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RM1

General Plan (Adopted Aug 2011) RL80
Property Specific Request: SR4
Requested by: Leonard Teyssier

Community Recommendation RL40!
Opposition Expected? Yes
Spot Designation/Zone Yes
Impacts to FCI Timeline Major
Change to GPU Principles Needed Yes
Level of Change (March 2011) Major

Notes:
1- Ramona Planning Group letter dated January 20, 2011
2- Based on Staff experience

Property Description

Property Owner:

Leonard Teyssier

Former — A72, 40-acre minimum lot size

Adopted Aug 2011 — A72
8-acre minimum lot size

RAMONA

Size: Aerial
89.31 acres
1 parcel
Location/Description:
Northeastern edge of community planning area
off of Ladrido Lane, which is accessed by Black
Mountain Road;
Outside the County Water Authority boundary.
Prevalence of Constraints (See following page):
@ - high; w — partially; O - none
@ Steep slope (greater than 25%) SR RLEO
O Floodplain
O Wetlands SR10
w Habitat Value
O Agricultural Lands
@ Fire Hazard Severity Zones
RL40
General Plan Adopted August 2011
Scenario Designation Discussion
Former GP 1 du/40 ac This property was addressed during the 2004 Residential Referrals as part
GP (Adopted Aug 2011) RL80 of a sweeping change where the Board of Supervisors directed staff not to
Referral RL40 apply the RL80 density or lower within the Ramona Community Planning
Hybrid Area on the Referral Map. The property is located outside of the County
Draft Land Use RL80 Water Authority and is within an Agricultural Preserve. The request for SR4
Environmentally Superior would be an increase over and above the density of the former General
Zoning Plan, and due to its location in Rural Lands would not be supported by the

Community Development Model or consistent with adjacent properties.
The property is nearly entirely constrained by steep slopes and is within the
Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone.
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RM1 (cont.)

m Med
High
m Wery High
Steep Slope (Greater than 25%) Habitat Evaluation model
- Very High
High
Moderate
Agricultural Lands Fire Hazard Severity Zones
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RM1 SUPPLEMENT - IMPLICATIONS OF AMENDING GENERAL PLAN

Property Specific Request August 3 Adopted Designation Level of Change Category
Semi-Rural 4 Rural Lands 80 Major

Note: Requested density is ten times the density allowed by the former General Plan.

Rationale for Major Category Classification

o The General Plan Community Development Model does not support increased development away from existing villages.

e Parcel is accessed by a dead-end road that exceeds the 1,320-foot maximum length required to accomodate the requested
designation. This lack of adequate access is exacerbated by the property being entirely located within the Very High Fire Hazard
Severity Zone.

e The General Plan principles and policies do not support increased development in areas with significant physical constraints,
such as this parcel that is almost entirely constrained by slopes greater than 25 percent.

Guiding Principles/General Plan Changes Necessary to Support the Request

e Toensure the SR4 designation is consistently mapped, an additional 140 acres west of the property would need to be designated
SR2 (see Figure 1).

o The General Plan Guiding Principles and policies would require revisions to deemphasize compact communities.
o The fundamental approach to designating Semi-rural and Rural Lands would require reconsideration.

o Depending on the revisions to the principles, policies, and concepts, other lands with Semi-Rural and Rural Lands designations
would require reconsideration.

e Revisions may also be necessary to Guiding Principles and policies that relate to reducing densities in areas with significant
physical constraints and within fire hazard zones.

e Densities would no longer be assigned to the General Plan land use map with the intention of reflecting the number of units that
could realistically be achieved through subdivision.

Impact to Forest Conservation Initiative Remapping Timeline

Major — As the majority of the Forest Conservation Initiative area will be proposed for Rural Lands, any revised principles, policies,
and concepts that generally affect application of the Rural Lands designations will substantially affect the Forest Conservation
Initiative area remapping.

Relevant General Plan Principles, Goals, and Policies

A sampling is included below:

Principle 2. Promote health and sustainability by locating new growth near existing and planned infrastructure, services, and jobs in a
compact pattern of development.

Goal LU-1 Primacy of the Land Use Element. A land use plan and development doctrine that sustain the intent and integrity of the
Community Development Model and the boundaries between Regional Categories.

Policy LU-1.1 Assigning Land Use Designations. Assign land use designations on the Land Use Map in accordance with the
Community Development Model and boundaries established by the Regional Categories Map.

Policy LU-1.3 Development Patterns. Designate land use designations in patterns to create or enhance communities and preserve
surrounding rural lands.

Policy LU-1.9 Achievement of Planned Densities. Recognizing that the General Plan was created with the concept that subdivisions
will be able to achieve densities shown on the Land Use Map, planned densities are intended to be achieved through the subdivision
process except in cases where regulations or site specific characteristics render such densities infeasible.

Goal LU-2 Maintenance of the County’s Rural Character. Conservation and enhancement of the unincorporated County's varied
communities, rural setting, and character.

RAMONA JANUARY 9, 2012



Policy LU-2.4 Relationship of Land Uses to Community Character. Ensure that the land uses and densities within any Regional
Category or Land Use Designation depicted on the Land Use Map reflect the unique issues, character, and development objectives for
a Community Plan area, in addition to the General Plan Guiding Principles.

Principle 5. Ensure that development accounts for physical constraints and the natural hazards of the land.

Goal LU-6 Development—Environmental Balance. A built environment in balance with the natural environment, scarce resources,
natural hazards, and the unique local character of individual communities.

Policy LU-6.11 Protection from Wildfires and Unmitigable Hazards. Assign land uses and densities in a manner that minimizes
development in extreme, very high and high fire threat areas or other unmitigable hazardous areas.

RAMONA JANUARY 9, 2012



RM5

General Plan (Adopted Aug 2011) RL80
Property Specific Request: RL40
Requested by: William Schwartz

Community Recommendation RL40!
Opposition Expected? Yes
Spot Designation/Zone No
Impacts to FCI Timeline Major
Change to GPU Principles Needed Yes
Level of Change (March 2011) Major

Notes:
1- Ramona Planning Group letter dated January 20, 2011
2- Based on Staff experience

Property Description
Property Owner:

Former — A72, 40-acre minimum lot size (small
portion of 20-acre minimum lot size)
Adopted Aug 2011 — A72,
8 / 20-acre minimum lot size

RAMONA

E.A. Ranches
Size: .
896.0 acres Aerial
16 parcels
Location/Description:
Northeastern edge of community planning area,
with a small portion of property within the Central
Mountain Subregional Plan area; RL-40 RL-80
Outside County Water Authority boundary.
Prevalence of Constraints (See following page): PA
@ - high; w — partially; O - none
w Steep slope (greater than 25%)
O Floodplain
- Wet!ands PA
w Habitat Value
w Agricultural Lands PA RL-80
@ Fire Hazard Severity Zones
PA
General Plan
Scenario Designation Adopted August 2011
Former GP 1 du/40 ac Discussion
GP (Adopted Aug 2011) RL80 The property is located outside of the County Water Authority boundary
Referral RL40 and within an Agricultural Preserve. It is remote, has very high
Hybrid biological value, steep slopes, and is within the Very High Fire Hazard
Draft Land Use RL80 Severity Zone. While the adopted General Plan designation reduced
Environmentally Superior the density for the large holding, it also relaxes minimum lot sizes from
Zoning 40 to 8 acres, which would allow a clustered subdivision to occur for the

remaining development potential. In 2004, the Board of Supervisors
directed staff not to assign densities lower than RL40 on the Referral
Map for the community of Ramona.

JANUARY 9, 2012



RM5 (cont.)
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RM5 SUPPLEMENT - IMPLICATIONS OF AMENDING GENERAL PLAN

Property Specific Request | August 3 Adopted Designation Level of Change Category
Rural Lands 40 Rural Lands 80 Major

Rationale for Major Category Classification

o The General Plan Community Development Model does not support increased development in remote locations lacking adequate
access.

o The General Plan principles and policies do not support increased development in areas with sensitive environmental resources,
and significant physical constraints (steep slope).

Guiding Principles/General Plan Changes Necessary to Support the Reqguest

o The fundamental approach to designating Rural Lands would require reconsideration. The General Plan land use map would
need to be revised substantially in the method used to assign RL40 and RL80 densities, which considered existing parcelization
and the potential for future subdivision.

e The General Plan Guiding Principles and policies would require revisions to deemphasize reduced development potential in
remote locations.

e Revisions may also be necessary to Guiding Principles and policies that relate to reducing densities in areas with sensitive
environmental resources and fire hazard zones.

e Depending on the revisions to the principles, policies, and concepts, other lands with Rural Lands designations would require
reconsideration.

Impact to Forest Conservation Initiative Remapping Timeline

Major — As the majority of the Forest Conservation Initiative area will be proposed for Rural Lands, any revised principles, policies,
and concepts that generally affect application of the Rural Lands designations will substantially affect the Forest Conservation
Initiative area remapping.

Relevant General Plan Principles, Goals, and Policies

A sampling is included below:

Principle 2. Promote health and sustainability by locating new growth near existing and planned infrastructure, services, and jobs in a
compact pattern of development.

Goal LU-1 Primacy of the Land Use Element. A land use plan and development doctrine that sustain the intent and integrity of the
Community Development Model and the boundaries between Regional Categories.

Policy LU-1.1 Assigning Land Use Designations. Assign land use designations on the Land Use Map in accordance with the
Community Development Model and boundaries established by the Regional Categories Map.

Policy LU-1.3 Development Patterns. Designate land use designations in patterns to create or enhance communities and preserve
surrounding rural lands.

Policy LU-1.9 Achievement of Planned Densities. Recognizing that the General Plan was created with the concept that subdivisions
will be able to achieve densities shown on the Land Use Map, planned densities are intended to be achieved through the subdivision
process except in cases where regulations or site specific characteristics render such densities infeasible.

Goal LU-2 Maintenance of the County’s Rural Character. Conservation and enhancement of the unincorporated County’s varied
communities, rural setting, and character.

Policy LU-2.4 Relationship of Land Uses to Community Character. Ensure that the land uses and densities within any Regional
Category or Land Use Designation depicted on the Land Use Map reflect the unique issues, character, and development objectives for
a Community Plan area, in addition to the General Plan Guiding Principles.

RAMONA JANUARY 9, 2012



Principle 4. Promote environmental stewardship that protects the range of natural resources and habitats that uniquely define the
County’s character and ecological importance.

Principle 5. Ensure that development accounts for physical constraints and the natural hazards of the land.

Goal LU-6 Development-Environmental Balance. A built environment in balance with the natural environment, scarce resources,
natural hazards, and the unique local character of individual communities.

Policy LU-6.2 Reducing Development Pressures. Assign lowest-density or lowest-intensity land use designations to areas with
sensitive natural resources.

Policy LU-6.11 Protection from Wildfires and Unmitigable Hazards. Assign land uses and densities in a manner that minimizes
development in extreme, very high and high fire threat areas or other unmitigable hazardous areas.

RAMONA JANUARY 9, 2012



RMY7

General Plan (Adopted Aug 2011) RL40
Property Specific Request: SR10
Requested by: Elizabeth Edwards

Community Recommendation RL40!
Opposition Expected? No
Spot Designation/Zone Yes
Impacts to FCI Timeline Major
Change to GPU Principles Needed Yes
Level of Change (March 2011) Major

Notes:
1- Ramona Planning Group letter dated January 20, 2011
2- Based on Staff experience

Property Description

Property Owner:
Elizabeth Edwards

Size:

64.7 acres

2 parcels

Location/Description:

Northeastern edge of community planning area

adjacent to SR-78;

Outside of the County Water Authority boundary.
Prevalence of Constraints (See following page):

@ - high; w — partially; O - none

Steep slope (greater than 25%)

Floodplain

Wetlands

Habitat Value

Agricultural Lands

Fire Hazard Severity Zones

| N B NONON |

General Plan
Scenario Designation
Former GP 1 du/40 ac
GP (Adopted Aug 2011) RL40
Referral
Hybrid RL40
Draft Land Use RLSO

Environmentally Superior
Zoning
Former — A72, 40-acre minimum lot size

Adopted Aug 2011 — A72,
8-acre minimum lot size

RAMONA

Aerial
RL80
RL40
Adopted August 2011

Discussion

The property is located outside of the County Water Authority
boundary and within an Agricultural Preserve. The request for a Semi-
Rural 10 designation a higher density then any of the land use
alternatives analyzed by the EIR, including the former General Plan.
The site is remote and is surrounded by other parcels with Rural
Lands designations; therefore, a Semi-Rural 10 designation would
result in a spot designation and not support the Community
Development Model.

JANUARY 9, 2012



RM7 (cont.)

No Data
Developead

m Agriculture
Low
m Med
High
m Very High
Steep Slope (Greater than 25%) Habitat Evaluation Model
Agricultural Lands Fire Hazard Severity Zones
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RM7 SUPPLEMENT - IMPLICATIONS OF AMENDING GENERAL PLAN

Property Specific Request August 3 Adopted Designation Level of Change Category
Semi-Rural 10 Rural Lands 40 Major

*Note - Request is not in response to a “downzone” from the former General Plan, rather reflects a four-
fold increase in density over the former General Plan

Rationale for Major Category Classification

e The General Plan Community Development Model does not support Semi-Rural densities over seven miles from the village
boundary, unless the density reflects existing parcelization.

Guiding Principles/General Plan Changes Necessary to Support the Reguest

o The General Plan Guiding Principles and policies would require revisions to deemphasize compact communities.
o The fundamental approach to designating Semi-Rural and Rural Lands would require reconsideration.

e Depending on the revisions to the principles, policies, and concepts, other lands with Semi-Rural and Rural Lands designations
would require reconsideration.

e In areas where the presence of agricultural lands strongly influenced the General Plan designation, the designation should be
reconsidered. This would likely mainly occur in agricultural north county communities such as Bonsall, Fallbrook, Twin Oaks,
Valley Center, and Pala/Pauma.

Impact to Forest Conservation Initiative Remapping Timeline

Major — As the majority of the Forest Conservation Initiative area will be proposed for Rural Lands, any revised principles, policies,
and concepts that generally affect application of the Rural Lands designations will substantially affect the Forest Conservation
Initiative area remapping.

Relevant General Plan Principles, Goals, and Policies

A sampling is included below:
Principle 2. Promote health and sustainability by locating new growth near existing and planned infrastructure, services, and jobs in a
compact pattern of development.

Goal LU-1 Primacy of the Land Use Element. A land use plan and development doctrine that sustain the intent and integrity of the
Community Development Model and the boundaries between Regional Categories.

Policy LU-1.1 Assigning Land Use Designations. Assign land use designations on the Land Use Map in accordance with the
Community Development Model and boundaries established by the Regional Categories Map.

Policy LU-1.3 Development Patterns. Designate land use designations in patterns to create or enhance communities and preserve
surrounding rural lands.

Policy LU-1.9 Achievement of Planned Densities. Recognizing that the General Plan was created with the concept that subdivisions
will be able to achieve densities shown on the Land Use Map, planned densities are intended to be achieved through the subdivision
process except in cases where regulations or site specific characteristics render such densities infeasible.

Goal LU-2 Maintenance of the County’s Rural Character. Conservation and enhancement of the unincorporated County’s varied
communities, rural setting, and character.

Policy LU-2.4 Relationship of Land Uses to Community Character. Ensure that the land uses and densities within any Regional
Category or Land Use Designation depicted on the Land Use Map reflect the unique issues, character, and development objectives for
a Community Plan area, in addition to the General Plan Guiding Principles.

Policy LU-6.11 Protection from Wildfires and Unmitigable Hazards. Assign land uses and densities in a manner that minimizes
development in extreme, very high and high fire threat areas or other unmitigable hazardous areas.

Principle 8. Preserve agriculture as an integral component of the region’s economy, character, and open space network.

RAMONA JANUARY 9, 2012



Goal LU-7 Agricultural Conservation. A land use plan that retains and protects farming and agriculture as beneficial resources that
contribute to the County’s rural character.

Policy LU-7.1 Agricultural Land Development. Protect agricultural lands with lower-density land use designations that support
continued agricultural operations.

RAMONA JANUARY 9, 2012



RM15 [2004 Referral #135]

General Plan (Adopted Aug 2011) RL40

Property Specific Request: SR4

Requested by: Leonard & Carl Teyssier

Community Recommendation SR4!
Opposition Expected? No
Spot Designation/Zone No
Impacts to FCI Timeline None
Change to GPU Principles Needed No
Level of Change (March 2011) Minor

Notes:

1 - Based on Ramona Planning Group recommending approval of
subdivision with 8 acre lots (TM 5194) and Ramona Planning
Group letter dated January 20, 2011

2 - Based on staff's experience

Property Description
Property Owner:

Leonard & Carl Teyssier
Size:
257.2 acres
9 parcels
Location/Description:
Northern edge of community planning area south
of SR-78. The site is outside of the County Water
Authority.
Prevalence of Constraints (See following page):
@ - high; w — partially; O - none
Steep slope (greater than 25%)
Floodplain
Wetlands
Habitat Value
Agricultural Lands
Fire Hazard Severity Zones

L N NONONON

General Plan
Scenario Designation
Former GP 1du/4, 8,20 ac
GP (Adopted Aug 2011) RL40
Referral
Draft Land Use
Environmentally Superior

Zoning
Former — A70 & S88, 8-acre minimum lot size
Adopted Aug 2011 — A70 & S88,

8-acre minimum lot size

RAMONA

Aerial
SR4
RL20
RL40 SPA
0S-C
Adopted August 2011
Discussion

This property was part of a 2004 Residential Referral; however, the
Board of Supervisors did not provide any specific direction for staff for
the Referral Map. The property is located outside of the County
Water Authority, adjacent to the recently approved Montecito Ranch
Specific Plan Development. The project has an approved Tentative
Map 5194, Horizon View Estates. The Final Map is not yet
completed, and if the TM expires the yield of 36 lots will not be able to
be achieved under map adopted on August 3, 2011. An SR4
designation is required to accommodate the TM. This change alone
would not be a spot designation because of the SR4 proposed across
SR-78, however, it could also be added to the single triangular parcel
to the west and some parcels to the north, which would not have
additional subdivision potential with the change.
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RM15 (cont.)

Steep Slope (Greater than 25%)

Fire Hazard Severity Zones

RAMONA

Agricultural Lands
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RM15 SUPPLEMENT - IMPLICATIONS OF AMENDING GENERAL PLAN

Property Specific Request | August 3 Adopted Designation Level of Change Category
Semi-Rural 4 Rural Lands 40 Minor

Rationale for Minor Category Classification

The SR4 designation (one dwelling unit per four acres) would be more intense than the RL40 designation analyzed in the
Environmental Impact Report. However, the property has an approved Tentative Map (TM 5194) that is similar to buildout under the
SR4 designation. The site is also adjacent to SR4 and SPA designated areas.

Guiding Principles/General Plan Changes Necessary to Support the Request

The SR4 designation would not be a spot designation because of the area across State Route 78 is already designated SR4.
However, SR4 could also be added to 27 acres to the north, which would not have additional subdivision potential with the change.

Impact to Forest Conservation Initiative Remapping Timeline

None

RL40 SR4
r _— —
I |

- |

I_| I

RM15

SPA

Figure 1: Property Specific Request ===  Additional Remapping Necessary for Change === =
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RM17

General Plan (Adopted Aug 2011) VR2
Property Specific Request: VR15
Requested by: Melita Blaha

Community Recommendation VR2!
Opposition Expected? Yes
Spot Designation/Zone No
Impacts to FCI Timeline None
Change to GPU Principles Needed No
Level of Change (March 2011) Minor

Notes:
1- Ramona Planning Group letter dated January 20, 2011
2- Based on Staff experience

Property Description

Property Owner:
Melita Blaha

Size:

2 acres

1 parcel

Location/Description:

Central portion of community planning area off of

Main Street (Hwy 67);

Inside County Water Authority boundary
Prevalence of Constraints (See following page):

@ - high; w — partially; O - none

Steep slope (greater than 25%)

Floodplain

Wetlands

Habitat Value

Agricultural Lands

Fire Hazard Severity Zones

ONCNONONONG

General Plan

Scenario Designation
Former GP 2 dufac
GP (Adopted Aug 2011) VR2

Referral

Hybrid VR15

Draft Land Use

Environmentally Superior

Zoning
Former — RR2, 0.5-acre minimum lot sizes
Adopted Aug 2011 — RR, 6,000 square foot
minimum lot size

RAMONA

Aerial

Adopted August 2011

Discussion

This property was designated Village Residential 15 on all of the General
Plan Update alternatives, along with a larger strip of property along
Raymond Avenue.. During the Zoning Ordinance Consistency Review this
area was looked at by the Planning Commission, who recommended staff
change recommendations on this property and notify the property owners
who may not be aware of the change. Ms. Blaha voiced opposition at the
time to the reduction. While the site does not have a FEMA mapped 100-
year Floodplain on it, there are known flooding concerns nearby, and in the
Draft Ramona Drainage Facilities Master Plan there are two projects that
are listed for improvements.

The site is located adjacent to Commercial property along Main Street, with
Village Residential proposed to the northeast and half-acre lots to the south
and southwest.
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RM17 SUPPLEMENT - IMPLICATIONS OF AMENDING GENERAL PLAN

Property Specific Request | August 3 Adopted Designation Level of Change Category
Village Residential 15 Village Residential 2 Minor

Rationale for Minor Category Classification

The VR15 designation (15 dwelling units per acre) was applied to this property on all of the General Plan Update alternatives and was
analyzed in the Environmental Impact Report. The site’s density was reduced to VR2 in the Planning Commission recommendation
due to concerns raised regarding flooding. The VR15 designation would still be consistent with General Plan principles.

Guiding Principles/General Plan Changes Necessary to Support the Request

None

Impact to Forest Conservation Initiative Remapping Timeline

None

RAMONA JANUARY 9, 2012



RM20

General Plan (Adopted Aug 2011) SR10

Property Specific Request: SR4

Requested by: Ramona Community Planning
Group, Bunny King Lane Area

Community Recommendation SR4!
Opposition Expected? No
Spot Designation/Zone No
Impacts to FCI Timeline None
Change to GPU Principles Needed No
Level of Change (March 2011) Moderate

Notes:
1- Ramona Planning Group letter dated January 20, 2011
2- Based on Staff experience

Property Description
Property Owner:

Various Property Owners

Size:

175.33 acres

14 parcels

Location/Description:

Central portion of community planning area off of

Ashley Road, north of San Vicente Road;

Inside County Water Authority boundary
Prevalence of Constraints (See following page):

@ - high; w — partially; O - none

Steep slope (greater than 25%)

Floodplain

Wetlands

Habitat Value

Agricultural Lands

Fire Hazard Severity Zones

@ OO

General Plan

Scenario Designation
Former GP 1du/4, 8, 20 ac
GP (Adopted Aug 2011) SR10

Referral

Hybrid SR10

Draft Land Use

Environmentally Superior RL20

Zoning

Former — A70 & S88, 4-acre minimum lot size
Adopted Aug 2011 — A70 & S88,
4-acre minimum lot size

RAMONA

Aerial

Adopted August 2011

Discussion

This area is located north of the Barnett Ranch Wildlife Corridor and along
San Vicente Road. The area is designated Semi-Rural 10 on the General
Plan Update Alternatives, and has been designated so since 2002.
However, it is documented that the Ramona Community Planning Group
both in 2002 and in recent motions supports the designation of Semi-
Rural 4 on the property.
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Steep Slope (Greater than 25%) Habitat Evaluation Model

Agricultural Lands Fire Hazard Severity Zones
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RM20 SUPPLEMENT - IMPLICATIONS OF AMENDING GENERAL PLAN

Property Specific Request August 3 Adopted Designation Level of Change Category
Semi-Rural 4 Semi-Rural 10 Moderate

Rationale for Moderate Category Classification

The request for SR4 density (one dwelling unit per four acres) was not directed by the Board to be evaluated as part of the General
Plan Update. The highest density for this area considered as part of the General Plan Update was one dwelling unit per ten acres.
Therefore, additional environmental analysis would be necessary in order to comply with State law.

Guiding Principles/General Plan Changes Necessary to Support the Request

None

Impact to Forest Conservation Initiative Remapping Timeline

None

RAMONA JANUARY 9, 2012



RM21

General Plan (Adopted Aug 2011) SR10
Property Specific Request: SR4
Requested by: Eban and Debra Hogervorst
Community Recommendation Unknown
Opposition Expected? No
Spot Designation/Zone Yes
Impacts to FCI Timeline No
Change to GPU Principles Needed No
Level of Change (March 2011) Moderate

Note:
1- Based on staff's experience

Property Description

Property Owner:
Eban and Debra Hogervorst
Size: .
322 acres Aerial
1 parcel
Location/Description: SR4
270 feet to the west of San Vincente Road via
Bunnie King Lane
Inside County Water Authority boundary
Prevalence of Constraints (See following page):
@ - high; w — partially; O - none
w Steep slope (greater than 25%)
O Floodplain
O Wetlands RL40 SR10
O Habitat Value
O Agricultural Lands
@ Fire Hazard Severity Zones
General Plan
Scenario Designation Adopted August 2011
Former GP 1du/10ac Discussion
GP (Adopted Aug 2011) SR10 This request is for an increase in density over the former General Plan
Referral from one dwelling unit per ten to one dwelling unit per four acres. The
. property is located north of the Barnett Ranch Wildlife Corridor and to
Hybrid SR10 the east of San Vicente Road. The request to designate the property
Draft Land Use as SR4 would be a spot designation that is more intensive than any of
Environmentally Superior RL20 the alternatives of the General Plan Update EIR. The resulting
Zoning redesignation of other properties to address the spot designation
would likely result in additional development that would need to be
Former — A72, 10-acre minimum lot size analyzed in the EIR. The request is close, but not adjacent to referral
Adopted Aug 2011 — Same as existing RM20, which covers properties on the eastern side of San Vicente

Road.
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Steep Slope (Greater than 25%) Fire Hazard Severity Zones
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RM21 SUPPLEMENT - IMPLICATIONS OF AMENDING GENERAL PLAN

Property Specific Request August 3 Adopted Designation Level of Change Category
Semi-Rural 4 Semi-Rural 10 Moderate

Rationale for Moderate Category Classification

The request for SR4 (a density of one dwelling unit per four acres) was not directed by the Board to be evaluated as part of the
General Plan Update. The highest density for the site considered as part of the General Plan Update was one dwelling units per ten
acres. The request could potentially result in eight dwelling units compared to three dwelling units allowed under the adopted General
Plan. Therefore, additional environmental documentation would be necessary in order to comply with State law.

Guiding Principles/General Plan Changes Necessary to Support the Reguest

To ensure the SR4 designation is consistently applied, at a minimum an additional 62 acres will need to be changed from SR10 to
SR4 (see Figure 1). However, this request would also likely be also applied to RM20, which is located directly to the east of this
request.

Impact to Forest Conservation Initiative Remapping Timeline

None
SR4
SR10 SR10
RM21 RM20
RL20
RL40
0S-C

Figure 1: Property Specific Requests ===m  Additional Remapping Necessary for Changes == =
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RM22

General Plan (Adopted Aug 2011) RL80
Property Specific Request: RL40
Requested by: Jeanine Hawkins

Community Recommendation Unknown
Opposition Expected? No
Spot Designation/Zone No
Impacts to FCI Timeline Major
Change to GPU Principles Needed Yes
Level of Change (March 2011) Major

Note:
1- Based on staff's experience

Property Description
Property Owner:

Jeanine Hawkins

Zoning

Former — A72, 40-acre minimum lot size
Adopted Aug 2011 — A72,
8-acre minimum lot size

RAMONA

Size: -
200.0 acres Aerial
3 parcels
Location/Description:
One mile south of Old Julian Highway via Little
Page Road; RLA40
Outside County Water Authority boundary
Prevalence of Constraints (See following page):
@ - high; w — partially; O - none
O Steep slope (greater than 25%)
O Floodplain Sublic
® Habitat Value Lands
O Agricultural Lands
@ Fire Hazard Severity Zones RLSO
Land Use |
General Plan
Scenario Designation Adopted August 2011
Former GP 1du/ 40 ac Discussion ' ' '
GP (Adopted Aug 2011) RL8O Property requgst consists of three parcgls ina holdm'g of 200 acres on
the eastern side of the Ramona Planning Area. It is adjacent to the
Referral RL40 RM5 referral, which is also a request to change the land use
Hybrid designation to Rural Lands 40. Like RMS, it is remote, has very high
Draft Land Use RLSO biological value and is within the Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone.
. . The additional development in this remote, constrained area would not
Environmentally Superior

support the Community Development Model or Guiding Principle #9.
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Steep Slope (Greater than 25%) Habitat Evaluation Model

Fire Hazard Severity Zones
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RM22 SUPPLEMENT - IMPLICATIONS OF AMENDING GENERAL PLAN

Property Specific Request August 3 Adopted Designation Level of Change Category
Rural Lands 40 Rural Lands 80 Major

Rationale for Major Category Classification

o The General Plan Community Development Model does not support increased development in remote locations lacking adequate
access.

e The General Plan principles and policies do not support increased development in areas with sensitive environmental resources.

Guiding Principles/General Plan Changes Necessary to Support the Request

o The fundamental approach to designating Rural Lands would require reconsideration. The General Plan land use map would
need to be revised substantially in the method used to assign RL40 and RL80 densities, which considered existing parcelization
and the potential for future subdivision.

e The General Plan Guiding Principles and policies would require revisions to deemphasize reduced development potential in
remote locations.

e Revisions may also be necessary to Guiding Principles and policies that relate to reducing densities in areas with sensitive
environmental resources and fire hazard zones.

e Depending on the revisions to the principles, policies, and concepts, other lands with Rural Lands designations would require
reconsideration.

Impact to Forest Conservation Initiative Remapping Timeline

Major — As the majority of the Forest Conservation Initiative area will be proposed for Rural Lands, any revised principles, policies,
and concepts that generally affect application of the Rural Lands designations will substantially affect the Forest Conservation
Initiative area remapping.

Relevant General Plan Principles, Goals, and Policies

A sampling is included below:

Principle 2. Promote health and sustainability by locating new growth near existing and planned infrastructure, services, and jobs in a
compact pattern of development.

Goal LU-1 Primacy of the Land Use Element. A land use plan and development doctrine that sustain the intent and integrity of the
Community Development Model and the boundaries between Regional Categories.

Policy LU-1.1 Assigning Land Use Designations. Assign land use designations on the Land Use Map in accordance with the
Community Development Model and boundaries established by the Regional Categories Map.

Policy LU-1.3 Development Patterns. Designate land use designations in patterns to create or enhance communities and preserve
surrounding rural lands.

Policy LU-1.9 Achievement of Planned Densities. Recognizing that the General Plan was created with the concept that subdivisions
will be able to achieve densities shown on the Land Use Map, planned densities are intended to be achieved through the subdivision
process except in cases where regulations or site specific characteristics render such densities infeasible.

Goal LU-2 Maintenance of the County’s Rural Character. Conservation and enhancement of the unincorporated County’s varied
communities, rural setting, and character.

Policy LU-2.4 Relationship of Land Uses to Community Character. Ensure that the land uses and densities within any Regional
Category or Land Use Designation depicted on the Land Use Map reflect the unique issues, character, and development objectives for
a Community Plan area, in addition to the General Plan Guiding Principles.

Principle 4. Promote environmental stewardship that protects the range of natural resources and habitats that uniquely define the
County’s character and ecological importance.
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Principle 5. Ensure that development accounts for physical constraints and the natural hazards of the land.

Goal LU-6 Development-Environmental Balance. A built environment in balance with the natural environment, scarce resources,
natural hazards, and the unique local character of individual communities.

Policy LU-6.2 Reducing Development Pressures. Assign lowest-density or lowest-intensity land use designations to areas with
sensitive natural resources.

Policy LU-6.11 Protection from Wildfires and Unmitigable Hazards. Assign land uses and densities in a manner that minimizes
development in extreme, very high and high fire threat areas or other unmitigable hazardous areas.

Principle 9. Minimize public costs of infrastructure and services and correlate their timing with new development.
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