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1

Responsel
Post-Public Review Recommendation
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CPU Subcommittee 11/12/2020 Meeting

Goal
6-2 Retain the character that

Initial Staff Rec/Rationale:

Recommend Removal

LU-2 Maintenance of the County’s Rural Character
C

Existing Goals and Policies matrix #10

an of the
varied communities, rural setting, and character.

D that maintains Valley Center's rural character
through appropriate location and suitable site design.

‘Subcommittee Comment:
* Recommend retain with revision

 Tne fllowg polces may b repeting thisgo
* Exclude vilag

*Rely on #235 and #239 as policies

" Keep policy

Recommended revision:

. shapes, and
Villages

Public Comment
“May

Consider Plan

2012 Proposals N S " . i density requirements.
P Land Use - Semi-  distinguishes the sub-area. Site designs ™' s mostly covered n the existing goals referenced. To each area uniquely and work with developers - remature {0 place:
> ! y suggest consistency with image and scale, but then wanting Jmtations,
#0234 Rural Development  are consistent with the image, scale and  giversity could make this wording confusing.
diversity of the surrounding semi-rural Motion: goalitem #234 and
: ) Remove item #238
neighborhood. Post-Public Review Staff Response: LU-3 Diversity of Residential Neighborhoods Existing Goals & Policies matrix #11
A land use plan that accommodates a range of building and Preserve and enhance the rural character of the Valley Center | Recommended revision
NA neighborhood types suitable for a variety of lifestyles, ages, CPA Y lot sizes, shapes, and the
affordabilty levels, and design options. Vilages.
Maker: Kevin Smith
Second: Steve Hufchison
Vote:
Ayes: 4
Noes: 1
Inial Staf Rec/Rationale: it Gomment: Seo fom #234.
Do Vilages need fo be specifcally considered as tisis covering Land Use -
Recommend Removal " sty
develd " See
Secton 81.401r ofthe County's Subdiision Ordinance or the equitements of Publc Comment
. Conservtion Subdiisions
Policy LU0 Motion: goal item #234 and
. The General Remove item #236
2012Proposals | 111 semi. | 2- On larger properties create i Semi-Rural arcas, va strets, pathways/ral, and open space networks. | Require residential development in Semi-Rural areas to be
interconnected smaller neighborhoods ect integrated with existing neighborhoods by providing connected  County Subdivision Ordinance Recommended revision:
4236 Rural Development separated by open space; avoid a sprawl and continuous street, pathway/trail, and recreational open et . shapes, and the

of houses or independent enclaves.

Post.public Review Staf Response:

No Change to Recommendation

policy.

space networks.

Maker: Kevin Smith
‘Second: Steve Hutchison

Policy
4. Prohibit monotonous site designs: this

2012 Proposals: means checkerboard layouts, uniform lot

Initial Staff Rec/Rationale:

Recommend Removal
This issue s covered in the policy proposal in Item 235 of this
matrix and the issue is covered in a more generalized style in

LU-3.1 Diversity of Residential Designations and Building
Types

Maintain a mixture of residential land use designations and
development regulations that accommodate various building
types and styles.

roquire” i lom #234

‘Currently have #235 and #239 on consent.
* Without the word *require, give too much flexibity o developers

Publc Comment:

Land Use - Semi- " o ) " GP Policy LU-3.2. The County doesn't regulate the types of jsion of
sizes, repetitious architecture, uniform marketing materials referenced. NA Remove item #238.
Rural Development . . .
#238 building materials, and pretentious Recommended revision . N
branding that cites the natural features ~ Post-Public Review Staff Response: LU-3.2 Mix of Housing Units in Large Projects Vilages e °
- P Require new large residential developments (generally greater
the project has just destroyed. No Change to Recommendation than 200 dwelling units) to integrate a range of housing types T ison
Staff would need additional information on the concerns with  and lot and building sizes. [See applicable community plan for
removing the policy. possible relevant policies.] o
Noes: 1
oo Comment
. Recommend
Intial Staf Rec/Rationale: LU-3.1 Diversity of Residential Designations and Building R i s rovson
Recommend inclusion with Revision Types " Pubic Comment:
Poli b oromosed o siir o Maintain a mixture of residential land use designations and *Subdivision same size, puton
oficy L o1 included, only ne accurrence s needed of coursel development regulations that accommodate various building
2. Maintain the existing rural of types and styles. Motion: Retain staff recommendation with revision.
Existing Land Use - Varied  Valley Center in future developments b oo Propased evsio:
o . . Y P Y ctevatons soui be o Rural Subdivision Design Guidelines (guidance in sty and dstinclion between homes and overallsubdivisions is encouraged
Design Housing - prohibiting monotonous tract sostpublc eview Saf Response subdivision design; not regulatory) e 1 Vilages. Homes witthe sare ot conigurabons e same model
#6 Diversity of Types  developments. Require site design that is o ovaons shoui bo avaded

consistent with the rural community

No Change to Recommendation
012

LU-3.2 Mix of Housing Units in Large Projects

Maker: Stove Hutchison
: Pam Wiedenkeller

character. 012 | Reqire new large residentialdevelopments (generally greater
It Profcts e e o b cnstet i e o than 200 dwelling units) to integrate a range of housing types o
and lot and buiding sizes. [See applicable community plan for Yot
possible relevant policies.] o
Subcommittee Comment:
Existing Goals & Policies #6 (CP Community Character
\nital Staff Ree/Rationale: LU-3.1 Diversity of Residential Designations and Building  Policy 2) Public Comment:
Types Maintainth oxig urlchractrofValey Coter n fure
Recommend inclusion with Revision Maintain a mixiure of residential land use and by prohibitin Motion: Retain staff recommendation with revision
Bragered reviion (1t proposcd or simiar existing and 2012 GevelopMent regulations that accommodate various Siiking  Recure she dsugn hat s consient wit the rural Sommunty
Policy proposed policies so if included, only one occurrence is needed | YPeS and styles. character. ;{::rﬁ: :nr:‘:;fs"‘i:";ion between homes and overall

2012 Proposals Land Use - Varied

N N LU-3.4.7 Prohibit repetitive cookie-cutter
Design Housing -

development that destroys local

of course):
"Diversity and distinction between homes and overall

subdivisions is encouraged outside of Villages. Homes with the
same lot configurations and same model elevations should be

#152 Diversity of Types subdivisions is encouraged. A string of homes with same-model avoided.
character. elevations should be avoided LU-3.2 Mix of Housing Units in Large Projects
post-public Review Staff R . Require new large residential dovelopments (generally greater Maker Steve Hutchison
ost-Public Review Staff Response: than 200 dwelling units) to integrate a range of housing types ~ Rural Subdivision Design Guidelines econd: Pam Wiedenkeller
and lot and building sizes. [See applicable community plan for
NA possible relevant policies.] Vote:
Ayes: 5
Noes:
Subcommittee Comment:
It StafRec/Rationale: LU-3.1 Diversity of Residential Designations and Building E:i::;’gaf::'"’c: :)°"°i°’ matrix #6 (CP Community Public Comment:
Types
e o i R s Maintain a mixture of residentia land use designations and  aintain the exising rurel character of Valley Center in fue - potion; Retain staff recommendation with revision.
Policy e | s and s'yl’;sg“‘a“““s that various building - Igoqie site design that is consistent with Ihe rural community g oo
2012 Proposals  Land Use - Varied LU-I_3.3.9 Require a diversity and mix Of | portion of the public road it of wy. character. Diversity and dls(lncllon between homes and overall
Design Housi lot sizes and housing types, architecture, sroposed subdivisions is encouraged outside of Villages. Homes with the
esign Housing - - | dscaping and lot sizes to attract o same lot configurations and same model elevations should be
#154 Diversity of Types J 3 N avoided
people of diverse lifestyles, occupations, |5 ria oy LU-3.2 Mix of Housing Units in Large Projects
interests, and ages. Require new large residential developments (generally greater o 1 < b ivicion Design Gui es (guidance in Maker: Steve Hutchison
pestPublc Review Saf Response than 200 dwelling units) to integrate a range of housing types [ e 8 98 m{'u ulatory) 9! Second: Pam Wiedenkeller
and lot and building sizes. [See applicable community plan for 'an: gulatory)
" possible relevant policies.] Vote:
Ayes: 5
Noes: 0
Initial Staff Rec/Rationale: Subcommittee Comment:
Review Similar Existing/Proposed Polices LU-3.1 Diversity of Residential Designations and Building E‘l“':r‘;:f;:z'lfc: ,z°"°"" matrix #6 (CP Community Public Comment:
Types arac .
Thi i t ific to Vill the
el lindustril aross. so 1 mot recommonded to be | Maintain a mixture of residential land use o e"‘;“:’% ool Va“ey Centerinfuture | yoion: Retain staff recommendation with revision.

Policy

LU-3.3.10 Produce variety within the
range of design options that are
compatible with the character of the sub-

2012 Proposals Land Use - Varied
Design Housing -

#155 Diversity of Types area (see the chapter on Community
Characters: Valley Center’s Sub-Areas.)
Policy
Existing 9. Prohibit residential development which
Land Use - Ay
N N would prematurely subdivide land and
Residential . . A
#24 require expansion of public util

services to such developments.

included in the Design Guidelines update.

Proposed revision:

Diversity and distinction between homes and overall
subdivisions is encouraged. A string of homes with the same lot
configurations and the same model elevations should be
avoided

Post-Public Review Staff Response:

NA

Initial Staff Rec/Rationale:

Recommend Removal

development regulations that accommodate various bu\ldmg
types and styles.

LU-3.2 Mix of Housing Units in Large Projects

Require new large residential developments (generally greater
than 200 dwelling units) to integrate a range of housing types
and lot and building sizes. [See applicable community plan for
possible relevant policies.]

LU-1.4 Village Expansion
Permit new land uses

o planned Vilage: Jlowing
= Potential
and constrains, such as topography and flooding
= Potentia road
network

d o reduction of

There is no explanation of what would constitute pr
subdividing land. Public utility/infrastructure expansion policies
are already covered in a separate section and in the GP.

Post-Public Review Staff Response:
No Change to Recommendation

Staff would need information on any concerns in order to
consider a different recommendation.

services to other County residents

' The expansion is consistent with community characer, the scale, and the orderly

and contiguous growth of a Vilage area

LU-12.1 Concurrency of Infrastructure and Services with
Development

Require the provision of infrastructure, facilties, 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 phasing.

Require site design hat s consistent with lhs rural community
character.

Rural Subdivision Design Guidelines (guidance in
subdivision design; not regulatory)

NA

Proposed revision:
Diversity and distinction between homes and overall
subdivisions is encouraged outside of Villages. Homes with the
same lot configurations and same model elevations should be.
avoided.

Maker: Steve Hutchison
Second: Pam Wiedenkeller

Vote:
Ayes: 5
Noes: 0
mmittee Comment
* Recommend inclusion with revision:

exending infairuclro (10045, uiis) and woulddofeat e nentonof
the community development mor
Aveing cos docent make sense

Public Comment.
*"This proposed language might prevent son
developed. Add language to allow for flexi
* Limitations might not need to be put in place if developers understand
Valley Center's characteristics.

potential projects to be

Motion:

Recommend inclusion with revision

extending infrastructure (roads, utlties) and would defeat the intention of
the community development mode!

Maker: Steve Hutchison
‘Second: Kevin Smith

Vote:
Ayes: 4
Noes: 1
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County Staff Recommendation/

Category Type & Text Related General Plan Goals & P Related Community Plan Goal/Policy or Other Regulation CPU Subcommittee 11/12/2020 Meeting

Responsel
Post-Public Review Recommendation

Subcommittee Comment:

Initial Staff Rec/Rationale: * Recommend inclusion with revision

Recommend Removal Public Comment:
This proposed policy would be difficult to implement in only

Policy

LU-3.4.4. Require site inventory maps to LU-6.6 Integration of Natural Features into Project Design Motion: Take staff recommendation to remove item #149.

Valley Center and "areas to b d" would not hold - .
2012 Proposals Land Use - precede site planning in order to ,:gx‘;v" :,:g';" areastobe conserved” would not hol Require incorporation of natural features (including mature oaks, PDS Form #090 - Minimum Plot Plan Information
N . indigenous trees, and rock formations) into proposed Maker: Lisa Adams
#1490 Subdivisions  determine areas that should be Post-Public Review Staff e . development and require avoidance of sensitive Design Second: Kevin Smith
conserved and areas that can be ost-Public Review Staff Response: resources.
disturbed for development. No Change to Recommendation Yoter
Staff would need additional information on the concerns with
removing the policy.
Initial Staff Rec/Rationale:
imittee Comme
Recommend Inclusion with Revision * Accept staff proposed revision
The County's Residential Subdivision Design Guidelines were Public Comment
Policy intended to serve as a resource tool so mandating the Public Comment:
) . . Guidelines as policy regulations in Valley Center would be . .
2012 Proposals LU-4.1.2 Designs for major subdivisions  inconsisent with their intention. Motion: Accept staif revision.
Land Use - will follow the County’s manual for - visi "
o - . d revi NA Design Maker: Steve Hutchison
Subdivisions achieving context-sensitive project Proposed revision Second: Lisa Adams
#174 designs: “Design Guidelines for Designs for major subdivisions should follow guidance in the
,g - g 2 . County's Residential Subdivision Design Guidelines in order to Vote:
Residential Subdivision achieve community character compatibilty Ayos: 5
i Revi Noes: 0
Post-Public Review Staff Response:
NA
nitial Staff ‘Subcommittee Comment:
. . * Master Plan developed as baseline levl o serviceof tais needed
Recommend Removal M-12.4 Land Dedication for Trails Goals & Policies matrix #122 (CP Parks and Recreation - e e 0 ot & corracio st i v 1 it
The County has the authority to require trail easementson | Require development projects to dedicate and improve Policy ) CTUP algmonttrovgh o i, ‘
: ¢ ' yrails or § o | *Perhaps consider with the ofher rais proposals
development sites when a trail alignment through the site is CP Parks and Recreation Policy 9: Provide riding and hiking trails,
called out in the Community Trails Master Plan (CTMP) or the | Pathways where the development will ocour on land planned for t (. s ca and other faciliies within existing or proposed parks.
Regional Trails Plan. The County does not have the authority to | a1 O Pathway segments shown when appropriate to complement the Valley Center Trails System. | 1554 Wih the County not aking on maintenance o all trais.
. on the Regional Trails Plan or Community Trails Master Plan. - | be particulary problematic wih reguar equestrian use.
2012 Proposals Policy require that developers obtain off-site trail easements. The
Land Use - 6.1 " torized language lacks clarity and seems to require cross country trails Table for now, take up with other trail items.
Subdivisions - Incorporate non-motorized cross for any project in the Semi-Rural Regional Category. Section otion:
#240 country trails into the site design. 81.402u of the County Subdivision Ordinance details th on
f:d\:annn requrements v;h:re  CTMP trail alignment crosses | ¢ 21 & Gonnections to Trails and Networks
e property to be subdivided. Connect public parks to trails and pathways and other pedestrian Community Trails Master Plan
or bicycle networks where feasible to provide linkages and Regional Trails Plan Vote:
connectivity between recreational uses. Ayes:
Post-Public Review Staff Response: Noes:
N
LU-11.9 Development Density and Scale Transitions
Locate transitions of medium-intensity land uses or provide buffers
between lower intensity uses, such as low-density residential districts
and higher intensity development, such as commercial or industrial
uses. Buffering may be accomplished through increased setbacks or
other techniques such as grade differentials, walls, and/or
landscaping but must be consistent with community design
standards.
LU-11.10 Integrity of Medium and High Impact Industrial Uses Subcommittee Comment: i
Protect designated Medium and High Impact Industrial areas from * Add text at end of existing sentence. Prioritize landscape/open
\nital Staff Rec/Rationale: of i land uses, such schools, space buffer.*Discourage, except as a last resort,sound wals”
or other uses that are sensitive to industrial impacts. The intent of Open space/landscape buffer not enough if next to major street.
Recommend fclusion this policy s to retain the ability to utilize industrially designated Recommend taking saff recommendation
This is very similar to GP Policies LU-11.9, 10, and 11, butit's  locations by reducing future development conflicts. Buffer walls should be last resort in VC.
. possible it could be retained with the specifics on using e i .
Policy fandscaping and open space. Stakeholders should review the :if.'l‘::f::.f:::ifﬂ'"e’.;7::.'.':«3':;" o arth e or oty
6. Buffer residential areas from policies to see if they to cover the where they are needed. .
incompatible activities which create issue. LU-11.11 Industrial Compatibility with Adjoining Uses .
. " Require industrial land uses with outdoor activities or storage to | Residential Subdivision Design Guidelines (guidance in subdivision .
- J d 4 J Post-Public Review Staff Response: provide a buffer from adjacent incompatible land uses (refer to Policy design; not regulatory) -
Land Use - Buffering heavy traffic, noise, odors, dust, and blic Review Staff desi Jatory) Public Comment:
#19 unsightly views through the use of LU-11.9 for examples of buffering).
landscaping and preservation of open No Change to Recommendation
space It seems the comment submitted does not note a disagreement Maker: Kevin Smith
B with including this current policy in the update, but calls for ~ Second“ Steve Hutchison
additional policy language for screening of noise walls. GP M-2.4 Roadway Noise Buffers i
Policy N-1.3 discourages noise walls and calls for berms, Incorporate buffers or other noise reduction measures consistent
landscaping, or other screening when noise walls can't be with standards established in the Noise Element into the siting and Vote:
avoided design of roads located next to sensitive noise-receptors to minimize Ayes: 5
adverse impacts from traffic noise. Consider reduction measures such Noes: 0
as alternative road design, reduced speeds, alternative paving, and
setbacks or buffers, prior to berms and walls
1.2 o Mamgementstategis
rsne sbaement s ncesay
@ o placmentof ke sedi s Wi o sreas
= s sethacksbeween e ganratos and e s ses
i sountainustingschtecuesdegnand bulding s
Sovamant matens o oxswar)
‘Subcommitiee Comment:
Initial Staff Rec/Rationale: H-3.3 Density Bonus as a Means to Devel « Al unts )
Provide a local density bonus program to encourage the development| ave them coreningle
. of housing affordable to lower income households and special needs *Would be more difiult o plan for public ransit
Policy Recommend Removal housing * Wouldn break up connecied housig (apt, condo)
| e e housi its ity | T inegration o affordable housingino development * Addressed n 20
2012 Proposals 8. Integrate affordable housing units With  prgjectsis part of the countywide Housing Affordabilty
Land Use - market priced dwellings; prohibit their strategy. . Bubllc Comment;

i P
4188 Affordable Housing concentration in one area of any v rogram Motion: Recommend reroval

Post-Public Review Staff Response:

neighborhood.

No Change to Recommendation

H-3.4 Housing for Moderate-Income Families in Villages

Facilitate the production of housing for moderate income families
within Villages by permitting developments that offer affordable
ho

Maker: Pam Wiedenkeller
‘Second: Lisa Adams.

Staff would need additional information on the concerns with Vote:
removing the policy. toincorporate other compatible housing types within areas Ayes:5
Noes: 0

zoned for single-family residential development.
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Initial Staff Rec/Rationale:

Recommended Removal
Between the Existing Community Plan and the 2012 proposals,

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

g and #13 (CP Land idential
Policy 1)
Require that discretionary permits preserve environmentally
significant and/or sensitive resources such as undisturbed steep
slopes, canyons, floodplains, ridge tops and unique scenic views in
order to reinforce the rural character of the area through sensitive site
design and, where appropriate, with open space easements.

h , Specific P

& ix #14 (CP Land idential Policy 2)

Require of unique features such as oak woodlands,

Residential

design techniques, perimeter (ot sies, o buffers, to achieve compatibilty with

LU-6.4 Sust

riparian habitats, steep slopes, archaeological sites, and ecologically
sensitive areas.

Subcom

ree Comment: Covered in a number of areas

#17 (CP Land Public Comme:

inable Subdivision Desi
Require that residential subdwons be planned to

space and natural resources, protect agricultural operations inclu
grazing, increase fire safety and defensibility, reduce impervious

& standards which are conslstent with the character and scale of a rural

adhere
Motion: Remove items #231, 232, 233

2012 Proposals Polic! ) g 3 ) community. The following elements are particularly important:
i Land Use - Integrate td {here are several polices which addrss the same orsimilar  footprins, use sustainable development practices, and, when « Roads that follow topography and minimize grading Maker: Steve Hutchison
2. Retain natural vegetation, rock issues. For maximum effectiveness, these should be appropriate, provide public amenities. [See applicable community posranny grading .
Natural Features consolidated. ppropriate, pi P " P! « Built environment that is integrated into the natural setting and Second: Pam Wiedenkeller
#231 outcroppings, and natural drainage. - plan for possible relevant policies.] topography;
Post-public Review Staff Response: « Grading that follows natural contours and does not disturb the Vote:
natural terrain; Ayes:5
A « Structure design and situating that allows preservation of the site’s  Noes: 0
LU-6.6 Integration of Natural Features into Pm‘m Design natural assets;
Require of natural fe « Retention of natural vegetation, agricultural groves, rock
indigenous trees, and rock formations) into pmnnsed develnpment outcroppings, riparian habitats and drainage areas.
and require avoidance of sensitive environmental resources.
LU-6.7 Open Space Network
Require projects with open space to design cont space  Resource
areas that protect wildlife habitat and corridors; preserve scenic Grading Ordinance
vistas and areas; and connect with existing or planned recreational  County CEQA Guidelines for Determining Significance
opportunities.
LU-6.9 Development Conformance with Topography
Require development to conform to the natural topography to limit
grading; incorporate and not significantly alter the dominant physical
characteristics of a site; and to utilize natural drainage and
mpognphy in conveying stormwater to the maximum extent
racticable.
Initial Staff Rec/Rationale: Existing Goals & Policies matrix #17 (CP Land Use-Residential Policy 4)
Comment: Covered in a number of areas
Recommended Removal LU-6.6 Integration of ”‘f‘“"" Features Into Project Design ~ Ront htolow topography and i grng,
N Between the Existing Community Plan and the 2012 proposals, Reduire of natural g Public Comment:
Policy there are several policies which address the same or similar ""L'Ee""“s trees, and rock '°":‘_“'°”5' into °'°"°5'“
3. Require grading for building pads and  issues. For maximum effectiveness, these should be and require sensitive resources. [ 3 Motion: Remove items #231, 232, 233
2012 Proposals roads to follow the natural contours of the  consolidated. In particular, the 2012 proposed policy in row 24
Land Use - Integrate e P of this matrix is focused on the same issue. Maker: Steve Hutchison
Natural Features land. Prohibit flat building pads on slopes Second: Pam Wiedenkeller
#232 greater than 25%. Require stepped ‘The Resource Protection Ordinance limits Confor with Topography
foundations to the natural o weep slopes (>25%) "‘se"l°" the Requlre development to conform to the natural topography to limit x°°§' 5
terrain. percentage of the property containing steep slopes. grading; incorporate and not significantly alter physical Resource Noew: 0
Post-Public Review Staff R . characteristics of a site; and to utilize natural drainage and Grading Ordinance B
ost-Public Review Staff Response: topography in conveying stormwater to the maximum extent
practicable.
NA
Subcomittee Comment: Covered in a number of areas
Initial Staff Rec/Rationale: Public Comment:
Policy

2012 Proposals

Land Use - Integrate

4. Require developers to locate buildings,
construction activities and construction

Recommend Removal
There is no description of what is meant by "special features."

Motion: Remove items #231, 232, 233

Maker: Steve Hutchison

233 Natural Features  staging areas in such a way that special  Post-Public Review Staff Response: NA A Second: Pam Wiedenkeller
feasures are proSecied from damage No Change to Recommendation Vote:
during construction, and Staff would need additional information on the concerns with Ayes: 5
removing the policy. Noes:
LU-6.9 Development Conformance with Topography
Require development to conform to the natural topography to limit
grading; incorporate and not significantly alter the dominant physical
characteristics of a site; and to utilize natural drainage and
topography in conveying stormwater to the maximum extent Subcommittee Comment:
practicable.
Initial Staff Rec/Rationale: public Comment;
Policy COS-11.3 Development Siting and Design Motion: Recommend removal.
. ; . . . Recommend Removal "
1. Grading associated with discretionary  i,ougn all grading includes some change to natural land special visual P rading Ordinance
- permits shall not change natural land contours, this text is otherwise almost the same as GP Policy LU- "/oWinE: 8 o
Grading S  Creative site planning BMP Design Manual Maker: Kevin Smith
#92 contours an(‘1 shall be_ mlrumlzed to 69. » ntegaion ofraturs fsturs it h ot Watershed Protection Ordinance Second: Lisa Adams
reduce erosion and siltation and damage | .o, pyue review staffResponse: landscape .
to downstream properties. = Minimal disturbance of topography Xo:e.s
ves:
NA Noes: 0
€0S-5.3 Downslope Protection
Require development to be appropriately sited and to incorporate
‘measures to retain natural flow regimes, thereby protecting.
downslope areas from erosion, capturing runoff to adequately allow
for filtration and/or infiltration, and protecting downstream biological
resources.
Comment; Street
Public Comment: Water district policy for Villages to use
Initial Staff Rec/Rationale: ;';y:[\’ ﬁ:sa;;rr :rzﬁ;:lem is Village doesn't have recycled water
Policy Recommend Inclusion
2012 Proposals: Motion: Include as staff recommended
P Land Use - Recycled 9. Encourage use of treated water for This gets more specific than the GP policy, to include preferred | COS-4.5 Recycled Water
. = . ! uses of recycled water. Promote the use of recycled water and gray water systems where
#185 Water irrigation of Village landscaping, parks feasible. IS Maker dPe;m Wwiden:e\ler
and golf courses. Post-Public Review Staff Respons econd: Steve Hutchison
Vote:
NA Ayes: 5
Noes: 0
Subcommittee Comment:
Policy Inital Staff Rec/Rationale: LU-1.8 Density Allocation on Project Sites Bublic Comment:
LU-1.8 Consult chapters below on recommend Removal Permit changes in density within a project site with parcels that have Motion: Recommend Remov:
2012 Proposals Conservation Subdivisions and There is no need for a policy that asks the reader to review ;"°’““"”" o land use “e:‘g"in""" 'TJ”";‘"“ ':ex";""y o ’;,’l‘"e‘}h < tion Subivisic
Land Use - reference. Community Character, the County other policies and regulations that are already applicable to lesign anly when approved by Major Use Permit or Specific Plan. The | Conservation Subdivision o Maker: Kevin Smith
) X T S Valloy conter policy does not allow a project to receive more units than is County Design Guidelines for Residential Sub Second: Pam Wiedenkeller
#137 other sections  Design Guidelines for Residential Y g established by the Land Use Maps nor to supersede Housing Element | Valley Center Design Guidelines g

Subdivisions, and Valley Center Design
Guidelines.

Post-Public Review Staff Response:

NA

Proposed Valley Center Goals and Policies Subcommittee Recommendations

requirements related to achieving the County's Regional Housing
Needs Allocation. [See applicable community plan for possible
relevant policies.]
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