRAILS LLC

Plocoraber 34, i1

Subject: My Experience With The Valley Center Compunity Planning Group

I have been processing 4 tentative map for len vears at consic ws%ﬁ& cost, The VOOPO has ne
wr the deluy in the map process. Because the ¥ idelines, v d
within those goidelines, As woresult e VOUPO wag helpiul, [‘H‘i‘%tt’%g‘&flu s v pesdee

ypanioons vere, ard offered enthusiastic support,

The delays cncoustered primarily have been at BPLU seemingly due to the ©
regulations the staft applies. [t abso appears some stall members wee overly weslo
regalatony and sso choose 10 net coasider e bitg ploture, Hence, departments fo
sonflit with each sher cousing delmvs and added vosts. Our Projest danager ot DF &
in reconciling enpeting interests. The beet staft mambers are those whe s results orisoted amil
sodutions ragher than obdectinns,

Sineerely,

<%
)
o

"a"&";ﬂéfﬂt} i
President

Butterfeld Togls LLO
LS IR Y COR L N

. Hilbig

13044 Aorenide Lo alonsin  Poesy  Gh 22084
EMAIL Whilkigtiaol com  DIRECT DAL (A58} 340-6320  FAK: (BE8) 6730180
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January &, 20042

Ciwer Smith, Chaimman

Yalley Conter Comumunity Planaing Groug
Prar Olver,

I weauld Hle to provide you with my Inpot regarding the County’s Rid Tape Reduction Task
Faree's studdy of the Community Planning Groups a3 part of the land use permitting process.

A5 you know, aur family (the Bell family] bas swoed multiple properties, both commercial and
residential, in Valhey Center fior the Jast 30 vears and | have personally worked with the VOEPG
for the last 15 vears or s Mast of our interastions have been io relation to the General Plso
Update and how it affected our property and the commurity a5 & whele,

Toe obstactes to developmont for us have come mainly from County departrments DPLU ard
DEW, Cne estrome exampte is the TIF [Traffic Impact Fee} issve, We fought for 5 years with
the Coundy on a reasonalde solution 19 the T, The Valley Center Comemurity Planning group
actundy assisted us i tevlag o abtain g ressonsble solution that made sense for us and for

Walley Denter,

The Convmunity Planning Group structure i aot without Taees, but Lwould soy on balaooe the
ability to hasve foput from commiunity membaers st the local teval is o wits] concept to presetve.

Thare are, bowever, 2 couple of refinements | would sugpest the Rod Tape Task Force axaming,

Piest, the “pre bite of tha apple” toncept shauld b followad ot the Comeaunity Planning Grown
hevel L sesms as though overy 1wo yesrs the make-up of the Planning Grous shanges and new
memiers want 1o have thelr skaien of spproval on, and make changes Uy, projects that have
Lpsrs i the process Tor yeses and sometires decades, [ baliose this is inefficient snd undar for
land ewaors 1o bave to ergdure such a mgving target.
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Second, there should be more of an effort made 10 PNCOW SRR prOparty owners, busingss
averars and other residends with “skin in the game” to lode the plaoming group. Many thmes &
seems planrng groups can be disproporiionately represented by activists with agendos
{erndronrrentalists, etc.) that dan’t really reflect the commanity a5 3 whole,

| befinve hoth of these changes can be made whilte presecving the Commanity Plansiop Group
systemy we cureently have,

I summary, | beliowe the Comaunity Baoniog Group system is a very important pat of the
develpment process and showd, with proper refinemants, e prisservial,

Sincaraly,

ﬁ“izz;; Fiyan, &
Baell Enterpogts & Bell Holdings

}‘(‘
&
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January 1, 2012

Cabiver Smith, Chalrnag
Valley Center Community Plansing Group

BE: Red Tope Redoction Tusk Foree

The widersigned, Herbert Schiaffor, [managee of WestnnVallov Center, LLTY, has been a
fmduamer and devetoper in Valloy Center for uimost twenty-five years snd the umiersipnis
Valley Crater Wiew Properties has bem developing u project sdjacent t and integramed with
Wsion's proiect for the bt seven {7) yoars,

W cormrenid e Courn's much reeded attempt 1o twduce the thene sed wosts that developers
st endure 10 obiain dizcretionary land gse perms,

Weston's most reeent development In Villey Ceeter gharted over fer yeurs ago in 2008, and s
il arinuing. As vou know, this s o mived-use developrent and presently oopsists of
approximately $30 single fannly detached homes and approximately @ 128,000 §F gumetehal
“ae conter”. Valley Cenler View Prapectios is processing a project that consists of

mately 173,000 SF of commencial buildings and approximaely 138 mrmbfi-fareily bousing
50 multi-fimily apd 79 senior multi-farify uaits]. Both projects pguitee the folat
development of s approsinute $T8 million sevaer plant that viill mervice the eguivalent sewer
pecds for soproximetely 1450 homes, whieh satisfies the g term sower preds of the novthemn
wrea of Valbey Comter,  We anticipase thit e total bulld-out ot the projest will e overy 23 ywaw
(e,

We bave had o long-standing mostly positive experience in wosking wath the Valley Center
Planniig Crowp and i subcomminess, We note thal o page & of the & Forpe Repart” of
V3700, fhere 1 8 reoammendation te sonsider climinating Community Planning Groups of
substaraially diminishing their role in the planning ond approval process. by o optpdbian,
eliminating the Teea) Planning CGeoups would be a serions mistake, Mupwithgending the exta
coste amad dediy s of seeking approvals from e Valley Cemter Planiing Group asid its
ubonmmitiess, we have found that tocal kroewledge and input of important de velopmert issucs
like density, type of product, conceptaal exterior architstiure, design ¥ buitdings and roads snd
sersiying the comununity chamoter of Valley Cariter, wore miosy belplil in exposing us b whal
the csprumunity Tiked and the finsd product Uit the community would sse. We know this weilt b
inapartant B put development’s suecess, Afler all, it is mestly the Yalley Cermer Compunity
residerts that will be buying anddfor renting vy residentinl boemes and shop and spund dme in
eoie desied eommerelal compmnity lowe center. Yes, there are ways to shorten the provess i
rerhie U sost and resd tape of Conmusity Phanning: it shoudd be explored by the Task Foree
asd put froan devedopers should be snugin, bowever, we have found dust o il
Frmuring Groups irgput b vl that delinitely excends the onsts and Ume

bt should Be noted dhat vy fay mostof the costs and tinwe delays of processing s dus o the
Comnty, but of course the County fas o comtend with a syriad of issues peyond their confrel,
like enyitonmoontal laws, begel issues, precedent, buflding code reguirements eic,

o
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o Lousy for
i gl rend

O ol the wajastays tit supportsd the coonnmic health of San 1
devndes, husd boon real estate dovelopmed. Vnfortopse
wsliie onllapse plog tha acouwmubton of ¢ host of Taws, rubs and poocedures that o deve oper
mast condront during provessing, it has made most devedopmant projects in the Courty presently
soopormieatly unfeasible, Therefars, the goal of the Task Farce by essential, neludisg reduciag
gh eost and red tape of Commanity Plansing, but eliminatiag local Planning Groups, inour
experienes and apinton will ot be atall produstive,

Wiy Truly Yours,

Weston Walley Center, LLU Walley Canter View Properties, LP

jf;z«/»,, . Hy Theris, Ing., General Pagiaer
i P

d /"! A
& FeliA,
o Mapnhon Pervat Pr
e

&

A

el

Sehafiee, Manages

VOGP Response ta BTRTE Rapon Pange 23 of 8%




JAMES CHAGALA & ASSOCIATES
LAND USE PLANNING CONSULTANTS

San Dl Lospheia Yooy

e

1003924 Memiow Glon Way Badd fag (T8 THT-2457 PO Box 313
Enerodide, LA G008 planmbagdshaiale oien L Douinte, D& RE253
(T Th-saR worn Sl s SPE T8

By T HE2
Me Joa Vick,
1t deafs witls e Valley Ventor oty Plunstag Cronp for the bt 12 vears ss 9 Flaaning

remulband on ey project rariging i sl Yoo very seaal] by vary Teree 95 v condroveraal fe i
i i Lo e rensomuble, sl o thad sk & veud vlfont 1o

syoratal. §have |

£¢ ; i) tlede P
corwader ald sides oF s e belire imadibng & retooenad sion
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: ¢ st s b verdhed o, 11
ot et (e 8T aned pablic letring Iovel

8 wpom Bigrve g Gl ynestions, plisse ald e st {601 T3 indl.
K k E

Shwmerely,

At s @w@a&?ryfﬁww

Sames € hagdn, PRD.

¢
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o ang YOURG Memberg,

¥ou have azked oy 1o comment on our interaction with the VOOPSG with regards to Red Tape Reduction
ivitiative: pronosad by the County. As you @il keow we have an importent plece of the South village
Bebng the fadgest single parcel with 3 separate plansdag rones on the same property, Vitlage Core, RL2G,
ael WR 73, We have heard from seviral people prioy W submitting our project for sedew togel ready
g spend many years and fot of money. Putting 8 major project before both the foca) planning group sngd
ahe county s & dauntieg task. Bl Lewds 3 our profects planner had proposad we try 3 new aporsrech to
tha provess by proectively moeting with the VOOPG gl thelr sub cordties, soficiRiog conununity input
and by in for our project prios to officislly subsitting our propased plan 1o work through gotentist coad
placks and stieking points thees by lessoning the tme BHE spends in redpdpning our plan, ALthIs polnt in
e presject this seeens 1o have been awise and pradiest decision as we hava obtalned a concephus
apppoealt from vou the YOIPE and vour subcommittees to take 20 the County were the process will
raptinug with thism.

Thadk you Por your input end garticipetionowith our project,

The Koy Fasally
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