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Conservation - Tree

Policy
7. Preserve oaks, sycamores,

Initial Staff Rec/Rationale:

Recommend Removal
The way this is written, it could apply to all trees of any
kind and any size.

COS-2.1 Protection, Restoration and

Enhancement
Protect and enhance natural wildlife habitat outside
of preser as d oceurs ing to

the underlying land use designation. Limit the
degradation of regionally important natural habitats
within the Semi-Rural and Rural Lands regional
categories, as well as within Village lands where
appropriate.

‘Subcomittee Comment.
- Combine tree category tems

- Conservation policy 7 takes care of .6 n is too
small (should be 8" or more). 24" box also needs a
size - minimum 2",

~Make numbers consistent with DG

DG not applicable to all areas that G&P/CPU
addresses.

~Are words publicprivate required?

~Would this apply to homeowners?

Bublic Comment:
~Does this policy cover i trees, or should phrase be
revised

Motion:
Recommend combining items 88, 91, 163, 167 and
413, and revising.

Existing Preservation eucalyptus, olive trees, pines and The Design Guidelines have detailed guidance for Proposed revision:
other individual specimen trees preservation of oaks and sycamores based on size, in Valley Center Design Freserve
#88 Conservation - | \which contribute to the community addition to grading proximity considerations, and other Zn"fé";,'7"L",;’;’S;“&T."’NT;S?.‘E;::?;Z‘&T"
Trees character and provide wildiife factors. Concamars Goas L ks, CalfomaSycamores.
LU-6.6 Integration of Natural Features into Gouter Pines, Wilows, and Gottonwoods. However,
. . . . . imen troes of othar ‘o be considered
habitat. Post-Public Review Staff Response: Project Design b SiseiiiindissabiAns s
A . . . of such trees. But f unavoidable during construction,
NA Require incorporation of natural features (including such trees must be replaced with at least an equal
mature oaks, indigenous trees, and rock formations) number of native or compatible specimen trees on
. ; ! the project property. A large tree has a trunk diameter
into prop! pment and require of | of at least eight (8) inches measured four (4) feet
sensitive environmental resources. above the ground and a specimen tree s one
contained in @ 24 inch box or larger vith a ciameter of
atleast four (4) inches two (2) feet above the box.
Maker: Steve Hutchison
Second: Kevin Smith
Vote:
Ayes: 6
Noes:0
‘Subcommittee Comment
Public Comment
note: See Item 88
Motion:
Recommend combining items 88, 91, 163,
167 and 413, and revising.
Proposed revision:
Preserve healthy large native and
. specimen trees as a way to retain
Policy Initial Staff Rec/Rationale: commnity characior, o habiat. and
i i for soil preservation. Native trees of
Conservation - Tree, 10- It is strongly encouraged that ) C€0S-6.5 Best Management Practices partioular aoncern aro Gosst Live Oaks,
Existing Preservation trees be planted wherever possible Recommend Inclusion Encourage best management practices in California Sycamores, Coulter Pines,
to stabili il diti d agriculture and animal operations to protect NA Willows, and Cottonwoods. However,
Conservation - 0 S a llize soil condi IOI’]S an Post-Public Review Staff Response: watersheds, reduce GHG emissions, conserve SDEC[L"M;WES Df“D‘S_erSPEC\ES are to be
#1 Trees contribute to atmospheric oxygen energy and water, and utilize alternative energy ga:z":sci:sr E\"':u‘»la‘l;crgf:zggrgﬁt;
production. NA sources, including wind and solar power. unavoidable during construction, such
trees must be replaced with at least an
equal number of native or compatible
specimen trees on the project property. A
large tree has a trunk diameter of at least
eight (8) inches measured four (4) feet
above the ground and a specimen tree is
one contained in a 24 inch box or larger
with a diameter of at least four (4) inches
two (2) feet above the box.
Maker: Steve Hutchison
Second: Kevin Smith
Vote:
Ayes: 6
Noes: 0
COS-2.1 Protection, Restoration, and
Enhancement
Protect and enhance natural wildlife habitat outside
of preserves as development occurs according to
the underlying land use designation. Limit the
degradation of regionally important natural habitats Subcommittee Comment:
within the Semi-Rural and Rural Lands regional
categories, as well as within Village lands where Public Comment:
appropriate.
note: See Item 88
LU-6.1 Environmental Sustainability Motion:
Require lh_e protection of intact or sensltlve_nalq(al Recommend combining items 88, 91,
resources in support of the long-term sustainability 163, 167 and 413, and revising.
of the natural environment.
Proposed revision:
- f ' . LU-6.3 Conservation-Oriented Project Design Preserve healthy large native and
Policy Initial Staff Rec/Rationale: Support conservation-oriented project design. This canbe | _ . - . specimen trees as a way (o retain
LU-3.4.5 Preserve landmark trees of achieved with mechanisms such as, but not limited to, Existing Goals‘& Polu_:les matrix #88 community character, wildiffe habitat,
S el Recommgnd Removal ! Specific Plans, lot area averaging, and reductions in lot | (CP Conservation Policy 7) and for soil preservation. Native trees of|
2012 Conservation - Tree| all SPecies as significant features of | It's not going to be feasible to preserve every tree type | size with corresponding requirements for preserved open | Preserve oaks, sycamores, eucalyptus, | Particular concem are Coast Live Oaks,
3 v b 119 12 i . indivi California Sycamores, Coulter Pines,
N Valley Center's natural heritage. A thatis 12" in diameter and there are no guidelines for | space (Planned Residential Developments). Projects that | olive trees, pines and other individual
Proposals Preservation 4 9 ining what constitutes a "histori ignifi rely on lot size ions should i specific imen trees which ibute to the | \Vilows, and Coltonwoods. However,
“landmark tree” is defined as visually| oo or i " v ? i : | e 10 e | specimen trees of other species are to
Conservation - o . tree" or "exemplary of its species. des!gn Iechn\queg._ pen_meter lot sizes, or buffers, to community character and provide wildlife | pe considered as well. Discretionary
#163 of sTerees significant (diameter greater than achieve compatibility with community character. [See habitat. projects should avoid removal of such

12"), historically significant,
exemplary of its species, or more
than 100 years old.

Post-Public Review Staff Response:

NA

applicable community plan for possible relevant policies.]

LU-6.4 Sustainable Subdivision Design
Require that residential subdivisions be planned to
conserve open space and natural resources, protect
agricultural operations including grazing, increase
fire safety and defensibility, reduce impervious

i use i practices,
and, when appropriate, provide public amenities.
[See applicable community plan for possible relevant
policies.]

LU-6.6 Integration of Natural Features into
Project Design

Require incorporation of natural features (including
mature oaks, indigenous trees, and rock formations)
into prop! pment and require i of |
sensitive environmental resources.

Rural Subdi

ion Design Guidelines

trees. But if unavoidable during
construction, such trees must be
replaced with at least an equal number
of native or compatible specimen trees
on the project property.A large tree has
atrunk diameter of at least eight (8)
inches measured four (4) feet above
the ground and a specimen tree is one
contained in a 24 inch box or larger with)
a diameter of at least four (4) inches
two (2) feet above the box.

Maker: Steve Hutchison
Second: Kevin Smith
Vote:

Ayes: 6
Noes: 0
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Policy

LU3-4.9 Require any large trees that
are destroyed during construction to
be replaced by at least an equal

Initial Staff Rec/Rationale:

Recommend Removal

LU-6.3 Conservation-Oriented Project Design

Support conservation-oriented project design. This can be
achieved with mechanisms such as, but not limited to,
Specific Plans, lot area averaging, and reductions in lot
size with corresponding requirements for preserved open
space (Planned Residential Developments). Projects that
rely on lot size reductions should incorporate specific
design techniques, perimeter lot sizes, or buffers, to
achieve ibility with ity character. [See

It's not going to be to require it
of every 6" diameter tree with a 24" box. The Design
Guidelines focus on oaks and sycamores, which will
be much more feasible to include. The current Design

applicable community plan for possible relevant policies.]

Subcommittee Comment:
Public Comment;

note: See ltem 83

Motion:

Recommend combining ftems 88, 91, 163, 167
and 413, and revising.

Proposed revision:

Preserve healthy large native and specimen
trees as a way to retain community character,

i - 5 i ildlife habitat, and fc il ttion. Nati
2012 |Conservation - Tree number of native or native Guidelines provide addit idance on size LU-6.4 Sustainable Subdivision Design toes of pariclar concen ara Cone Lv ke,
Proposals compatible specimen sized trees considerations and could be referred to for a potential | Require that residential subdivisions be plannedto | o Deslan Calforia Swamm:xg:‘;e;:;:ﬁm‘gga
c " shall be replanted on the property. policy if there is concern about applying something like| conserve open space and natural resources, protect 9! other species are to be considered as well
#167 onservation - Large trees are those measuring 6” this in Semi-Rural and Rural Lands areas, which are | agricultural operations including grazing, increase Discretionary projects should avoid removal of
Trees Larg 9 mostly not subject to the Design Guidelines. fire safety and defensibility, reduce impervious B o wihal
in diameter when measured 4 feet ints, use i de practices, loast an equal number of native or compatible
from the ground. Specimen sized Post-Public Review Staff Response: and, when appropriate, provide public amenities. specimen trees on the project property.A large
tree are those contained in boxes [See applicable community plan for possible relevant :y’fm":;z:s“u':::';"’,‘:’:f;;’;T‘;iii:‘f:“g‘ri{md
hich 24" idth | No Change to Recommendation policies.] and a specimen tree is one contained in a 24
which are 24" in width or larger. Staff would need additional information on the inch bor o larger with a diameler of at leastfour
concerns with removing the polic: 4)lnches two (2)fest above the box.
9 policy. LU-6.6 Integration of Natural Features into " ;
N A taker: Steve Hutchison
Project Design Second: Kevin Smith
Require incorporation of natural features (including Vote:
mature oaks, indigenous trees, and rock formations) :::; g
into prop! pment and require i of |
sensitive environmental resources.
Subcommittee Comment:
Public Comment:
note: See Item 88
Motion:
Recommend combining tems 88, 91, 163, 167
Policy and 413, and revising.
COS 2.2.1 Require public and Initial Staff Rec/Rationale: Proposed revision:
private development to protect R 4R ] Existing Goals & Polici trix #88 Preserve healthy large native and specimen
- : ecommend Remova xisting Goals & Policies matrix trees as a way (0 retain community character,
2012 Conservation - Tree heritage trees and large nat',ve trees The way this is written, it could apply to all trees of any (CP Conservation Policy 7) {,ﬂi‘;’i.”::‘f;;.:?if,‘;’;?;' Z,’ZSSOZZ\“ITVSSJLZ
Proposals Preservation such as ggks, Sycamores, pines and kind and any size. The current Design Guidelines Preserve oaks, sycamores, eucalyptus, | Calforia Sycamores, Coulter Pines, Willows,
other individual specimen trees, include good criteria for preservation of oaks and NA olive trees, pines and other individual afnd Cottonwoods. ‘Hg»«even specimen irees of
i . ¥ . i . b other species are to be considered as vl
Conservation - | which contribute to the community | Sycamores. n trees which tetothe okt avord omovel of
#413 Trees h t d ide wildlif community character and provide wildlife | such trees. But f unavoidable during
character and provide wildlife Post-Public Review Staff Response: habitat. constuction, such lrees must be replaced with at
habitat least an equal number of nafive or compatible
" specimen trees on the project property.A large
NA tree has a trunk diameter of at least eight (8)
inches measured four (4) feet above the ground
and a specimen tree is one contained in a 24
inch box or larger with a diameter of at least four
(4) inches two (2) feet above the box
Maker: Steve Hutchison
Second: Kevin Smith
Vote:
Ayes: 6
Noes: 0
COS-2.2 Habitat Protection through Site Design
Require development to be sited in the least biologically
sensitive areas and minimize the loss of natural habitat
through site design.
COS-4.2 Drought-Efficient Landscaping
Require efficient irrigation systems and in new Existing Goals & Policies matrix #13
development encourage the use of native plant species | (CP Land Use-Residential Policy 1)
and non-invasive drought tolerant/low water use plants in
LU-6.1 Environmental Sustainability
Require the protection of intact or sensitive natural
resources in support of the long-term sustainability of the
natural environment.
LU-6.3 Conservation-Oriented Project Design
Support conservation-oriented project design. This can be
achieved with mechanisms such as, but not limited to,
Specific Plans, lot area averaging, and reductions in lot
Initial Staff Rec/Rationale: size with corresponding requirements for preserved open
space (Planned Residential Developments). Projects that
y " i rely on lot size reductions should incorporate specific . . N
' ?:conrl(r_rte»nd _/nc_llus;on":vrth .;'\’evlsloré P and P design techniques, perimeter lot sizes, or buffers, to Existing Goals & P_ollcu?s mat‘rlx #14 Subcommittee Comment:
Policy pul‘i’;gs 'il'zfo"’l’i‘('j:; ;’un?q[]eeeé:r"n‘;inem ;’I:‘m e achieve compatibility with community character. [See g’P Land Use-Rf_S'de;'"a_l P°|;CY‘2) ST
o applicable community plan for possible relevant policies.] equire preservation of unique features "
LU-34.7 EncourageA new revegetation recommendation. A revision is necessary | VP P P ! such as oak woodlands, riparian habitats, | Public Comment:
2012 development to retain as much of due to subarea reference. steep slopes, ical sites, and
i ivisi i ecologically sensitive areas.
Proposals | Conservation- ' nta ttL-J ral Iandsca-g? and dt Proposed revision: LU-6.4 Sustainable Subdivislon Deslgn e grealy Motion: Adopt staff revision
Native Landscaping vegetation ?S p0§5| €, an o re- Encourage new development to retain as much of the equire that residential s; 'V's'(l’"S planned to
vegetate with native, native- natural landscape and native vegetation as possible, | conoc Ve 9Pen space an natural resources, protect Maker: Kevin Smith
#165 ’ P 9 p > | agricultural operations including grazing, increase fire ¢

compatible and drought tolerant
species that will thrive in the
particular sub-area’s microclimate.

and to revegetate with native, native-compatible,
and/or drought tolerant species that will thrive in the
particular location.

Post-Public Review Staff Response:

NA

safety and defensibility, reduce impervious footprints, use
sustainable development practices, and, when
appropriate, provide public amenities. [See applicable
community plan for possible relevant policies.]

LU-6.7 Open Space Network

Require projects with open space to design contiguous
open space areas that protect wildlife habitat and
corridors; preserve scenic vistas and areas; and connect
with existing or planned recreational opportunities.

LU-6.6 Integration of Natural Features into Project
Design

Require incorporation of natural features (including
mature oaks, indigenous trees, and rock

Rural

into
proposed and require of sensitive

Design
ion Ordi

environmental resources.

LU-6.9 D¢ C with

Require development to conform to the natural
topography to limit grading; incorporate and not
significantly alter the dominant physical characteristics of
asite; and to utilize natural drainage and topography in
conveying stormwater to the maximum extent practicable.

Second: Pam Widenkeller
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Post-Public Review Recommendation OchegReguiation
C0S-12.2 Development Location on Ridges
Require development to preserve the physical
features by being located down and away from Subcommittee Comment:
ridgelines so that structures are not silhouetted “Agree with motion, similar items
Policy Initial Staff Rec/Rationale: against the sky. approved
i : i Public Comment:
Existing 1. Subdivisions shou]d be designed | recommend Removal or Revision Design -
Conservation - to preserve scenic viewsheds. Please see GP Policy COS-12.2. LU-12.4 Planning for Compatibility c Guideli for Det Lo
Scenic Resources | Radio and T.V. antennas that Plan and site infrastructure for public utilties and public ounty Guidelines for Determining Motion: Remove item

#82 e Post-Public Review Staff Response: facilfies in @ manner ¢ with i - & Visual )
obscure scenic ridgelines are character, minimize visual and impacts, Maker: Pam Wiedenkeller
discouraged. NA and whenever feasible, locate any facilities and Second: Kevin Smith

supporting infrastructure outside preserve areas. Require Vote:

context sensitive Mobility Element road design that is Ayes: 6

compatible with community character and minimizes Noes: 0

visual and environmental impacts; for Mobility Element

roads identified in Table M-4, an LOS D or better may not

be achieved.

COS-11.1 Protection of Scenic Resources

Require the protection of scenic highways, corridors,

regionally significant scenic vistas, and natural

features, including prominent ridgelines, dominant
Initial Staff Rec/Rationale: landforms, reservoirs, and scenic landscapes. sub ittes . ;

ubcommittee Comment:

Recommend Removal Existing Goals & Policies matrix #15 Covered under existing policies
This is covered more effectively in the existing (CP Land Use - Residential Policy 3)
Community Plan policy and General Plan policy. Also, . . Prohibit ridgeline development unless it | Public Comment:

2012 Policy see the item 3 in Section 4 of the County's CEQA gos-1:.fh5cemc R?_sourfce q"“':lec‘!""_i . can be shown through a viewshed

" i Guidelines for Determining Significance - Aesthetics. romote the connection of reglonally significant analysis that there would be only minimal
Proposals si‘::j;r:::::c;s ?OS 3'2'2. Pro.hlblt water storage and Visual Resources. As detailed there, ridgeline natural features, designated historic landmarks, and | impact to adjacent properties. Motion: Remove item
anks on ridgelines, and encourage | development would be considered a significant CEQA | Points of regional historic, visual, and cultural

#421 screening from public view. impact when viewable from a public road, a trail, a interest via designated scenic corridors, such as Maker: Pam Wiedenkeller

scenic vista, or a recreational area. scenic highways and regional trails. County CEQA Guidelines for Second: Lisa Adams
Dy ini ignifi - Vote:
Post-Public Review Staff Response: and Visual Resources Ayes: 6
Noes: 0
NA C0S-12.2 Development Location on Ridges
Require development to preserve the physical
features by being located down and away from
ridgelines so that structures are not silhouetted
against the sky.
COS-11.1 Protection of Scenic Resources
Initial Staff Rec/Rationale: Require the protection of scenic highways, corridors,
regionally significant scenic vistas, and natural
Recommend Removal features, including prominent ridgelines, dominant
Policy This is covered more effectively in the existing landforms, reservoirs, and scenic landscapes. Existing Goals & Policies matrix #15 Subcommittee Comment:
. . Community Plan policy and General Plan policy. Also, (CP Land Use - Residential Policy 3)
COS 3.2.3 Restrict radio, cellular, see the item 3 in Section 4 of the County’s CEQA Prohibit ridgeline residential development | Public Comment:

2012 and television antennas and other Guidelines for Determining Significance - Aesthetics | C0S-11.2 Scenic Resource Connections unless it can be shown through a

i man-made structures on ridgelines, and Visual Resources. As dgtalled the‘re,'rldgellne Promote the connection of regionally significant wewsh_ec_i ana_lysls that (hgre would be . }
Proposals Conservation - and require facilities be disquised to development would be considered a significant CEQA | natural features, designated historic landmarks, and | only minimal impact to adjacent Motion: Include item
Scenic Resources q_ g N impa_ct V\_/hen viewable from a public road, a trail, a points of regional historic, visual, and cultural properties. _

#422 blend with the qaturgl surroundings, | scenic vista, or a recreational area. interest via designated scenic corridors, such as Maker: Pam Wiedenkeller
whenever possible, in order to scenic highways and regional trails. Second: Kevin Smith
protect view sheds and aesthetic Post-Public Review Staff Response: County CEQA Guidelines for Vote:

I D ini ignifi - AyESZ 6
qualities. No Change to Recommendation CO0S-12.2 Development Location on Ridges and Visual Resources Noes: 0
Staff would need additional information on the Require development to preserve the physical
concerns with removing the policy. features by being located down and away from
ridgelines so that structures are not silhouetted
against the sky.
Initial Staff Rec/Rationale:
Recommend Inclusion with Revision tatl ial N
Resource Conservation Areas (RCAs) and associated fg:g:g:‘::i::i:ﬁ:; |5e)5 matrix#56
text can be updated with the Community Plan Update. Projects within or within the vicinity of a ’
It will be optimal to maintain the RCA reference Rosoures Conservation Arem shoulg by Subcommitee Comment.
(instead of "Community Resources Map") for des_ou ce Conservation Area should be | -Adequate review of RCAs conducted
: . - y lesigned to minimize adverse impacts on | and more specific areas
consistency in reviewing projects. the resources the RCA was created to
2012 Goal Proposed revision (should be reviewed in comparison protect. Publi Comment:
Proposals Conservation - | LU-3.5: Preserve resources that are | (o the existing policy referenced):
Resource identified on the Community Community Plan consistency findings for projects NA Motion: Include staff recommendation
Conservation Areas| Resources Map. within Resource Conservation Areas (RCAs) shall and revision
#171 A provide details on how the project conserves the o
(insert map) resource(s) identified for conservation in the RCA ke kel
description within the Community Plan v:f::"d' am Wiedenkeller
Post-Public Review Staff Response: g"'"’"““':y P':" Res(;‘(‘:’:e) :{,Zss;%
onservation Areas S,
No Change to Recommendation
Staff would need additional information on the
concerns with removing the policy.
Initial Staff Rec/Rationale:
Recommend Inclusion
This may have been in the CP since before the more Subcommittee Comment:
restrictive "Zone A" requirements of the County's Light
Goal .I:_'r(;‘nllulicr)‘n ri:ode. Mf?st of Valley Celnlerdis \Ilvilhin ZtIJne A. Public Comment:
et . " " . ough this is sufficient as a goal, underlying policies N
EXIs'mg Conservation - Provide for a "dark SKy which would are recommended for removal, so there should be ggg;aegadr:rf:;::s that contribute to rural Motion: Include item
Light Pollution retain the rural setting and not di_scussion on wheghpr this should be a sepa_rate go_a! character and are n necessary for the local County Light Pollution Code B
#80 detract from astronomical research | With a group of policies. Stakeholders may find thatit's | (1t e Maker: Kevin Smith
. not needed, as existing Light Pollution Code : Second: Lisa Adams
at Palomar Mountain. requirements are restrictive in Zone A. Vote:
Ayes: 6
Post-Public Review Staff Response: Noes: 0
NA
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Initial Staff Rec/Rationale:

Recommend Removal
There may be instances where street lighting is
needed outside the Villages for safety reasons. The

CO0S-13.1 Restrict Light and Glare
Minimize injury, loss of life, and damage to property
resulting from structural or wildland fire hazards.

Existing Goals & Policies matrix #100

‘Subcommittee Comment:
-Useful to retain and reword

Policy 1 out v t s 3 c Public Comment;
2012 L _ County's Light Pollution Code contains strict (CP Conservation Policy 19)
Proposals Conservation - cos 3~_1 A Pro_hlblt street lighting, requirements for lamp types and shielding within Zone | COS-13.2 Palomar and Mount Laguna Support implementation and enforcement
Light Pollution except in the villages as necessary | A (15 mile buffer from Palomar Observatory), which | Minimize, to the maximum extent feasible, the of the County's ordinance on lighting Motion: Remove item
for safety. Discourage area lighting, | covers most of Valley Center. impact of development on the dark skies standards including lamp types and .
#417 unless necessary for safet surrounding Palomar and Mount Laguna shielding for both public and private sector g"“"e'-d"-';ﬁ Adasms'm
Y Y- Post-Public Review Staff Response: observatories to maintain dark skies which are vital | projects. Votar o
to these two world-class observatories by restricting Ayes. 6
No Change to Recommendation exterior light sources within the impact areas of the Noes: 0
Staff would need additional information on the observatories.
concerns with removing the policy.
Initial Staff Rec/Rationale: COS-7 Protection and Preservation of
Recommend Removal Archagological Resourf:es ) Subcommittee Comment:
This is already covered in the GP goals referenced, | Frotection and preservation of the County's Public Comment:
Goal and there are unique goal proposals addressing this | IMmPortant archaeological resources for their cultural
Existing Preserve archeological and issue in the 2012 Proposals matrix, which can serve importance to local o_ommunmesf as well as their
Conservation - historical sites and encourage as lead for related policies. research and educational potential. NA Motion: Remove items 81 and 492
Cultural Resources N TN R
#81 further identification and protection | Post-Public Review Staff Response: e P wiedorkater
of these community resources. N ocond: Stove Hutchison
No Change to Recommendation Ayes. 6
Staff would need information on any concerns in order| COS-8 Protection and Conservation of the Nﬁes‘ 0
to consider a different recommendation. Historical Built Environments
Protection, conservation, use, and enjoyment of the
County's important historic resources.
Existing Goals & Policies matrix #104
(CP Conservation Policy 23)
. N " Require owners of significant historic
Policy Initial Staff Rec/Rationale: ggﬁ;&l f:;;g:‘;z'l‘;gr'c'::';jg;‘i’:a‘l":gsoumes from | @ndlor architectural sites to dedicate open
COS 11.1.1 Encourage publicand | o000 loss or destruction and require developmentto Zz:;epfezsi;“ce:ﬁfsoﬁig':f;g; :'r?c;"f'm"' Subcommittee Comment:
private Developers, to the maximum | Though the wording s clear, the assumed intent is g]:;ui?\?ea?i’tjr%p'r;ﬁ:;n:ggzﬁfge? protect the quality |, chacology in the course of discretionary | pupiic Gomment:
2012 extent possible, to incorporate covered by the referenced Existing Community Plan grity . permit processing in order to register for
historic and cultural presentations in | policy (Conservation Policy 23 proposed for inclusion Landmark Zoning with the County Historic
Proposals Conservation - the design and construction of with a minor revision) and General Plan policies. Site Board. Motion: Remove items 81 and 492
Cultural Resources h :
#492 Projects that impact cultural and Post-Public Review Staff Response: gﬂakev:d P;T Wiadfn:_e\ler
historic resources, along with 0S84 P i d Adaptive R v:f:_" : Steve Hutchison
athway and trail facilities No Change to Recommendation i A :
p: y it i i Encourage the preservation and/or adaptive reuse of Ayes: 6
H . N " Staff would need additional information on the -neourag - . Noes: 0
implementing the Community Trails | concerns with removing the policy. historic sites, structures, and landscapes as a County Guidelines for Determining oes:
means of protecting important historic resources as ignifi - Cultural
Master Plan.
part of the discretionary application process, and Archaeological and Historic Resources
encourage the preservation of historic structures
identified during the ministerial application process.
Initial Staff Rec/Rationale:
Recommend Removal Existing Goals & Policies #81 (CP
This is covered under the existing CP and GP policies Conservation-General Goal) Subcommittee Comment:
referenced. Section 86.602 of the Resource Protection Preserve archeological and historical sites | - References E:“SL‘"Q GP 51;\/"‘0" we
Ordinance includes a definition of "Significant and enc further i 1and | TR unde:’C;:quove
Prehistoric or Historic Sites."” Section 4.2 of the County| COS-8.1 Preservation and Adaptive Reuse protection of these community resources. .
2012 . Guidelines for Determining Significance - Cultural Encourage the preservation and/or adaptive reuse of | Public Comment;
Proposals Historic Policy Resources details actions that would constitute a historic sites, structures, and landscapes as a
Preservation - LU-3-3. 12 Encourage preservation igni impact to a signif prehistoric or historic | means of protecting important historic resources as
Policy of historic sites and structures. site and section 5 of the Guidelines provides standard | part of the discretionary application process, and Motion: Remove Item
#157 mitigation and design considerations. encourage the preservation of historic structures Maker: Lisa A
identified during the ministerial application process. s’ er: Lisa Adams
. . . econd: Pam Wiedenkeller
Post-Public Review Staff Response: Vote:
. County Guidelines for Determining Ayes: 6
No Change to Recommendation Significance - Cultural Resources Noes: 0
Staff would need additional information on the Resource Protection Ordinance
concerns with removing the policy.
Initial Staff Rec/Rationale:
Recommend Inclusion with Revision
The recommended inclusion would include the CPG-approved
(5/8/17) revision (see below) associated with the PSRs GPA,
which is now on hold due to the Climate Action Plan litigation. In
addition to the CPG recommendation of approval, staff has
recommended approval, and the Planning Commission
Policy recommended approval, prior to the project being put on hold.
8. ngeh‘hj a:""';p"al‘e number ‘I’f lots ’:als been ot This one serves a diferent purpose than Residential Policy 7 Subcommittee Comment:
e e e o Ster or 10! (current row 21), as it calls for minimum lot sizes for clustering. - Not clear on clustering
:’G’Sz:c"iz;ag;n";rg':fa:d"&':'e"‘[;’e':i .nsa:g:\e ‘r:'as‘ze in"| GP Policy LU-6.3 and Conservation Subdivision guidelines. - Something that prevents people
minimum lot size in the Village Areagand a minimum :23:'?&!);;1’?:;3::2 |Ch';sr fﬁl:‘:izzl‘lcab‘e policies. A few CPs| | 6.3 Conservation-Oriented Project Design from providing 40 acres and
lot size of 0.5 acre in size in SR-1, 1 acre in SR-2, 2 Ly . Support conservation-oriented project design. This Elusle{ v:\;g 40 u/n1|ts? Sglwav? to
acres in SR-4, and 2.5 acres in SR-10 provided the P’ it can be achieved with mechanisms such as, but not eep to 1/2 acre/1 acre? Want as
project is sewered, and providing that: ::;epllsaz:ei;;‘gz';'r‘“'i::;::"e"dm for approval by the CPG limited to, Specific Plans, lot area averaging, and much open space as possible.
Existing Conservation | 2 The properly contains significant environmental | 08 3cre in SR-1 and SR-2, 1 acre in SR4..." ﬁzﬁﬁ‘;‘,’{.':n'{'s '?;,sgfsswe%f:f gggg‘eg (Planned | NA Public Comment:
" resources (such as important, rare, or endangered . . e . EEEE—
ubdivision " s explained during the - outreach on this propose esidential Developments). Projects that rely on lot
Subdi biological and/or animal habitat, floodplains, As explained during the 2015-2017 outreach on th d | Residential Developments). Projects that rely on lot
#22 policy revision - size reductions should incorporate specific design

drainages, rock outcroppings, or archaeological and
cultural resources) which would best be protected and
preserved through the irrevocable dedication of these
areas as Open Space easements to the County or
another approved conservation agency.

ND:

AND:
b. Forty (40) percent of the gross acreage of the
property is placed into permanent open space.
Whenever possible, a link should be provided between
all open space uses within the property.

Outside of Champagne Bivd (former Champagne Gardens
specific plan properties included in PSRs GPA) this policy
revision would currently only potentially affect one other parcel
in the CPA, as the revision only applies to properties designated
SR-2 or SR-4 and also within the VCMWD sewer service area.
The policy revision does not affect allowed density in any way,
just the configuration of lots within a subdivision. The additional
clustering allowance would faciltate better preservation of
sensitive resources.

Post-Public Review Staff Response:

No Change to Recommendation
The list in item a of the policy provides examples of
environmental resources present on a project site to justify the
clustered minimurm lot sizes shown. It doesn't provide new
requirements in dealing with rock outcroppings.

techniques, perimeter lot sizes, or buffers, to achieve
compatibility with community character. [See
applicable community plan for possible relevant
policies.]

Motion: Accept staff revision

Maker: Pam Wiedenkeller
Second: Steve Hutchison
Vote:

Ayes: 6

Noes: 0
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Policy

LU-2. Require a clear and significant
conservation objective for clustering,
such as preservation of important,
rare, or endangered biological

Initial Staff Rec/Rationale:

Recommend Removal

This is in the Subdivision O Ce i
Subdivisions. Section 8140176 provides critria or the areas to be avoided
through the process and notes open space easements and/or other
conservation easements are required for the areas to be avoided. It notes the
easements shall be dedicated to the County or other conservation agency
approved by the Direcor. With regard to open space, the section cals for the
largest blocks of unfragmented and interconnected open space to be

‘Subcommittee Comment:

Public Comment:

2012 and/or animal habitat, floodplains, | e remmers s e e o v e ot oo e ot
Proposals Conservation | drainages, rock outcropping, or ‘connectivity with offsite open space. In addition to protecting sensitive habitat County Subdi n Ordinance otion: Recommend removal of
N areas, drainages, and cultural resources, agricultural resources canalsobe | NA i and 268
Subd archaeological and cultural protecied through the Conservation Subdivsion process. In additon to the (Conservation Subdivision Program)
. Subdi Ordi tion, h link t ith additional . .
#263 resources which would best be nformation on the Conservation Subdision procees .\ Maker: Steve Hutchison
d and d th h the | M Second: Hans Britsch
Pmtede and preserved through te | sionmi  (or search. Couny of San biego Gonservation Subdivision Vote:
irrevocable dedication of these Program) Ayes: 6
areas as Open Space easements to | Post-Pusic Review Staif Response: Noes: 0
the County or another approved No Change to Recommendation
conservation agency. Staff would need additional information on the concerns with removing the
. policy.
Initial Staff Rec/Rationale: Existing Goals & Policies matrix #6 (CP
. " " N " " " Community Character Policy 2)
Policy : Review Similar Existing/Proposed Policies Eu-5.1 Diversity of Residential Designations and | zintain the existing rural character of
LU-5. Prohibit uniform lots lined up | This is one of a few different policies that call for Maintainga x1pix|ure of residential land use Valley Center in future developments by |\ 0 ent:
in teeth-like rows. Minimum lot sizes gg’ae':f“%‘i'g ;‘;’:ﬁ; sion design. See also ltems 282 and| i nations and development regulations that s;’;fgg"minmé";‘:;;‘r‘: ;‘;fecz esign that is | 013 We keep flom #62 Similr o other
i - g i ildi - items
are established for each sub-area of ! ) N B accommodate various building types and styles. consistent with the rural community
2012 Valley Center. However, the Potential rewrite (also proposed for similar existing character. Public Comment:
community encourages diversity for | and 2012 proposed policies so if included, only one
Proposals Conservation X . p e occurrence is needed of course):
Subd example: a mingled mix of lot sizes Motion: Recommend Remove
#267 and shapes that follow natural land | "Diversity and distinction between homes and overall Maker: Pam Wisdenkell
forms, varied setbacks, individually | subdivisions is encouraged. A string of homes with the | | 1j.3.2 Mix of Housing Units in Large Projects | County Subd n Ordinance ‘aker: Pam Wiedenkeller
; g g )l Second: Kevin Smith
determined structure orientations same lot configurations and the same model Require new large residential developments (Conservation Subdivision Program) | vote:
that take advantage of particular elevations should be avoided. (generally greater than 200 dwelling units) to Ayes: 6
N Ji . d th . . . integrate a range of housing types and lot and Rural Subdivision Design Guidelines Noes: 0
views, climatic concerns and the Post-Public Review Staff Response: building sizes. [See appli ity plan for : in ivision design; not
like. NA possible relevant policies.] regulatory)
Initial Staff Rec/Rationale:
Recommend Removal
This is already covered in the Subdivision Ordinance Sub ittee C
section on Conservation Subdivisions. Section Subcommitiee Comment:.
Policy 81.401.r.i and iii note the following for Conservation Public Comment
: Subdivisions: Existing Goals & Policies matrix #107 | —
2012 LL,J 6 Conservation areas should be -The largest blocks of unfragmented and kgf;:’:z.’;gg:ﬁte‘;osmaw to design (CP Open Space Policy 2)
Proposals Conservation laid out so that open space set- interconnected open space shall be conserved. m:ﬁ uoﬁs Jo i acepareag o rolec?wildlife Integrate open space dedications in Motion: Recommend removal of 263
Subd asides on adjacent properties join | -Open Space shall be located in areas with the PoBiat ol ep e orasore o \itoe ang | Private developments with surrounding | and 268
4268 together to form interconnected e amount of connectivity with off I 998N areas; and connect with exising or planned uses lo maximize 2 funclional open | Maker: Steve Hutchison
open space network throughout the . recreational opportunities. ssslem 9 Second: Hans Britsch
planning area. Post-Public Review Staff Response: x;';:: R
No Change to Recommendation Noes: 0
Staff would need additional information on the
concerns with removing the policy.
Initial Staff Rec/Rationale: Subcommittee Comment:
- 110 talks about preserving existing
NA COS-1 Inter-connected Preserve System public access points. How do we
A regionally managed, inter-connected preserve consider future public access points?
Policy Post-Public Review Staff Response: 2‘{5‘3'_"( Ih?lsembg_dles g‘e fet9|°"a| biological Public Comment:
- . . iversity of San Diego County. e Lommen
Existing Conservation. | 3 Incorporate publicly and semi- | Recommend inclusion with Revision NA
‘Open Space publicly owned land into a functional | Post-public review update: After additional review, Qﬂot;}iﬂn; Accep: S:a:'freV_isicn fc_:r\“em
i staff recommendation will be changed to recommend and accept staff revision wi
#108 recrea‘lon/OPgn space system inclusion with revision. C0S-23.2 Regional Coordination removal of word "existing" on item 110.
wherever feasible. Coordinate the planning, acquisition, protection, e e
Proposed revision: development, and management of open space Maker: Kevin Smith
! " ‘ . Second: Pam Wiedenkeller
Strive for a functional open space system with passive | among governmental agencies and private Vote:
recreational opportunities where feasible. organizations to maximize opportunities to link Ayes: 6
regional open space lands. Noes: 0
LU-6.3 Conservation-Oriented Project Design
Support conservation-oriented project design. This can be
achieved with mechanisms such as, but not limited to,
Specific Plans, lot area averaging, and reductions in lot
size with corresponding requirements for preserved open
Initial Staff Rec/Rationale: space (Planned Residential Developments). Projects that
rely on lot size reductions should incorporate specific
NA design techniques, perimeter lot sizes, or buffers, to sub oo G !
achieve compatibility with community character. [See subcommitiee Gomment:
applicable community plan for possible relevant policies.] - 1_1?_ talks SI?OU( PTESEN[T‘?
" . existing public access points.
Post-Public Review Staff Response: How do we consider future public
LU-6.4 Sustainable Subdivision Design access points?
Recommend Inclusion with Revision Require that residential subdivisions be planned to Public Comment:
Policy Post-public review update: After additional | conserve open space and natural resources, protect e
Existin 5. Desi idential . taff find L. b agricultural operations including grazing, increase
g Conservation - - Uesign new residentia review, start finds a revision can be fire safety and defensibility, reduce impervious . .
‘Open Space development in a way that preserves| proposed to maintain the intent of the ints, use i dey practices, | NA Motion: Accept staff revision for
#110 an atmosphere of openness and policy. and, when appropriate, provide public amenities. Item 108 and accept staff revision

access to surrounding open space.

Proposed revision:

Design new residential development to
preserve existing public access points to
surrounding open space.

[See applicable community plan for possible relevant
policies.]

LU-6.7 Open Space Network

Require projects with open space to design
contiguous open space areas that protect wildlife
habitat and corridors; preserve scenic vistas and
areas; and connect with existing or planned
recreational opportunities.

C0S-1.1 Coordinated Preserve System

Identify and develop a coordinated biological
preserve system that includes Pre-Approved
Mitigation Areas, Biological Resource Core Areas,
wildlife corridors, and linkages to allow wildlife to
travel throughout their habitat ranges.

with removal of word "existing" on
item 110.

Maker: Kevin Smith
Second: Pam Wiedenkeller
Vote:

Ayes: 6

Noes: 0
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Initial Staff Rec/Rationale:

Recommend Inclusion with Revision
As worded, the policy is unclear and could be interpreted as
encouraging something other than the intent, such as
inconsistent recreational uses within open space dedicated for
protection of biological resources.

Proposed revision:

Existing Goals & Policies matrix #287
(CP Open Space Policy 5)

Design new residential development in a
way that preserves an of

openness and access to surrounding

Comment:

Public Comment:

Policy In addition to providing open spaces to preserve sensitive open space.
X resources, encourage the use of open space for recreational
2012 LU-3.3.8 Encourage site plans that | and aesthetic purposes, accessible to homes and adjacent i -
Proposals | cConservation- | provide open spaces that are visible | Properties. NA Miotion: Aoont ;;‘;Efj:d“s"!“"
Open Space | from Valley Center roads, Post-Public Review Staff Response:
#153 accessible to homes and link to . i} Maker: Steve Hutchison
. . Recommend Inclusion with Revision Second: Kevin Smith
open spaces on adjacent properties. | post-public review update: After additional review, staff is Vote:
proposing to clarify that the revision is referring to passive County Guidelines for Determining Ayes: 6
recreation within preserves. ianifi (particularly Guidelines for Noes: 0
Proposed revision: Biologi(fal Rt?sources and
In addition to providing open spaces to preserve sensitive Aesthetics/Visual Resources)
resources, encourage the use of open space for passive
recreational and aesthetic purposes, accessible to homes and
adjacent properties.
Initial Staff Rec/Rationale:
CO0S-21.2 Location of Parks
Recommend Removal .| Locate new local parks and recreation facilities near Subcommittee Comment:
:: s ass“",“e“ the |nter(|1l:: to t:ev(elop pid‘(s(;n 'hTse ar?as, other community-oriented public facilities such as
pgxesvi:r,alrel:saz's grlztandeir:; Ei?)lc‘:;ai::l rel;osvmeezp active | schools, libraries, and recreation centers where Public Comment:
Policy Stakeholders should determine whether the text of Gp | feasible, so that they may function as the *heart” of a
. . Policy COS-21.3 is sufficient to cover the intent, so that this | COMMUunity. )
6. Acquire and develop outstanding | policy is not needed. Motion: Accept staff
Existing scenic areas, cultural, biological and o recommendation of 119 and 122
Parks and historical Th Post-Public Review Staff Response: County Di of Parks and with revision to 122: "complement
Recreation istorical resources. 1he Recreation (DPR) Park Design Manual | the Valley Center Trails Master
#119 establishment of park locations and | Recommend Inclusion with Revision Plan".
design shall incorporate these Post-public review update: After additional review, the staff
features whenever possible. ;:ix‘::r’r;r:::ir;t:]a.non will be changed to recommend inclusion 005_-21.3 Park Design ) Maker: Kevin Sn!ith
Design parks that reflect community character and Second: Pam Wiedenkeller
Proposed revision: identity, incorporate local natural and cultural Vote:
Acquire outstanding scenic areas; cultural, biological and | 1andscapes and features, and consider the Ayes: 6
historic resources. The establishment of preserve locations | Surrounding land uses and urban form and cultural Noes: 0
and design shall incorporate these features whenever and historic resources.
possible.
Initial Staff Rec/Rationale: Subcommittee Comment:
Recommend Inclusion Public Comment:
Poli Post-Public Review Staff Response:
olicy "
Motion: Accept staff
Existi 9. Provide riding and hiking trails, Recommend Inclusion with Revision C0S-21.5 Connections to Trails and Networks recommendalﬁm of 119 and 122
xisting : i Post-public review update: After additional review, Connect public parks to trails and pathways and . el o
Parks and staging areas and other facilities e " d . . . with revision to 122: "complement
Recreation e o staff recommendation will be changed to recommend | other pedestrian or bicycle networks where feasible | Community Trails Master Plan the Valley Center Trails Master
#122 W:h'n ex'sm‘g. or proposedl parks h inclusion with revision. to provide linkages and connectivity between Plan"
when appropriate to complement the recreational uses. .
Valley Center Trails System. Proposed revision: : Kevin Smi
4 4 Provide riding and hiking trails, staging areas and gaker.d}.(;vm S\/U!'tz Kell
other facilities within parks when appropriate to e°°_" : Pam Wiedenkeller
complement the Valley Center trails system. Vote:
Ayes: 6
Noes: 0
Initial Staff Rec/Rationale:
R IR y Existing Goals & Policies matrix #127
ecommend Remova CP Noise-Temporary and/or Nuisance
The Noise Ordinance_ provides direclio_n on noise_ (Noise Policy 4)p i Subcommittee Comment:
:(na;L;igj"sc fs:oﬁec:teyat'ﬁneaé)?rﬁgido I\ixce;g:gs{%r private E;cou:jage r:hle use gf buffering devices on &(e:%ncem with 479 in light of soccer
. A i h I off-road vehicles and provide strict
prohibits motorized vehicles on "non-motorized trails. enforcement of noise regulations for off- | pugic Comment
i road vehicles. E—
2012 Policy - . . The Noise Ordinance limits the operation of off-road ven!
Proposals Parks and COS 9.1.2 Prohibit public or private | venicles on private property at certain sound levels |\, Motion: Remove items 459, 460 and
Recreation recreational off-road and all-terrain | based on the time of day. When in compliance with 462.
: Noise Ordi qui its, APCD requi its,
#459 vehicle use areas. easement restrictions, and trail restrictions, the County Maker: Steve Hutchison
can't further regulate off-road vehicle use on private Second: Lisa Adams
rty unless it invol ial 3 Vote:
property uniess it involves commercial use. Noise Ordinance - Noise from Off-Road | ayes: 6
Post-Public Review Staff Response: Recreational Vehicles Noes: 0
Community Trails Master Plan
NA
Initial Staff Rec/Rationale:
Recommend Removal Existing Goals & Policies matrix #79 ’
. Community Trails Master Plan (CTMP) policy CP 3.9 (cp Cogservation - General Goal 5) Subcommittee Comment:
Policy encourages the voluntary dedication of trail easements Encoura ~Concern with 479 in light of soccer
h " ) . ge and promote a system of field
COS 9.1.3 Encourage voluntary through _|ncer_|||ves apd implementation _slraleg_y CIs interconnecting trails and paths for
dedication of non-motorized multi- | 32 provides indemnity to persons granting trail M-11.4 Pedestrian and Bicycle Network horses, pedestrians and bicyclists. Public Comment;
2012 . easements and landowners adjacent to trails, as does | oo 0
Proposals parks and use pathways and trails throughout | he Trail Defense and Indemnification Ordinance. R o i il 4 Rural Vil
" Valley Center, and implementation | Combining these ordinances and policies with the equire development in Villages and Rural Villages Motion: Remove items 459, 460 and
Recreation Y ’ P o y ’ " . | to provide comprehensive internal pedestrian and
of the Community Trails Master existing CP policy that promotes interconnecting trails | % Bt 2 * R +1o existi \ d 462.
#460 already speaks to the intent of this policy. Together Icycle networks that connect to existing or planne

Plan, especially connecting
segments that have been previously
dedicated.

adjacent and countywide networks.

they encourage voluntary 1 of non-1
trails/pathways without legal implications.

Post-Public Review Staff Response:

NA

Trail Defense and Indemnification
Ordinance

CTMP CP 3.9

CTMP CIS 3.2

ATP 11.4 Pedestrian and Bicycle
Network Connectivity

Maker: Steve Hutchison
Second: Lisa Adams
Vote:

Ayes: 6
Noes: 0
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Post-Public Review Recommendation OchegReguiation
Initial Staff Rec/Rationale:
Review Similar Existing/Proposed Policies Subcommittee Comment:
This is identical to the existing policy, which the &2&”“"‘ with 479 in light of soccer
Policy County is recommending for inclusion.
i i i Existing Goals & Policies matrix #122 | ppjic Comment:
2012 COS 9.1.5 Provide riding and hiking | pog i Review Staff Response: (CP Parks and Recreation Policy9)
Proposals Parks and trails, staging areas and other Provide riding and hiking trails, staging
Recreation facilities within existing or proposed | Recommend Removal NA areas and other facilities within existing or | Motion: Remove items 459, 460 and
parks when appropriate to Post-public review update: After additional review, proposed parks when appropriate to 2.
#462 | t the Valley Center Trail staff prefers the inclusion of the existing policy complement the Valley Center Trails . .
complement the Valley Lenter Trails | eyisting Goals & Policies matrix #122) which was System. Maker: Steve Hutchison
. - Second: Lisa Adams
Master Plan. recommended for inclusion. Vote:
A slight wording change is proposed for that Ayes. 6
referenced existing policy. See Item 122 in the Noes: 0
Existing Matrix.
Initial Staff Rec/Rationale: Subcommittee Comment:
Recommend Inclusion with Revision N B N m??ussgfiul parks in Village is
Parkland dedication and/or payment of in-lieu fees is COS-21.1 Diversity of Users and Services Rovi includ bel
determined based on the requirements of the Park Lands | Provide parks and recreation facilities that create -Revise to include greenbelts
Dedication Ordinance. Not all development within Vilages | opportunities for a broad range of recreational ~Greenbelts are different issue
can'tlimit that process by requiring pocket parks every time. (CP Parks and Recreation Goal) Public Comment:
Changing the language to "encourage” from "require” would Develop a comprehensive plan of local, | Communities would historically
better reflect what was written as a similar policy for the neighborhood, community and regional | pe developed with pocket parks,
Ramona CP (Policy LU 2.3.8). The proposed revision parks and facilities directed to the needs | pyt weren't used often
2012 Polic: addresses this proposal and the proposal in row 470 of this of all age levels and which use, whenever
Y . . . matrix. feasible, outstanding natural features of | potion: Include with original staff
Proposals Parks and COS 9.1.6 Require new residential B C0S-21.2 Location of Parks the CPA. revision.
Recreation developments in the Villages to Proposed revision:  the Vil " Locate new local parks and recreation facilities near
i e Villages and| other community-oriented public facilities such as ision:
#463 include pocket parks of Y- P Proposed revision:
P P other new Iarge residential developments to include pocket | ¢onool libraries, and recreation centers where .
parks. Encourage new residential
feasible, so that they may function as the “heart” of a developments in the Villages and
Post-Public Review Staff Response: community. other new large residential
developments to include pocket
Recommend Removal parks.
Post-public review update: After additional review, the staff
dati Il be ch: d t d I - i . i i
Pockel parks should be considered on 8 6asa by ca%e. | Doses haree ot ot iy oh o | Parks Master Plan s e
basis, based on project characteristics and public input _des||gn parks a(lrel ectlcomlmulnltydc alrlachler an Park Lands Dedication Ordinance vecon : Steve Hutchison
received during individual project review processes. Pocket : aﬁg s'gﬂ';g?;zg'g:“ﬁz 2?1: rcaonasr:d;u(h:ra Board Policy I-44 Procedure for A;:; 6
parks won't always be in Village ing land uses and urban form and cultural pest New County-owned Local Noes: 0
and historic resources. arks
Initial Staff Rec/Rationale:
Recommend Inclusion
General Plan Goal COS-24 is similar to the proposed goal. Subcommittes Comment:
However, this goal statement provides a framework for -
further refinement with following policies. Public Comment:
Post-Public Review Staff Response:
Goal Motion: Accept staff revision
2012 " Recommend Inclusion with Revision i i
Proposals parksand | COS 9:2 A stable, predictable set of | postpubii review update: This seems to be a goal O824 Park and Recreation Funding NA (though there are related policies, | Proposed revision:
" funding sources for the acquisition | proposed in consideration of the funding situation of the - 9 " they don't provide an appropriate Fund the acquisition and management
Recreation 9 q maintenance, management, and operation of parks i it
and management of our parks and | Valley Center Parks and Recreation District (VCPRD) at the " , manag g P Parks, | comparison to a high level goal) of County parks and recreation faciiiies
#464 Anagement p time of the preparation of these 2012 drafts. In recreation facilities, and preserves. o the extent possible.
recreational facilities. consideration of comments received and the current o
process to consider a proposed transfer of assets and Maker: Kevin Smith
operations to the County Department of Parks and Second: Pam Wiedenkeller
Recreation, a revision is proposed. X";:: o
e
- Noes: 0
Proposed revision:
Fund the acquisition and management of County parks and
recreation facilities to the extent possible.
Initial Staff Rec/Rationale:
Ritough e pocy ae witon & dplctve and vague, the | LU18:2 GoLocation of Civc Uses
County understands the intent and offer the proposed Encourage the co-location of civic uses such as
. revision below. County library facilities, community centers, parks,
Policy and schools. To encourage access by all segments Subcommittee Comment:
COS 9.5.1 Encourage the VC P&R | proposed revision: of the population, civic uses should be accessible by ~Contingent on item 116 acceptance
District, VC/Pauma School District, | Encourage the Valley Center-Pauma Unified School District, transit whenever possible. Existing Goals & Pol|c|‘es ma!‘nx #116 Publc G .
2012 VCMWD. and VC Library to create | e Valley Center Municipal Water District and the Valley (CP Parks and Recreation Policy 3) EBublic Comment.
N ’ el ry N Center Library to establish Joint Powers Agreements with Development of local and neighborhood
Proposals Parks and multiple-use facilities that include | Iocal parks and recreation providers to create multiple-use park and recreation facilities will be Motion: Remove item
Recreation recreation features. Joint use facilities that include recreation features. coordinated with local school facilities
#477 agreements should include a fair whenever possible by establishing Joint Maker: Pam Wledenkeller
distributi f . | Post-Public R Staff R . Powers Agreements to promote joint Second: Kevin Smith
istribution of operational costs, as | Post-Public Review Staff Response: C0S-21.2 Location of Parks development, operation and maintenance. | Vote:
well as periodic review and potential | o o Locate new local parks and recreation facilities near Qf:s %
adjustment of such costs. Post-public review update: After additional review, staff other community-oriented public facilities such as .
prefers the inclusion of the existing policy (existing Goals & | SChools, libraries, and recreation centers where
Policies matrix #116) and the recommendation on this feasible, so that they may function as the *heart” of a
similar proposed policy has been changed to recommend community.
removal.
Initial Staff Rec/Rationale:
Recommend Removal ‘Subcommittee Comment:
To provide clarity, staff is recommending: Public C .
ublic Comment:
Proposed revision:
Identify opportunities for commercial recreational Motion: Accept staff revision
2012 Goal development and maintain the zoning to allow such
0a " . uses by right or with discretionary permits. Proposed revision:
Proposals Parks and COS 9.6 Identified opportunities for NA Zoning Ordinance Identify opportunities for commercial
Recreation commercial recreational Post-Public Review Staff Response: 9 recreational development and maintain
devel t the zoning to allow such uses by right
#479 levelopmen Recommend Inclusion with Revision or with discretionary permits.
The reference to removal was in error. This goal |§ Maker: Kevin Smith
proposed for inclusion with the proposed revision: Second: Pam Wiedenkeller
Vote:
Identify opportunities for commercial recreational Ayes: 6
development and maintain the zoning to allow such Noes: 0
uses by right or with discretionary permits.
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Initial Staff Rec/Rationale:

Recommend Removal

LU-12.1 Concurrency of Infrastructure and
Services with Development

Require the provision of infrastructure, facilities, and
services needed by new development prior to that
development, either directly or through fees. Where
appropriate, the construction of infrastructure and
facilities may be phased to coincide with project

Existing Goals & Policies matrix #113
(CP Parks and Recreation Goal)
Develop a comprehensive plan of local,
neighborhood, community and regional
parks and facilities directed to the needs
of all age levels and which use, whenever
feasible, outstanding natural features of

Subcommittee Comment:

Public Comment:

Policy This concept is covered by the Park Lands Dedication .
2012 LU-3-1.5 Requi development | (raniro prasina e cPA
ol eql{'r‘e new development (http://www.sdparks.org/content/sdparks/en/AboutUs/P|
Proposals | | .. parks | [0 Provide sufficient, central and lans/pldo.html) and the related General Plan policies Motion: Recommend removal
accessible open spaces, parks, listed. CO0S-24 Park and Recreation Funding Maker: Lisa Ad
i iti funding for isiti aker: Lisa Adams
#143 recrgatlorgal °“tlet§{ ‘?me”,'(tj'es‘a”d Post-Public Review Staff Response: maintenance, management, and operation of parks, Second: Pam Wiedenkeller
services to serve their residents. recreation facilities, and preserves. Vote:
No Change to Recommendation Ayes: 6
Staff would need additional information on the icati i Noes: 0
Park L. D oes:
concerns with removing the policy. COS-24.1 Park and Recreation Contributions ark Lands Dedication Ordinance
Require development to provide fair-share
contributions toward parks and recreation facilities
and trails consistent with local, state, and federal
law.
M-12.4 Land Dedication for Trails
Require development projects to dedicate and
improve trails or ’
Initial Staff Rec/Rationale: pathways where the development will occur on land Subcommittee Comment:
planned for trail or pathway segments shown -staff revision relies Ioo_ he_awly
Recommend Inclusion with Revision on the Regional Trails Plan or Community Trails Mas on CTMP and adds limitations
The County has the authority to require trail ter Plan. -Is the p‘roposed revision is
. easements on development sites when a trail already in other areas?
Policy alignment through the site is called out in the CTMP or M-12.4 Land Dedication for Trail .
L Mobility - Trails 17. During thi iscretion rmif the RTP. -12.4 Land Dedication for Trails Public Comment:
Existing (also bring in Item uring the discretionary .pe . it Require development projects to dedicate and . . -plans for trailhead?
process, encourage the dedication - i i Community Trails Master Plan
240 from Land Use + Proposed revision: improve trails or
f trails to f | | trail net Kk P i Regional Trails Plan
#98 Semi-Rural of tralls to form a local trail networi Ensure the continued implementation of the planned | Pathways where the development will occur on land
Development) | With a central unifying hub near Cole | Valley Center trails network within the CTMP, by plam\e% for lrail‘ 9rr p_laﬂ;;\lfay se%mems sr;;z\q_n i Motion: Recommend inclusion
Grade and Valley Center Roads. requiring trail easement dedication on project sites on the Regional Trails Flan or Community Trails Mas
that contain a planned trail alignment from the CTMP. | ter Plan. Maker: Steve Hutchison
Second: Pam Wiedenkeller
Post-Public Review Staff Response: Vote:
CO0S-24.1 Park and Recreation Contributions Ayes: 6
NA Require development to provide fair-share Noes: 0
contributions toward parks and recreation facilities
and trails consistent with local, state, and federal
law.
Initial Staff Rec/Rationale: M-12.4 Land Dedication for Trails
. IR . Require development projects to dedicate and %n with plan's
ecommend Removal improve trails or ;s N N A f
The County has the authority to require trail pathways where the development will occur on land GO:I; & Pollllclesprr:;alrn; #122 (CP Parks ‘:le"' not to ‘"H" W"‘:‘ ""9“‘(00"”9 up-
egsements on developmeq( sites when a trail planned for trail or pathway segments shown and Recreation Policy 9) aﬁ’o“\;,":e”wwfo:n‘;"!,ﬁ;.’;ﬁﬁ;,,ﬂ.ﬂ: Cmoen
alignment through the site is called out in the on the Regional Trails Plan or Community Trails Mas development oceurs when existing plan
» . Community Trails Master Plan (CTMP) or the Regional | ter Plan. is out of date?
2012 Mobility - Trails . Trails Plan. The County does not have the authority to
Proposals (also bring in Item | Policy require that developers obtain off-site trail easements. Public Comment:
240 from Land Use - 6. Incorporate non-motorized cross- | The language lacks clarity and seems to require cross
Semi-Rural ils i i i country trails for any project in the Semi-Rural
country trails into the site design. Y ¥ proj Motion: R d 1 of i
#240 Development) Regional Category. Section 81.402u of the County . . otion: Recommend removal of ftems
Subdivision Ordinance details the dedication 805'21‘5 (i;_nnec:ons !o_ITra||§ am:] Networ:;s 240 and 331
requirements where a CTMP trail alignment crosses onnect pu ic parl s_to trails and pathways an " Community Trails Master Plan Maker: Steve Hutchi
the property to be subdivided. other pedestrian or bicycle networks where feasible Regional Trails Plan s‘ er: S :"e_ ;5, ':°”
to provide linkages and connectivity between v::’:_"d' evin Smit
Post-Public Review Staff Response: recreational uses. Ayes: 6
Noes: 0
NA
Initial Staff Rec/Rationale: C0S-21.5 Connections to Trails and Networks %n with plan's
Connect public parks to trails and pathways and intent not to limit what might come up.
Recommend Removal : other pedestrian or bicycle networks where feasible How can we allow changes to plan to
As the text indicates, this is not exactly a policy to provide linkages and connectivity between :g?/‘gl ger\:‘/ ec"oln:ceccl:wrrs‘gw(:‘ael:‘s/:;;r(\; wh;:
proposal. This is covered in the Existing Community | recreational uses. Existing Goals & Policies matrix #98 v OP' P g pl
2012 Mobility - Trails | Polic: Plan policy. As slak_er!olders_can see, a revision is (CP Conservation-Policy 17) !
(also bring in Item Y ; proposed to that existing policy as follows, "Ensure the During the discretion: rmit pre Public Comment:
Proposals 2.6.1.1 A policy be developed to add | continued implementation of the planned Valley uring the discretionary permit process, | Eublic Comment:
240 from Land Use | ting trail d paths t Center trails network within the Community Trails icati . encourage the dedication of trails to form
Semi-Rural new connecting trails and paths to Master Plan (CTMP), by requiring trail sasement M-12.4 Land Dedication for Trails a local trail network with a central unifying Motion: R d 1 of it
X " - " otion: Recommend removal of items
#331 Development) | the CMTP as development occurs. dedication on project sites that contain a planned tra :?:;%t: iirz\illzlooprment projects to dedicate and g.;t; gsear Cole Grade and Valley Center | 5, /om =22
alignment from the GTMP. pathways where the development will occur on land Maker: Steve Hutchison
. . . planned for trail or pathway segments shown S 'u: Kevin Smith
Post-Public Review Staff Response: on the Regional Trails Plan or Community Trails Mas v:f::" evinSmi
ter Plan. Ayes: 6
NA
Noes: 0
Initial Staff Rec/Rationale:
Recommend Removal €0S-21.5 Connections to Trails and Networks
The County has the authority to require trail Connect public parks to trails and pathways and i
easements on development sites when a trail other pedestrian or bicycle networks where feasible www
Policy alignment through the site is called out in the to DFO\cde |l|"k3995 and connectivity between -revise
Community Trails Master Plan (CTMP) or the Regional | récreational uses. g . N Public C t:
Mobility - Trail 2.6.1.2 Development projects are Trails Plan and there is no need for a policy requiring Existing Goals & Policies matrix #98 Lblic Sommen
2012 obility - Trails i " . o . " . (CP Conservation-Policy 17)
R d to pl dedicat d this, as it is already required. Adding new trails . . " /
(also bring in Item | F€quired to plan, dedicate an " " . . During the discretionary permit process . p
Proposals 240 from Land Use J truct int | trails that int te | outside of CTMP alignments is of course not feasible h >  trais to form | Motion: Recommend removal of tems
Somi-Rural C%T]S“r]uc interna it r?' f '|a in e?ra € | in small developments. Section 81.402u of the County :r:gglajlr?rga?l nee(work o a?:er:?:asl u?’!ifoyri'rg 332 and 333
- wi € community s tralls master Subdivisit dil i icati
#332 Development) Y o details the hub near Cole Grade and Valley Center | Maker: Pam Wiedenkeller

plan to increase overall trail
connectivity.

requirements where a CTMP trail alignment crosses
the property to be subdivided.

Post-Public Review Staff Response:
No Change to Recommendation

Staff would need additional information on the
concerns with removing the policy.

M-12.4 Land Dedication for Trails

Require development projects to dedicate and
improve trails or

pathways where the development will occur on land
planned for trail or pathway segments shown

on the Regional Trails Plan or Community Trails Mas
ter Plan.

Roads.

Second: Lisa Adams
Vote:

Ayes: 5

Noes: 1
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Proposed Valley Center Goals and Policies Subcommittee Recommendations
1/20/2021 CPU Subcommittee Meeting

Category

Type & Text

County Staff Recommendation/
Response/
Post-Public Review Recommendation

Related General Plan Goals & Policies

Related Community Plan Goal/Policy or
Other Regulation

CPU Subcommittee 1/20/2021
Meeting

Initial Staff Rec/Rationale:

M-4.1 Walkable Village Roads

Encourage multi-modal roads in Villages and
compact residential areas with pedestrian-oriented
development patterns that enhance pedestrian

Subcommittee Comment:
- revise 332

Recommend Removal safety and'walkability, along with other o Public Comment:

2012 Mobility - Trails Policy This is covered in the General Plan policies non-moloEzledlmodes of zavela&:ﬁh‘a_s designing | Existing Goals & Policies matrix #60

. narrower but slower speed roads that increase (CP Mobility-Policy 13) .
Proposals (also bring in Item ) . referenced > Yy Motion: Re d 1 of it
P 240 from Land Use + 2.6.1.3 Non-motorized local travel is pedestrian safety. Safely separate pedestrian, equestrian | ggp angags.
Semi-Rural | promoted Post-Public Review Staff Response: and bicycle traffic from vehicular traffic

#333 Development) when these modes share rights-of-way. | Maker: Pam Wiedenkeller
No Change to Recommendation CO0S-21.5 Connections to Trails and Networks Second: Lisa Adams
Staff would need additional information on the Connect public parks to trails and pathways and Vote:
concerns with removing the policy. other pedestrian or bicycle networks where feasible Ayes: 5

to provide linkages and connectivity between Noes: 1
recreational uses.
Initial Staff Rec/Rationale:
Recommend Inclusion with Revision
This should be updated to reflect the current emphasis Subcommittee Comment:
on the PACE Program. -Action on item 3927
Polic :
2 E 4 the f ti £ Proposed Revision: Public Comment,
Existing - Encourage the formation of | support the continued promotion of the Purchase of | COS-6.4 Conservation Easements Purchase of Agricultural Conservation
Agriculture | AAricultural Preserves in areas with Conservation PACE) program | Support the acquisition or voluntary dedication of | £ ¢ements (PACE) Program Motion: Accept staff recommendation

#44 9 active agricultural operations and in and olrj‘lreach to elE_ipIe ?ropgriyr“owners Em?ourzge ?hgr:cullure conse_rvaltion Ielast;ments and programs 9 )

: : N property owner participation in this program, in order at preserve agricultural lands. Maker: Lisa Adams
locations t'hat will be optln]al for preserve agriculture in Valley Center. Second: Kevin Smith
future agricultural production. Vote:

Post-Public Review Staff Response: Ayes: 6
Noes: 0
No Change to Recommendation
received are in ag with the initial
slaﬂ recommendation.
C0S-6.2 Protection of Agricultural Operations
Protect existing agricultural operations from encroachment of
Initl Steff Rec/Rationsler « Limiing o avity ot now delopment 1o ke acions o
limit existing agricultural uses by informing and educating new
Recommend Removal projects as to the potential impacts from agricultural Subcommittee Comment:
The language is vague and leaves it open for operations
interpretation, re: adverse impact on existing ag uses. | m Encouraging new or expanded agricultural land uses to Public Comment:
Existin Policy Please see GP Policy COS-6.2 and the County provide a‘bulfer o(l non-i ‘inu;nsive agriculture )olr’olmer
. . . ideli ining Sianifi ~ Agri appropriate uses (e.g., landscape screening) between
9 Agricult 3. Prohibit residential development (Rsu'de""es ;0’ B.E‘e""'.'“"g fs'.g"'f'rca"“f Ag”lf”'“f’a' intensive uses and adjacent non-agricultural land uses County Guidelines for Determining Motion: Remove item
" griculture | L ould have an adverse Resources for disoussion of significant agriouural | Al o gncuurs uses 1 gl areas and desion Significance - Agr
5 N Lo " - development and lots in @ manner that facilitates continued Maker: Steve Hutchison
impact on existing agricultural uses. » ) agricultural use within the development Second: Lisa Adams
Post-Public Review Staff Response: = Requiring development to minimize potential conflicts with Vote:
adjacent agricultural operations through the incorporation of Ayes: 6
No Change to Recommendation adequate buffe;s‘ selbackls. and project design measures to Noes: 0
f i i protect surrounding agriculture
Stalfwould need nformation on any concerns in order TSEE R NS 1 o reuiatons
0 consider a different recommendation. = Retain or faciltate large and coniiguous agriultural
of during the
suhdmsuon process
Inital Staif Rec/Rationale: Exlstmg Goals & Policies #45 (Land
Recommend Removal or Revision C0S-6.2 of Agri [ u: Policy 3)
(there is no policy proposal) Protect existing agricultural operations from F'rof:;b: reSIdenﬂdal developmetnl that "
would have an adverse impact on existin
GP Policy COS-6.2 is ane of the longest, most detailed policies | SMeroachment of incompatible land uses by agricultural uses. s 9
in the General Plan, discussing measures to protect agricultural | 40ing the following:
operations. Stakeholders should review that policy, which m Limiting the ability of new development to take
applies to Valley Center and all other unincorporated actions to limit existing agricultural uses by informing
communities. and educating new projects as to the potential
Policy Per the County's Guidelines for D: |mpacls i ag\rxlg:r:)l(o::é'itéo: srlcullural land Subcommitee Comment
. Agricultural Resources, direct impacts to agricultural resources P 9 )
1. Goals and Policies are needed to | oceyr when the site contains significant agricultural resources | US€S to provide a buffer of non-intensive agriculture Public Comment:
achieve the stated goal of retaining |as ined by the Local Ag: Resource or other appropriate uses (e.g., )
2012 d . ioul in Vall (LARA) model and the project would convert agricultural screening) between intensive uses and adjacent non.
Proposals and protecting agriculture in Valley | resources that meet the soil qualty criteria for Prime Famiand | agricultural land uses Motion: Remove item
Agriculture Center. The failure to protect gr Falrm\m of ?‘a‘ewjf; m:or_ian;e as deﬂ(ﬂ:ﬂﬁ% ;hih wAllowing for agricultural uses in agricultural areas
N P -armland Mapping and Monitoring Program . The i [ X §
#245 agriculture and food production is @ | g,igsiines aiso go into detail on what would consitute indirect ;ngliﬁzlgr;g:t‘iﬁgﬂerr‘il Ci“ﬂ,';‘i; ?lel"hal: "lﬁ; that Maker: Kevin Smith
significant problem with this General | and cumulative impacts. Mitigating direct impacts Iyplcal\y g County Subdivision Ordinance Second: Pam Wiedenkeller
: requires onsite via ; " Vote:
Plan. What should these be in limited buiding Zone (LBZ) easements, or purchase of an of,sue N Requlrlng development to minimize potential (specifically the Conservation Ayes: 6
VC???? agricultural conservation easement (County PACE program). | conflicts with adjacent agricultural prog Noes: 0
In addition, agricultural resources are one of the resources that | through the incorporation of adequate buffers, County Guidelines for Determining .
g st rrerencod docomens for dtonal | Scbacks, and project design measures o profect | Significance-Agri
it o a e Coury egatonsand ogramato | SpoUIdng agriouure o Purchase of Agtcuural Conservation
preserve agriculture. g
regulations
Post-Public Review Staff Response: [ R‘_etain or facilita_te Iarge and cc;ntig_uuusf
y of
No Change to Recommendation development during the subdivision process
Staff would need additional information on the concerns with
removing the policy.
Subcommittee Comment:
Initial Staff Rec/Rationale: -Change to goal?
. Public Comment:
2012 Poli Recommend Removal or Revision
olicy . This policy is unclear as currently worded. Are
Proposals Agricult 7. Encourage the establishment of | stakeholders looking to encourage sustainable farming NA NA Motion: Recommend inclusion and
griculture 1, " i ractices, low GHG emission agriculture, organi change from policy to a goal
green” small family owned farms ? act gesy o emission agriculture, organic
i arms’?
#259 and vineyards. Maker: Kevin Smith

Post-Public Review Staff Response:
NA

Second: Pam Wiedenkeller
Vote:

Ayes: 6

Noes: 0
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Proposed Valley Center Goals and Policies Subcommittee Recommendations
1/20/2021 CPU Subcommittee Meeting

Category

Type & Text

County Staff Recommendation/
Response/
Post-Public Review Recommendation

Related General Plan Goals & Policies

Related Community Plan Goal/Policy or

Other Regulation

CPU Subcommittee 1/20/2021
Meeting

Policy

COS 1.2.2 Allow residential
development only where shown in
subareas on the CP Land Use Map

Initial Staff Rec/Rationale:

Recommend Removal
Staff recommends removal of the existing policy referenced. The County
‘cannot prohibit residential development in areas zoned for it when they have.
‘addressed impacts to significant agricultural resources in accordance with the
County Guidelines for Determining Significance-Agricultural Resources.
GP Policy COS-6.2 is one of the longest, most detailed policies in the General
Plan, discussing measures to protect agricultural operations. Stakeholders
‘should review that policy, which of course applies to Valley Center and all other
unincorporated communities.
Per the County's Guidelines for Determining Significance - Agricultural
Resources, direct impacts to agricultural resources occur when the site

C0S8-6.2 ion of Agri (o]

Protect existing agricultural operations from
encroachment of incompatible land uses by doing the
following:

= Limiting the ability of new development to take actions
to limit existing agricultural uses by informing and
educating new projects as to the potential impacts from
agricultural operations

» Encouraging new or expanded agricultural land uses to

Existing Goals & Policies matrix #45

(GP Land Use-Agricultural Policy 3)

Prohibit residential development which
would have an adverse impact on existing

agricultural uses.

Subcommittee Comment:

Public Comment:

2012 which would NOT have an adverse conlais signicantagriclural esourcos a determined by the Local provide a buffer of non-intensive agriculture or other Motion: R "
. i e : lotion: Recommend remove
Proposals ) impact on existing agricUItUral USES. | camen sgtcma sesouee ot meet e ool oty ovtor or prme. | 3PPTOP 9 y between items 393 and 401
Agriculture | < e "Right to Farm Farmiand o1 Farmiand of Statewide Imporiance o5 defned by e Farmiand | Intensive uses and adjacent non-agricultural land uses items 393 and 401.
Pp g Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP). The uidelines also go into detail | mAllowing for agricultural uses in agricultural areas and
#393 Ordinance” and require any on what would constitute indirect and cumulative impacts. Mitigating direct design development and lots in a manner that facilitates Maker: Pam Wiedenkeller
residential project that adversely I bokang ron (L62)sasemants, o pwrchace of an oftte sgneura | CONinued agricultural use within the development Second: Lisa Adams
o A N conservation easement (County PACE program). X = Requiring development to minimize potential conflicts | County Guidelines for Determinin :
affects existing adjoining agricultural | i adiion, agricutural resources are one of the resources that can be with adjacent agricultural operations through the ounty i 9 X;; 5
iti i i preserved through the Conservation Subdivision program. See the referenced | j, i j -
uses to m Itlgate the Identlfled ‘documents for additional information on all the County regulations and :\ecsoirporatlon of adequate buffers, S:?bﬁCkS‘. ar;d project Noes: 1
N ct programs (o preserve agriculiure. ign measures to protect surrounding agriculture
Impact. w Supporting local and State right-to-farm regulations
Post-Public Review Staff Response: = Retain or facilitate Iarge and contiguous agricultural
ions by i of during the
No Change to Recommendation
Staff would need additional information on the concems with removing the: subdivision process
policy.
Initial Staff Rec/Rationale:
Policy R . p .
- ecommend Inclusion with Revision
COS 1.2.5 Encourage public/private The second half of the proposed policy is unclear in its Subcommittee Comment;
partnerships to provide recreation, open desired outcome or methodology to achieve. Staff .
space, and multi-use non-motorized trails in | recommends the revision below. Public Comment:
2012 the agriculture/development interface to
Pr I implement or enlarge the Community Open Proposed revision: " ion: .
oposals Agriculture Space Plan and/or the Community Trails i to provide ti NA g:::::::y .?r:“: ?np:s'::rpi:la:" Motion: Accept staff revision
Master Plan. Incorporate provisions to reduce | open space, and multi-use non-motorized trails in the y Maker: Kevin Smith
#396 or eliminate potential liability or other agriculture/development interface. Second: Pam Wiedenkeller
i i ion, while Vote:
protecting recreational users from injuries, Post-Public Review Staff Response: Aves: 6
Noes: 0
such as from pesticide spraying. No Change to Recommendation
Staff would need additional information on the concerns with
removing the policy.
Initial Staff Rec/Rationale: Subcommittee Comment:
Recommend Removal or Revision Public Comment:
2012 Policy This could be re‘vise?| into one policy generally
COS 1.2.10 Encourage and covering educating the community on programs " .
Proposals Agriculture aggressivel educategthe community  Providing incentives for agriculture; however, as NA NA :‘:ﬂ' Recommend remove items 393
9 99 o Yy 5 Y| discussed above, the County is already actively
#401 about the_ Natural Her{tage promoting many incentive programs. Maker: Pam Wiedenkeller
Preservation Tax Credit Program” Second: Lisa Adams
Post-Public Review Staff Response: Vote:
Ayes: 5
NA Noes: 1
Recommend Inclusion with Revision
See Item 247 for information on agricultural tourism use type
. allowances in Rural Residential and Agricultural zones (zones that
poacy . B oo o e e it Connent.
2. Support enterprises that support | Z==¢° subject to limitations, with the exceptions of wedding facilities ~duplicates item
our rural economy like horse and antique shops. Wedding facilities would require a Major Use .
2012 breeding, boarding and training Permit in these zones and antique shops are classified like other retail Public Comment:
, uses (mostly limited to commercial zones). The County is
iliti i recommending the same revision here as in row 248 of this matrix.
Proposals Agri-business faCIlIt.IeS, wedding chapels_ and other NA NA Motion: Recommend removal
special event venues, antiques It would not be appropriate for a community plan policy to call out
#254 shops, farm stands and unique special preference for an individual business establishment. Maker: Kevin Smith
- N y Second: Pam Wiedenkeller
enterprises like the Lavender Fields | Proposed revision: Vote:
s Within the Semi-Rural and Rural Lands Regional Category areas, Aves. 6
and Mathilde’s Mouse where support horse stables and agriculture-related commercial activities ves:
consistent with the Noise Element. | that can be allowed in Rural Residential and Agricultural zones Noes: 0
* | (subject to limitations) when in compliance with Zoning Ordinance
requirements.
Post-Public Review Staff Response:
LU-9.3 Village and Community Core Guidelines and
Regulations
Support the development and implementation of design
guidelines, Village-specific regulations for roads, parking, and Subcommittee Comment:
noise, and other planning and regulatory mechanisms that -60 DB is loud and mitigation are
recognize the unique operations and character of Villages, sound barriers (block walls)
Town Centers, and transportation nodes. Ensure that new 'S and N Village have high
development be compatible with the overall scale and -San illage have high
character of established neighborhoods. density, no way to get around it
and walls allowed next to busy
" . road
N-2.1 Development Impacts to Noise Sensitive Land Uses VAV "
Require an acoustical study to -Dlstmgulsh between Villages and
noise level where may dire areas outside
Initial Staff Rec/Rationale: ctly result in any existing or future noise
sensitive land uses being subject to noise levels equal to or gr Public Comment:
Recommend Inclusion eater than 60 CNEL and require . -At Park Circle, without sound
Policy The GP allows decision-makers to approve residential :‘a‘l[‘g:l“i::'ego‘rns.?gil‘gvﬁfes in compliance with the noise stan walls houses would be set back
2. Permit residential development in | Proiects where the CNEL is above 60 decibels (and from the road further reducing
2012 . N 8 op! not fully mitigated to below 60) under extraordinary N-2.2 Balconies and Patios density (unless stacking
Proposals areas with projected exterior circumstances. This goes a step beyond that, to call | Assure that in developments where the exterior noise level on townhomes)
Noise Community Noise Equivalent Levels | for not permitting residential development under these bpaltios cri - e County Noise Ordinance Motion: R 4 inclusi
i i circumstances. Therefore, we don't find it to be alconies for or mixed-use otion: Recommend inclusion
#125 (CNELs) exceeding 60 decibels near| repetitive, but within the purview of issues CP policies | s exceed 65 CNEL, a solid noise with revision

main roads only when traffic noise
impacts can be mitigated.

can address.
Post-Public Review Staff Response:

NA

barrier is incorporated into the building design of the balconie
s and patios while still maintaining
the openness of the patio o balcony.

LU-2.8 Mitigation of Development Impacts
Require measures that minimize significant impacts to
surrounding areas from uses or operations that cause
excessive noise, vibrations dust, odor, aesthetic impairment
andor area detrimental to human health and safety.

LU-9.3 Village and Community Core Guidelines and
Regulations

Support the development and implementation of design
guidelines, Village-specific regulations for roads, parking, and
noise, and other planning and regulatory mechanisms that
recognize the unique operations and character of Villages,
Town Centers, and transportation nodes. Ensure that new
development be compatible with the overall scale and
character of established neighborhoods.

"Permit residential develoment in
the North and South Villages with
projected exterior Community
Noise Equivalent Levels (CNELs)
exceeding 60 decibels near main
roads only when traffic noise
impacts can be mitigated. "

Maker: Kevin Smith
Second: Pam Wiedenkeller
Vote:

Ayes: 6

Noes: 0
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Category

Type & Text

Policy

1. Prohibit strip commercial
development by containing
commercial uses in the Cole
Grade Road and Valley
Center Road area and the
Mirar de Valle Road and

Proposed Valley Center Goals and Policies Subcommittee R

d Items

1/20/2021 CPU Subcommittee Meeting

County Staff Recommendation/Response/

Post-Public Review Recommendation
Initial Staff Rec/Rationale:

Recommend Inclusion

-Depending on whether there is still support for this type of policy
This policy was fairly recently revised (2015 GP Clean-Up) to add the
exception language. The "prohibit" language goes beyond the
language of GP LU-11.1, 11.3, but it is within the purview of CPs to
address this. These commercial policies should be discussed in the

Related General Plan Goals & Policies

Related Community Plan
Goal/Policy or Other Regulation

CPU Subcommittee
Meeting

Subcommittee Comments:

26 and 30 are redundant - include

on without need to retain both

Public Comments:

) Gp:
ing Valley Center Road area. meetings, to understand the current sentiment on this issue. Strip
(on consent | Land Use - ) ac ot ' ne e s on | LU-9.6 Town Center Uses )
) "~ | Exceptions to this policy can | commercial development is defined for GP policy review purposes in ‘ - NA Motion: Leave items 26 and 30 on
item) | Commercial ¢ ‘ ° pur | LU-12.1 Location and Connectivity
P be made for those parcels | GP Policy LU-11.3 and it would be optimal to add that definition to this nand ¢ ) consent
) ’ LU-11.3 Pedestrian-Oriented Commercial Centers )
that were zoned commercial | policy. Maker: Pam Wiedenkeller
in July 2011, and were Second: Lisa Adams
rezoned to a non- Post-Public Review Staff Response: Vote:
commercial use regulation Ayes: 6
with the adoption of the NA Noes: 0
General Plan Update in
August 2011.
Initial Staff Rec/Rationale:
Policy Subcommittee Comment
5. Future commercial Recommend Inclusion 26 and 30 are redundant - include
development shall be planned | -Depending on whether there is till support for this type of policy on without need to retain both
5o that strip commercial This policy was fairly recently revised (2015 GP Clean-Up) to add the
. development will be avoided. | exception language. The ' prohibit' language goes beyond the language Public Comments:
f Existing ¢ | Landuse. |Frceptionstothispolicycan | of GPLU-11.1, 11.3, butitis within the purview of CPs to address this. | GP:
(on consent - )
o | Commensial|be made for those parcels that| These commercial polices should be discussed in the meetings, to LU-9.6 Town Center Uses NA Motion: Leave items 26 and 30 on
a0 were zoned commercial in July| understand the current sentiment on this issue. Strip commercial LU-11.3 Pedestrian-Oriented Commercial Centers consent
2011, and were rezoned toa | development is defined for GP policy review purposes in GP Policy LU- Maker: Pam Wiedenkeller
non-commercial use 11.3 and it would be optimal to add that definition to this policy. Second: Lisa Adams
regulation with the adoption Vote:
of the General Plan Update in | Post-Public Review Staff Response: Ayes: 6
August 2011, Noes: 0
NA
Subcommittee Comment
Initial Staff Rec/Rationale: 2ubcommittee Comments:
nital Staff Rec/Rationale “Doesn't hurt to include in CP
Recommend Inclusion with Revision )
Public Comments:
The County Consolidated Fire Code provides the project discretion to
Note from County staff:
the Fire Marshal/fire code official for determining access. Per Section Y
503.12, "The fire code official is authorized to require more than one _
) e mor Earlier versions of the consent
fire apparatus access road based on the potential for impairment of a "
; ° ) " ¢ {mpairm calendar incorrectly noted
single road by vehicle congestion, condition of terrain, climatic . -
o . - Recommend Inclusion” when it
conditions or other factors that could limit access. When additional N
Policy fire apparatus access roads are necessary as mitigation for exceedance <P should have noted "Recommend
54.2.b.1 - Secondary Access: pparat v & re Existing Goals & Policies matrix #59 (CP Mobility | Inclusion with Revision" with the
’ of the maximum allowable dead-end road length, the additional fire -
2012 Require secondary access for| . N Policy 12) following proposed revision:
2 apparatus access road must be remote from the primary fire apparatus
proposalsfon | ¢ o | all developments without | ZPPRER o
1t ite exception. ($-3.5) (Require N . Section 503.12 County of San Diego Consolidated ision:
consentitem)| ¢ uation | SCePtion- (53:5) (Requi This policy proposal references General Plan Policy $-3.5, which 5-3.5 Access Roads ection 503 Y of San Diego Consolidated | Proposed revision

#520

development to include
multiple access/egress
routes)

requires secondary access "when necessary to provide for safe access
of i and civilian i " The
following revision is proposed in order to avoid inconsistency with
discretion allowed for in the Fire Code.

Proposed revision:
Evaluate the adequacy of access routes to and from fire hazard areas
relative to the degree of development or use (e.g., road width, road
type, length of dead-end roads, etc.).

Post-Public Review Staff Response:

NA

Fire Code
County Guidelines for Determining Significance -
Wildland Fire and Fire Protection

Evaluate the adequacy of access

routes to and from fire hazard
areas relative to the degree of
development or use (e.g., road

width, road type, length of dead-

end roads, etc.).

Motion: Keep with staff revisions

proposed
Maker: Lisa Adams
Second: Steve Hutchison
Vote:

Ayes: 6

Noes: 0

2012
Proposals

#407

Conservation -|
Habitat
Preservation

Policy

COS 2.1.4 Encourage the
establishment and support
the activities of a Valley
Center-oriented land trust,
conservancy, or similar
private non-profit entity to
hold title to, consolidate,
and manage in perpetuity
Mitigation Banks, open
space easements and
other properties within
the Community Open
Space Plan (unless owned
or maintained by the
County or the VC Parks &
Recreation District).

Initial Staff Rec/Rationale:

Recommend Removal

This is covered by existing Community Plan policies and the
proposed text doesn't specify whether the preference is for the
County or one of these listed types of entities to own and
manage open space. Most open space in Valley Center is owned
and managed by the County.

Post-Public Review Staff Response:

NA

NA

Existing Goals & Policies matrix #109 (CP Open

Space Policy 4)

Support efforts by individual citizens and
private izati i in pi ing
open space.

Subcommittee Comments:

Public Comments:

Motion: Recommend inclusion with

revision and the following
language: "Encourage the
establishment and support the
activities of a Valley Center-
oriented well established land
trust, conservancy, or similar
private non-profit entity to hold

title to, consolidate, and manage in
perpetuity Mitigation Banks, open

space easements and other
properties (unless owned or
maintained by the County)

Maker: Kevin Smith
Second: Lisa Adams
Vote:

Ayes: 6

Noes: 0

2012
Proposals

#434

Conservation -
Water Quality

Policy

COS 4.2.2 Require ____to
present educational
programs and
opportunities for owners
of large animal keeping
facilities on proper
manure storage/disposal,
to prevent watercourse
contamination.

Initial Staff Rec/Rationale:

Recommend Removal or Revision
This could be discussed in another section of the updated Community
Plan on various training programs sought in the community.

Section 67.807 of the County's Watershed Protection, Stormwater
Management, and Discharge Control Ordinance outlines requirements
for manure and pet waste management to prevent runoff to
stormwater conveyance systems or receiving waters.

Post-Public Review Staff Response:

NA

€OS-6.5 Best Management Practices

best practices in agri and
animal operations to protect watersheds, reduce GHG
emissions, conserve energy and water, and utilize
alternative energy sources, including wind and solar
power.

County Watershed Protection, Stormwater
Management, and Discharge Control Ordinance

Subcommittee Comment:

-other requirements that require

monitoring water that comes off
their property

Public Comment:

Original note by Subcommittee:
Table for future consideration

under a different section (related to

training)

Motion: Recommend removal
Maker: Lisa Adams

Second: Kevin Smith

Vote:

Aves: 6

Noes: 0
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