FCI LANDS GPA: AREA OF CONSIDERATION

Alpine AL-6
Recommendation

CPG - Rural Commercial (RC)
Village Residential 2 (VR-2);
Semi-Rural 1 (SR-1), SR-2,
Semi-Rural 4 (SR-4)

Staff — Village Residential 2 (VR-2);
SR-1, SR-4, SR-10, RC
Property Description

Property Owner:
Roman Catholic Bishop of San Diego; 86 others

Property Size:

427 acres; 118 parcels

Location/Description:

Alpine Community Plan Area;

South of I-8/Willows Road;

Outside County Water Authority boundary
Existing General Plan:

Multiple Rural Use (1 DU/4, 8, 20 ac) & General
Agriculture (1 DU/10, 40 ac)

Travel Time (See Safety Element Table S-1):

Closest Fire Station — 5to 10 minutes NOTE
[NOTE: Based on service from the Viejas Fire Station]

AL-6

Aerial

Recommendation

Prevalence of Constraints (See following page):

@ - high; w — partially; O - none
Steep Slope (Greater than 25%)
Floodplain
Wetlands
Sensitive Habitat
Agricultural Lands
Fire Hazard Severity Zones

®OC € O

Recommendations

Public
Agency

Category Draft Map ‘ Staff
N VR-2; SR-1
Designation SR-24 SR-4;RC | o 4 SR-10: RC
2 DUlac

Density 1DU/2, 4,8 ac 1DU/1,2,4 ac

1DU/4, 8, 16 ac 1DU/4, 8, 16 ac
1 DU/10, 20

Maximum Potential Dwelling Units 1462 158

Zoning Use Regulation A70, C40 A70, C40

Lot Size (acres) 2 2

Spot Designation/Zone No No

Opposition Expected Yes2? Yes

Notes:

1) CPG revised recommendation September 19, 2013

2) The CPG and community are divided in their recommendations, where some property owners are

requesting a SR-1 or SR-2 density

3) USFS letter dated March 18 2013 — general opposition to increased densities
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Alpine AL-6
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[:[ Water Bodies
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Steep Slope (Greater than 25%) Wetlands

low

T

DEFRICEAR

M Very High
B High
I Moderate J High
Lo - ::::‘.I::Imdmon-umm
B Agriculture Urban Unzoned
Developed g Very Hioh
Habitat Evaluation Model Fire Hazard Severity Zones
Context

Alpine AL-6 contains 118 parcels that total range in size from less than one acre to approximately 40 acres. The western portion of the
site has been subdivided into many parcels of less than one acre, but only contains a low to moderate level of residential development
since they are generally not legal lots. The remaining portions of the site have larger parcel sizes that are developed with rural
residential housing. The site is outside of the County Water Authority boundary and is just south of Viejas Casino and Resort and the
Viejas Outlet Center. Low density rural residences are located west of this area; however, the land use is undeveloped to the south and
east of this area. The area is generally composed of Low Sensitivity Biological Habitat, but contains over five acres of wetlands. The
entire area is located entirely within the Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone. This area is groundwater dependent with a five-acre
minimum lot size per the County Groundwater Ordinance.
Staff Review: Rationale for Staff Recommendation
This plan offers a compromise between property owners requesting increased densities and those requesting lower densities.
e Areaassigned VR-2 is consistent with existing parcel sizes.
e Area assigned SR-1 is adjacent to an area proposed as Rural Commercial and is adjacent to the 1-8 on/off ramps. This is also
consistent with property owners’ requests in this area.
e Area assigned SR-4 is consistent with the preference of a majority of property owners who participated in a series of community
planning workshops.
e Areaassigned SR-10 is consistent with the maximum dead-end road (Montecito Vista Road) distance of one-half mile

Alpine 2
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Staff Review: Rationale for Staff Recommendation (continued)
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Alpine FCI-6: Correspondence Received

Alpine

Excerpt from January 24, 2013 meeting minutes of the Alpine Community Planning Group voting to revise their
recommendation for APN 406-210-04 from SR-4 (density analyzed as SEIR Proposed Project) to SR-2

2. Sharon Haven presents a request for a change in re-classification
for land that was previously in the former Forest Conservation
Initiative area and that was previously addressed by the Alpine
Planning Group. The land in question 1s APN 406-210-04.
Presentation, Discussion and Action.

Discussion - Sharon Haven 1s asking to reconsider the
designation and change it from SR-4 to SR-2. Members of the
public spoke in opposition to the change. Tom Myers spoke
about the public review period that 1s coming before us in
February. Thinks the planning group should wait until that time
to discuss the matter. Lou Russo spoke out against unopposed
property rights. George Barnett said the original map was SR-1
and SR-2. in the entire area. Said applicant was asking for his
property what he wanted. Roger Garay thinks 1t’s a waste of
time to discuss this anymore. Said we should be able to do what
we want with our own property as long as 1t does not
egregiously harm the neighbor.

Motion — Travis Lyon motions to recommend to the county for
reclassification to SR-2 from SR-4. Jim Archer seconds the
motion.

es No Abstain | Absent

Jim Archer
George Barnett
Aaron Dabbs
Jim Easterling
Roger Garay
Travis Lyon

I E E e P

Nicole McDonough X
Michael Milligan
Tom Myers X
Leslie Perricone
Lou Russo X
Richard Saldano
Sharmin Self
Kippy Thomas
John Whalen
Motion passes with 12 yes and 3 no votes

e

e

PEsibelle

AL-6
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Property owners supporting the Semi-Rural 4

From: Dave Henderson [davesculpt@gmail.com]
Sent: Sunday, March 03, 2013 7:22 PM

To: Citrano, Robert

Subject: Increased Land Use Densities

Dear Mr Citrano, I live in Alpine and was just informed of a Tuesday meeting that's to be held to discuss former FC
land densities.

I have attended a number of meetings with the Alpine Planning Group and was under the impression that this issue had
already been discussed with recommendations then made, (SR4 etc.)

In any event, | would respectfully like to strongly recommend that no further increases in land use densities by made
than what has already been outline by the Alpine Planning Group.

Sincerely,

Dave Henderson
1724 Casa De Roca Way

From: Jesse & Sandra Purczynski [jesandsand@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, March 04, 2013 10:45 AM

To: Citrano, Robert

Subject: Former FCI Lands

Dear Mr. Citrano,

I am writing, as many of my neighbors are writing this, because | understand that you are being constantly assailed by certain
people to increase densities in former FCI lands in the Alpine area. My husband & | attended the consensus meeting that you held
in Alpine about densities. We personally would have preferred to have our area (Casa de Roca) be SR10 but in the spirit of
reaching a consensus we agreed to SR 4. Please believe that just because you have not heard from many people who want the
densities to remain low, that they are not out there. We are out there! They many not have the luxury of time and money to
constantly attend meetings week after week and spend time on emailing and letters. The truth is we are worn out with this as I'm
sure you must be. We have jobs and families that out of necessity must take priority over campaigning for what we really want
which is to keep our area rural with the least impact of density.

PLEASE we want low density!

Sincerely,

Jesse & Sandra Purczynski

1829 Casa De Roca Way

Alpine, CA 91901

From: Maria Banuelos [terebn64@gmail.com]
Sent: Sunday, March 03, 2013 6:00 PM

To: Citrano, Robert

Subject: FCl lands in ALpine

Dear Mr Citrano,

As an Alpine resident who would be affected directly by the increased density proposed by those who have a direct interest in
getting this designation pushed trough in FCI lands, | am encouraging you to not support any proposal designed to increase
density in our community. When we make the decision to buy property in alpine, we accept any property we purchase with its
current designation not expecting to have a different use/zoning. not ours or our neighbors. Those pushing to have higher use of
their land by subdividing it keep bringing up as if they feel they are entitled to higher profits at the expense of their neighbors.
Increased traffic, increased population, decreased safety, when the infrastructure does not support it would be the result if change
in designation is passed, The issue had already been heard and agreed upon not to allow this. Please, do not support any
changes that allow increased density. Thank you.

respectfully,

Maria Banuelos,

Alpine 5
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From: Diane Francis [diane_francis@hotmail.com]
Sent: Sunday, March 03, 2013 5:21 PM

To: Citrano, Robert

Subject: Former FCI lands

Dear Mr. Citrano,

I am writing this because I understand that you are being constantly assailed by certain people to increase densities in former FCI
lands in the Alpine area. I attended the consensus meeting that you held in Alpine about densities. My husband and I personally
would have preferred to have our area (east of Casa de Roca) be SR10 but in the spirit of reaching a consensus we agreed to SR
4. Please believe that just because you have not heard from many people who want the densities to remain low, that they are
not out there. They do not have the luxury of time and money to constantly attend meetings week after week and spend time on
emailing and letters. The truth is we are worn out with this as I'm sure you must be. We have jobs and families that out of
necessity must take priority over campaigning for what we really want which is to keep our area rural with the least impact of
density.

Please, we are here and we want low density!
Sincerely,
Diane & Walt Francis

5490 Running Quail Rd.
Alpine, CA 91901
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Alpine

Community member proposing densities similar to Staff Recommendation

Comments on Forest Conservation Initiative General Plan Amendment Draft Supplemental
Environmental Impact Report

These comments are sent to the County of San Diego Planning & Development Services:

We have reviewed the sections of the subject report as they pertain to the Alpine Planning Area and
wish to make the following comments:

1. We do not support the Modified Project Alternative because we believe that there is a better
alternative that is more rational, satisfies the interest of most of the Alpine residents and is
environmentally better than this alternative or the Working Draft Plan proposed by the General Plan

Amendment.

The Modified Project Alternative seeks to reduce environmental impact of the General Plan Amendment
by limiting growth in focus areas A-1, A-2, and A-4 to the levels of the Former FCI (1 dwelling per 40
acres) but ignores focus area A-3 which is the second largest contributor of net increase average daily
trips in this report. Increased density in these four areas impacts the environment by requiring major
road improvements and extension of water, sewer, and related utilities. Focus area A-5 also remains the
same as the proposed General Plan Amendment as the environmental consequences of development at
the level proposed are almost insignificant.

We propose a new Environmentally Exceptional Project Alternative that is superior to the Working Plan

and all alternatives analyzed in the SEIR. We would describe this alternative as follows.

e Forareas A-1through A-4 allow development at the SR-4 level which is largely consistent with
the existing General Plan Update. This will allow 1 dwelling per 4, 8 or 20 acres depending on
slope. Although a preferable level of development would be 1 dwelling per 5 acres, this choice is
not available in the Land Use Density policy. However, the Alpine Community Plan prohibits
extending water and sewer utilities beyond the existing service area, and the Groundwater
Ordinance sets a limit of 1 dwelling per 5 acres in this section of the County. When these two
factors are applied to areas Al thru A-4, the maximum density will effectively be 1 dwelling per
5 acres.

* For Area A-5, allow development in accordance with the General Plan Amendment which is
based on the Working Draft Plan proposed by the Community Planning Group and is the same as
the Modified Project Alternative. This will permit development of 1 dwelling per 20 or 40 acres
as requested by the community.

IMPACTS

Development at the 1 dwelling per 5 acre level for areas A-1 thru A-4 without extending public
water and sewer utilities will yield major cost savings and significant reductions in environmental
impacts. At steeper slopes, the number of dwellings will be governed by the Land Use Density
designator, i.e. 1 dwelling per 8 acres for slopes over 20% or 1 dwelling per 20 acres for slopes
greater than 50%.

Page 1 of 2
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Comments on Forest Conservation Initiative General Plan Amendment Draft Supplemental
Environmental Impact Report

The roadway impacts under this new Environmentally Exceptional Project Alternative will also be
greatly reduced. The current General Plan anticipates an increase of 6,949 average daily trips (ADT)
for areas A-1 through A-4 over the former FCI level of development. The proposed Modified Project
Alternative shows no increase Land Use Density and no increase in ADT’s as compared to the Former
FCl levels for areas A-1, 2, and 4, while the ADT's for area A-3 will increase by 16,767. This yields a
total increase in ADT’s for the Modified Project Alternative of 16,767. We estimate that our
proposed Environmentally Exceptional Project Alternative will show a total increase in ADT’s of less
than 7,000 when the Groundwater Ordinance limits are superimposed on this area.

The result is that the number of ADT’s under the Environmentally Exceptional Project Alternative as
described herein will be less than half of the Modified Project Alternative described in the SEIR, and
there will be a dramatic reduction in the environmental impact by eliminating the need to extend
water and sewer utilities or develop more roadway capacity. At the same time, most of the
residents and property owners will be allowed to develop their property at the levels they originally
requested. Wildlife will also benefit by the lower density development distributed throughout the
focus areas which will allow wildlife corridors to continue to exist while reducing fuel load for
potential future wildfires.

CONCLUSION
The San Diego Planning & Development Services should explore more deeply this proposed
Environmentally Exceptional Project Alternative because it:

o offers the least impact of the all alternatives proposed

* allows growth at the levels requested by most of the Alpine residents who participated in

developing the proposed General Plan Amendment
* avoids changes to the Alpine Community Plan
* reduces wildfire fuel loads and protects wildlife by providing a widely distributed low

density development as opposed to higher density development throughout a major section
of the Plan area.

These comments are prepared and submitted by:
Tom & Judy Myers

1523 Montecito Vista

Alpine, CA 91901

Email: tomandjudy@rcn.com

Page 2 of 2
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Alpine

Community member proposing densities similar to Staff Recommendation

From: Louis Russo [mailto:louisfrusso@gmail.com]

Sent: Sunday, February 17, 2013 8:52 AM

To: Fogg, Mindy; Mindy.Fogg@sdcounty.ca.gov; Citrano, Robert
Subject: Fwd: Public Comment, Former FCI lands, Alpine

Commissioners:

[ am a 10 year resident of Alpine, an 8 year member of the Alpine Community Planning Group (ACPG) and a 6
year member of the San Diego Rural Fire District (SDRF) Board of Directors, currently serving as the
Chairman of the SDRF board.

Over the years | have seen numerous factions, with divergent views, give mput and opinions regarding density
and development within the Alpine Community Planning Area. In particular, as both a parcel owner, resident
and ACPG member, | watched closely the recent "community input" regarding the former FCI lands. After
having participated in, and reveiwed, the entire process, my recommendation is that you adopt the Modified
Project Alternative (Environmentally Superior Alternative) for those lands within the ACPG boundaries, as well
as for the entire East County Area.

My reasons for recommending this adoption are:

1. First, and foremost, it most closely aligns with both the wishes of the majority of residents as well as the
provisions of the Alpine General Plan guiding principles and provisions. Although heavy influence was exerted
by developers, contractors, realtors, etc. to obtain the most heavily dense designations possible (as one would
expect). the overriding desires of the majority was to retain the rural nature of the former FCI lands, to protect
these lands environmentally and to live within the infrastructure, present and proposed, within this area.

2. This alternative provides a reasoned, reasonable, plausible plan for limited growth within the former

FCI lands while at the same time accomodating, to a reasonable degree, those parcel owners who wish to
increase density, within reason, on their parcels. In fact, except for two parcel owners (both of whom were non-
residents who simply owned land within the boundaries), the majority of the owners within the ACPG former
FCI area were more than willing to be reasonable with their neighbors during the workshops conducted to
provide you with the community recommendations. This is not to say there weren't shennigans at play, but in
general, the residents were able to compromise, save two, to come up with a workable plan. The
Envronmentally Superior Alternative 1 recommend adoption of most closely aligns with the majority opinion of
the residents.

3. Asyou are aware, there are severe infrastructure and environmental challenges in the ACPG boundary
former FCI lands. In addition to lack of Padre Dam wate/ sewer, the existing water table limitations are known
by all of the current residents. The new Viejas Resort will further strain this asset. In addtion, there are very
limited roads, little to no secondary access (as required by fire regulations), and those that do exist will need
extensive widening, turnarounds, etc. in the event of any development. The Environmentally Superior
Alternative appears to best address these issues.
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Alpine

4. The area of the former FCI lands within the ACPG boundary are, quite frankly, probably the greatest fire
hazard area in the County. Although | have been here for the Viejas Fire, Cedar Fire and all subsequent fires,
the current fire fuel maps show that the greatest concentration of fire fuel are almost directly aligned with the
former FCI lands within the ACPG boundary. Most areas here are marked in bright red, the highest danger
level, and mn addition to no Padre Dam hydrants, etc., there are barely enough current roads to enable the
protection of the existing structures. ANY development will require extensive County expenditures of funds to
upgrade/increase infrastructure.

5. Finally, the Environmentally Superior Alternative is aptly named as most of the former FCI lands in the
ACPG boundary abut directly with Cleveland National Forest. Although the slim, one vote, majority on the
ACPG voted to go forward with greatly increased densities, to SR-1 and SR-2, in these parcels, it was never a
viable recommendation. The Environmentally Superior Alternative recognizes this and provides greatly
reduced densities as one approaches the National Forest. This not only evidences a high level of common
sense, but is fully in alignment with the Alpine Community General Plan Guiding Principles, which was just
updated by the community prior to contrator/developer/realtor rush to ignore during the former FCI lands
workshops and public input. This Alternative "rights the ship" in this regard.

Thank you for your consideration.

Louis F. Russo
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Alpine

Community member supporting higher densities than the Staff Recommendation

g .
Iravis Lvon
2139 Sourh Grade Road
Alpine, CA 91901
6G19.952.8607

travis.lvon@gmail.com

March 18, 20173

Supervisor Dianne Jacob
County of San Diego
1600 Pacific Highway
San Diego, CA 92101

dianne jacob@sdeounty.ca.gov

Dear Supervisor Jacob.

I am writing ro comment on the upeoming General Plan Amendment which will address rhe former Forest
Conservation Initiative land. and specifically the land o the south of Interstate-8. just east of Alpine’s
village core. I am writing as a resident of Alpine and head of household for a tamily of four. However. [ am

confident that my comments resonate with a large percentage of your constiments here in Alpine.

I am writing because I feel very strongly that the most significant long term development necessary for
Alpine to reach its potential as a full service community is the construction of a comprehensive high
school. This is one of the last aspects of a community that Alpine is sorely lacking. Alpine is verv close to
student population benchmarks that demonstrate the need tor a high school. We can’t make decisions as a
community that will stifle stable and appropriate growth.

The logical pattern of growth for Alpine is in the area of the former FCI lands along the south side of
Interstate 8. I support density designations of SR-1 and SR-2 in this area. which are consistent with the
density throughout the majority of our community. Most of the existing homes in this area are simated
on parcels ranging from 1-4 acres. 1 do not believe that the development of large tracts of land in that area
into similar sized 1, 2 and 4 acre lots is unfair to the current residents. However. 1 do believe it would be
untair to the rest of the commmunity to impose low density zoning to this area that would effectively prevent

its long term development and jeopardize the evential development of a high school.

We need more homes that are affordable and lot sizes that are manageable for families with children.
Large 4+ acre ranches are not viable for most families. SR-1 and SI-2 zoning in this area would allow for
homes that would attract voung middle class families to Alpine. Influx of these tvpe of households are

essential for anv community. but even more so for a community at crossroads such as ours.

Please consider the community as a whole when you make your decision. Please keep our growth on tfrack

for a high school.

Sineers -]_\' VOurs,

A

Travis Lyon

11



FCI LANDS GPA: AREA OF CONSIDERATION

Alpine

Property owners supporting SR-1

Supervisor Dianne Jacob

SD County Board of Supervisors
1600 Pacific Highway

San Diego, CA 92101

Dear Supervisor Jacob,

My mother Mary Ellen Mazzola and I own 28+ acres on Alpine Blvd bounded by Farlin Road,
better known to the County as APN 406-12-13 and 406-14-05.

In February 2011, when we were told that the Forest Initiative had expired, my mother wrote
a letter to you ( copy attached) asking that the property be considered for realistic zoning,
given our frontage on Alpine Boulevard (all the way to the East Willows ramp) and the
proximity of the Casino right across the Highway. This was well before the study started on
our lands.

Much later, in the fall of 2012, we saw a map brought to the APG meeting by County staff
that called for 1 acre land use classification on our property, and we were alright with that;
except that we thought we should have a little bit of commercial on the part of the property
that was right at the off ramp.

Together, we attended the Public Action subcommittee held on March 15%. My job requires
me to work late into the evening and my mother travels a great deal. It was an effort for us
to attend that meeting, but we made it in order to ask for the change to commercial on that
section of our property.

When we left, we both believed that the only change to the classification was that our corner
would be commercial. Just recently we were told by neighbors that our property and theirs
has been changed to 4 acre minimum! It seems crazy planning to be backing up commercial
zoning with 4 acre - - and, we don't even know when this happened. We received no
notification of any change, and when you work for a living, you can't keep attending
meetings.

If any of my neighbors had opposed the 1 acre minimum, I would have been alerted to try to
stay on top of it, but none did. Who out there has more “say' on our property than the people
who live in the area? It did not appear that this was a recommendation by the county Staff...

Since I have been told that this is a time for comment, this is my comment: Please restore
the 1 acre minimum that we, at the east end of Alpine Blvd., thought we had. I have read my
neighbor Len Nielsen's letter and am in agreement with it.

Gail Mazzola

AL-6
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Mr. Darren Gretler

Deputy Director

Department of Planning and Development Services
Advanced Planning

5510 Overland Avenue

San Diego, CA

Dear Mr. Gretler,

My name is Len Nielsen and I am a property owner at 6191 Alpine Blvd. in Alpine. My neighbors and I
are not involved in planning issues. However, about a year ago, one of my neighbors heard that the
Forest Conservation Initiative that had impacted our properties for so many years had been terminated.
Finally! The County had come to Alpine to discuss changes, they said, and they had brought a map that
called for my property and those of my near neighbors to the North and West to be changed to 1 acre
minimum. That was fine with us. I didn't hear any more.

Now, I understand that map was somehow not the map passed by the Alpine Planning Group. That is
hard to understand, since none of us out here opposed it, and why is it anyone else’s business?

We understand that, under current groundwater restrictions, no one out here can divide their property to
put a house on less than 5 acres anyway — no matter what the land reclassification is. It would take
imported water being extended all the way out here for development to happen. However, looking to
the future, we would like to have that option when water does come. We do not want our children to
have to pay for some expensive “amendment” to make that happen.

Since I have been told that this is a time for comments to be made regarding the plan that was passedE,
I am registering my opposition, and that of my neighbors, to this change from the county's initial map
showing 1 acre minimum - to the current map showing 1 house per 4 acres. We believe that since we
are very close to an off ramp, and since right across the freeway f;om us is intensive casino
development, that 4 acre minimum for the future is ridiculous.

Please rectify this error in judgment, apparently made by people who do not live in this neighborhood,

Lok m YL

Leonard Nielsen

Sincerely,

Alpine 13



