
SPRING VALLEY      November 9, 2011 

Discussion 
This Referral is one that was looked at closely by staff and the Spring 
Valley Community Planning Group in the summer of 2009, who at the 
time revised the recommendation for the property, instead 
recommending Semi-Rural 1 and Village Residential 2.9 for these 9 
parcels.  The property owner also owns three parcels to the south, about 
1.2 acres in size that are designated as Village Residential 24, and are 
recommended to remain.  The nine parcels in question are entirely 
constrained by steep slopes, not typically assigned higher density 
residential designations.  
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Aerial 
 

Adopted Aug 2011 
 

General Plan (Adopted Aug 2011) 
VR2.9/ 

SR1 

Property Specific Request: 
VR24/ 
VR7.3 

Requested by:  Lee Vance  
Community Recommendation VR2.9/SR1 
Opposition Expected1 Yes 
Spot Designation/Zone No 
Impact to FCI Timeline None 
Change to GPU Principles Needed  No 
Level of Change (March 2011) Minor 
Note: 
1 – Anticipate property owner is opposed to lower density 

 
Property Description 
Property Owner:  
Massey William L& Kathleen A 
Size: 
6.7 acres 
9 parcels 
Location/Description: 
East of Grand Ave and West of the end of 
Harness Street; Inside CWA boundary 
Prevalence of Constraints (See following page): 

 – high;  – partially;  - none 
 Steep slope (greater than 25%) 
 Floodplain 
 Wetlands  
 Habitat Value 
 Agricultural Lands 
 Fire Hazard Severity Zones 
  
Land Use 

General Plan   
Scenario Designation 

Former GP 43 & 7.3 du/acre 
GP (Adopted Aug 2011) VR2.9/SR1 

Referral 

VR24/VR7.3 
Hybrid  
Draft Land Use 
Environmentally Superior 

 

Zoning 
Former —  RU: Urban Residential 
                  RV: Variable Family Residential 
Adopted Aug 2011 —  Same as existing 
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VR2.9 

VR15 
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I-1 
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VR10.9 
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SPRING VALLEY 

SV17 (cont.)  

 
Steep Slopes (greater than 25%) 

 
Habitat Evaluation Model 

 
Spring Valley CPG Request 

 

SR1 



 

SPRING VALLEY 

SV17 SUPPLEMENT – IMPLICATIONS OF AMENDING GENERAL PLAN 
 

Property Specific Request August 3 Adopted Designation Level of Change Category 

Village Residential 24/VR7.3 Village Residential 2.9 
Semi-Rural 1 

Minor 

 
Rationale for Moderate Category Classification 

The request for VR24 and VR7.3 are the land use designation analyzed in all four alternatives of the General Plan 
Update EIR.  However, in recognition of the property being nearly entirely constrained by steep slopes greater than 
25 percent and partially constrained by very high value habitat, staff, at the request of the Community Planning 
Group, recommended the VR2.9 and SR1 designations that were ultimately adopted on August 3, 2011. 

Guiding Principles/General Plan Changes Necessary to Support the Request 

None 
 

Impact to Forest Conservation Initiative Remapping Timeline 

None 
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VANCE AND ASSOCIATES 
224 SEEMAN DRIVE 

ENCINITAS, CA  92024 
760-436-4593 FAX 760-634-8127 

VANCEPLAN@COX.NET 

 
 
September 30, 2010 

 
Mr. Devon Muto 
Chief 
5201 Ruffin Road, Suite B 
San Diego, CA 92123 
 
 
Re: COMPREHENSIVE UPDATE OF THE GENERAL PLAN (SUBAREA SV17) 

Dear Devon: 

This letter is in regards to assessor parcels (578-160-5/40/41/42/ 57/58/61/62/63/66 and 
69) located in Spring Valley which represent most of the southern half of the area 
referred to as Subarea SV17 in the materials relating to the Department’s reports 
regarding the Comprehensive Update of the General Plan.  The Department newsletter 
for September 2011 states that staff is preparing a written report to the Board of 
Supervisors workshop (scheduled for November 9, 2011) in regards to the 187 
properties on the ‘Inventory of Property Specific Request list’.  The newsletter states 
that staff will consider comments submitted on these properties received prior to 
October 1, 2011. 

You will recall that while for most of the twelve year update process the County did not 
propose to change the Massey land use designations.  And when the County changed 
its proposal, the Masseys consistently objected to the new land use designations 
applied to the Massey property on both a procedural basis and on the basis of 
substantive planning issues.  It was my understanding that one of the reasons that the 
Board asked for the review and the November 9, 2011 workshop was for staff to 
consider whether any of the properties on the list merited a further review and change 
and present staff’s findings to the Board for consideration.  You have however informed 
me that the Department will only be assessing the properties with a view as to whether 
the land use designations adopted by the Board are ‘consistent’ with the Goals and 
Policies of the newly adopted General Plan, and whether there are any conflicts with the 
FCI.  Further you informed me that we could provide you with updated information that 
we believed to be relevant and that such information would be included in some form 
within the staff report.  You further noted however the Department would not be making 
any recommendation of any kind in regards to the new information on any of the 
properties. 
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Since the Board’s action of adopting the new General Plan I have continued to pursue 
the development of information I thought might be relevant to affect a reconsideration of 
the new land use designations on the Massey property.  In summary, here are the steps 
I have taken and the information I have collected. 

Based on the Spring Valley planning group’s November 9, 2010 letter to the Board of 
Supervisors (which is the only “protest” letter we are aware of), it had been our 
understanding that the principal reason behind the reduction in density of approximately 
85 percent to the Massey property was the planning group’s desire to limit additional 
‘low income housing’ opportunities in Spring Valley in general, and on this property 
specifically.  In discussing this issue with the property owner he informed me that he 
was prepared to take whatever steps were required to preclude a low income housing 
project on his property in return for some favorable consideration in regards to the loss 
of density on his property.  On that basis he had a draft Covenant prepared in favor of 
the County of San Diego which would accomplish that objective.  The intent of the 
Covenant is to have agreement from all parties on a density designation and use that 
reflects the wishes of the community and the County. 

I then arranged to meet with the Spring Valley planning group and participated in two 
separate meetings with them.  Prior to the meetings the Chairman of the planning group 
sent me an email reiterating their opposition to ‘tax credit, low income housing’ and a 
comment generally in favor of the Covenant concept.  The group also asked that I be 
prepared to answer a series of questions.  Those questions and my answers as 
delivered to the group are as follows; 

1. What is the zoning now, and what would you like to change it to? 

The property under the former General Plan had two designations with densities 
of 43 and 7.3 units per acre.  The Update, until just before the Planning 
Commission hearing proposed to change the existing designations to 20 and 7.3 
units per acre.  The Board’s approval of the Update changed one parcel with the 
20 du to 2.9, one parcel with the 7.3 was changed to 2.9, and the largest parcel 
with the 7.3 was changed to 1-2 and 4-acres.  

2. Also what types of buildings are being proposed?  (Single family homes, etc)? 

There is no project being proposed now, and Mr. Massey has never filed an 
application for one.  However the logical result of our request could be some form 
of multi-family housing consistent with the draft Covenant. 

3. We are concerned that slope requirements be met and there are many other 
issues that we are wondering about? 

As you are probably well aware the County has a number of Ordinances and 
policies which regulate development on steep slopes, and regulates development 
of other sensitive resources and areas as well.  These regulations will continue to 
be applied to this property like all others.  For example on page 11 of the 
Resource Protection Ordinance there is a Table which limits the amount 
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incursion (impact) to steep slopes based on how much of the property has steep 
slopes.  In an extreme example if the entire parcel was a steep slope the most 
you could disturb would be 20 percent of the parcel.  

4. We would also need to be in complete agreement with County staff and the 
Supervisor's office.  

I do not believe based on what I have heard that staff a strong feeling one way or 
the other about the specific designations applied to the property.  Adam Wilson 
told us that he believed it was important for us to reach out to the group and see 
if there was any consensus to which we could all agree in order for the 
Supervisor to consider any change to the previous Board action. 

5. Another question, what is the address of the property. Scott and I would like 
to take a look at the site before meeting with you? 

No address, but the property is located west of Grand between Date and 
Chestnut.  Attached is an assessor’s map showing the property location. 

In the first meeting with the planning group on August 9, 2011 we discussed the land 
use history of the property, what had happened in regards to the property at the various 
hearings for the General Plan Update and the draft Covenant.  In the second meeting 
on August 23, 2011 I told the group that the Covenant might not be supported by 
County staff.  We then discussed the property history in more detail during which the 
following points were raised: 

• The group wanted to know why and how the property came to be on the 
“referral” list in the first place.  I told them that the only basis for any property 
to be on the list was either a protest by the property owner or by a specific 
request of a planning group or other organization, made at the Board 
hearings.  So far as I knew the property was on the list as a result of their 
November 9, 2010 letter which stated that they disagreed with the Planning 
Commission SV-17 recommendation to the Board.  I provided them a copy of 
their letter which we discussed.  I noted that while the letter had registered an 
objection it had not made a specific recommendation for alternative land use 
designations to the Board.  That their letter was used as a basis for placing the 
property on the referral list appeared to surprise them. 

• The group then asked what the basis was for the land use designations 
applied by the Board of Supervisors.  I told them that Department staff told me 
that those land use designations were the recommendations of their planning 
group.  There was an immediate reaction to that and it was stated by members 
of the group that they had not made a recommendation for the land use 
designations which had been applied by the Board of Supervisors.  

• There then followed a discussion regarding several alternative land use 
designations, or combination of designations which might be applied to the 
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property.  During this discussion I was asked what alternative land use 
designations could be applied to the property. In response I stated that our 
original hope was to retain the recommendation made by the Planning 
Commission (20 Du one 1-acre, and 7.3 DU/acre on 5.41-acres) however it 
was clear that was no longer on the table.  Two other alternatives were then 
broached and briefly discussed;   

o A designation of 7.3 DU on the entire ownership of 6.41-acres, and  

o A designation of 7.3 DU on 4.41 acres with the retention of the SR1 
designation on the northerly two acres of the eastern parcel. 

• I requested to be placed on the agenda for the next meeting in an effort to see 
if there was any support for a recommendation by the planning group to staff.  
Several members mentioned the need to personally review the site before 
they would be ready to support any change. 

• Two weeks later however the Chairman called me and told me that without 
any support by County staff for a Covenant there was no reason for this issue 
to be placed back on the agenda of the Spring Valley planning group. 

As you have explained the process to me when the Board holds their hearing on 
November 9th of this year they will only have two options in regards to SV-17.  They can 
chose to let their previous decision stand, or alternatively they could take an action 
directing that SV-17 be included in one of the follow-up General Plan Amendments for 
consideration of a change to the land use designation.  In discussions with me you have 
indicated that the Department is prepared for either action, and that any future changes 
that have been discussed would be a “minor” change. 

We will continue to make the case for directing the Massey property to be included in 
the next ‘clean-up’ General Plan Amendment with the Board of Supervisors.  If you have 
any questions or concerns regarding the above please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Yours truly, 

VANCE AND ASSOCIATES 

 

 
Lee P. Vance 
Principal 
 
cc: William L. Massey 
 Karen ZoBell 
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