Green Valley Alliance Public comments for 10/25/16 BOS agenda, item 38, file 16-0477

Dear Supervisors:

Community groups have repeatedly requested Community Region Boundary (CRB) review and have
been promised multiple times by the Board that a review will happen. Please do not simply receive and
file the General Plan 2011-2015 Five Year Review (the 'Review'), Attachment 2B, until Section 3.2
Community Region Boundaries, beginning on page 26, has been revised and the 2016/2020 work plan
under Attachment 2C has been corrected to include the CRB review as last promised by the Board in
Feb. 2015. It appears that as a receive and file agenda item, it is intended to 'slip through' unnoticed by
the public, which would certainly demonstrate bad faith on the part of the County.

1. The series of events and timeline are not accurately presented in the report for the five year Review:
e The Review says that on Oct 1, 2012, the Board removed the CRB analysis from the TGPA/ZOU

(page 27 of 111). This has been disputed many times, and is not reflected in the NOP for that
project.

e |n a staff report dated 9/23/13 (file 13-0510, 9/30/13 BOS meeting) it was acknowledged that the
CRB's were indeed to be done within the TGPA/ZOU.

e Subsequently, per staff request 2/24/15, the CRB's were removed from the TGPA/ZOU and staff
was directed to include them in the General Plan update beginning in 2016 - that's this update
(file 16-0477).

The published timeline is missing many of the meetings attended by members of our group, and does
not highlight all of the times staff was given direction by the Board and did not follow through. Staff
came back only when the public inquired, and would then ask what it was the Board wanted them to do,
as though they had never been given specific direction. This is not only wearisome to the public, it has
been completely wasteful of County resources.

2. Section 3.2.1 of the Review is devoted to why the 2004 General Plan EIR cannot be used (pg 28/111),
but it is plagued with errors of omission that must be corrected.

e Contrary to the claim on pg 30/111, that the "Proposed revisions to CRBs are not the same as
those analyzed in the General Plan 2004 EIR as the Environmentally Constrained Alternative
(Alternative #3)", the 'proposed' map is indeed the same as the Alt 3 map for the Green Valley
corridor. These maps were submitted by GVA/SSCA as part of their joint 2/24/15 public
comment (file no. 13-0510):

_roposed Alt. 3

..........
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e To say that Alt 3 from that EIR was 'a completely separate General Plan' (pg 29/111) is
misleading. From the 2004 EIR Findings of Fact page 5 "The adopted General Plan is based on the
1996 General Plan Alternative (Alternative #4), modified to include most of the mitigation
measures proposed in the EIR, as well as several components of the Environmental Constrained
Alternative (Alternative #3) ". The EIR was certified in whole to allow pieces of both alternatives
to be utilized, and the EIR is what is being referenced.

e CEQA Section 15168(c)(4) recommends a checklist, as noted on page 29/111 of the Review. This
should be used as a starting point rather than as a reason to not move forward. This needs to be
included as part of the 2016 work plan.

3. Finally on page 30/111 the Review acknowledges that credible evidence could support the use of the
2004 EIR, and that that is a legal option for the Board.

e County staff has found it possible to utilize much older environmental documents to create brand
new 20-year Development Agreements (Alto development north of Malcom-Dixon in EDH),
change conditions of approval and extend old maps (Bass Lake Rd subdivisions of Hawk View, Bell
Wood, & Bell Ranch), and approve massive density increasing General Plan amendments (Town
Center Apts).

e The 'circumstances [that] have changed' described on pg 30/111 are exactly the same changes
that existed when the above projects were approved.

The Dixon Ranch project application was submitted in the middle of all the Community Region
controversy. And the project EIR clearly shows they feel entitled to an approval based solely on the
project's Community Region location, even though multiple waivers and amendments would be needed
to force this rural land to be developed as high density.

By not dealing with the issue and dragging it out in this way, not just the public, but developers and their
project approvals have been pulled into the chaos. If you won't do it for us, the residents, do it for them.
The summary statementon pg28/111d ! (i {1 KCAndmuniity\RagBreboundary amendments are not
required or necessaryi 2 A YLX SYSyYy (i §iKcBrredibtifabAddertal Pldn pokicy269.1.4
requires this review, and so far, all we have are assertions from staff that it doesn't need to be done.

Please follow through on what the public was promised by the Board in 2015: include the Community
Region boundary review for potential reduction in boundaries as proposed by community groups, within
the 2016 work plan for the General Plan update.

Sincerely,
Ellen Van Dyke for Green Valley Alliance

cc

Supervisors Ron Mikulaco, Shiva Frentzen, Brian Veerkamp, Michael Ranalli, Sue Novasel
Jim Mitrisin, Clerk of the Board

Shawna Purvines, LRP and Interim CDA Deputy Director
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Copies of excerpts noted above for easy reference

0 Excerpt from the 9/23/13 staff report, file no. 13-0510, attachment 4A pg page 2 of 6, saying finally
that the CRB's were indeed to be included in the TGPA:

2. Comment The first 5-year General Plan review in April 2011 did not look at or
subseguently dropped Community Regional Line Amendments from the Targeted
General Plan Amandment (TGPA) process.

Response. CRBs were reviewed in the first 5-year General Plan review, and are
currently included in the TGRA. A fundamental component of the TGPA's environmental
review was to provide a "Range of Options™ to ensure the Board has flexibility to select
the best option to meet the objectives of the project. Following the completion of the
Targeted General Plan Amendment-Zoning COrdinance Update (TGPA-ZOU)
environmental review, the Board may consider amendments to the CRBs.

o Timeline from page 8 of joint GVA-SSCA presentation to the BOS 2/24/15, clearly shows a resistance
to follow Board direction and tackle this issue:

Community Regions

Public Comment - BOS-2/24/15

Timeline
April 2011 — BOS hearing. Staff recommends including Community Region review in the next General Plan update.

Nov 2011 — ROI's are adopted by the Board for the General Plan update, which include Community Region
Boundary (CRB) review. [From adopted ROl 182-2011: Pelicy 2.1.1.1 and 2.1.2.1 Consider analyzing the possibility
of adding new, amending or deleting existing Community Regions or Rural Center planning areas.]

July 6, 2012 —Notice of Preparation (NOP) released for the General Plan update EIR, based on those adopted ROI's

December 18, 2012 - NOP’s for Dixon Ranch and San 5tino Environmental Impact Reports (EIR) are released, and
County Staff denies the inclusion of CRB's in the current General Plan update (TGPA).

January - September 2013 — Residents pushed back trying to show CRB's must be included in the EIR for the TGPA.
September 30, 2013 — Staff agrees the CRB's are indeed supposed to be included, but requests to exclude them.

February 2014 — Staff again requests to put the CRB’s outside the EIR update, and the Board agrees it would cause
delay of the TGPA. Citizen groups hit the street with ballot initiatives.

December 2014 — After the November initiatives fail under the load of developer dollars, BOS votes for a new ROL

February 24, 2015 — Today the proposed new ROl comes hefore the BOS, and the redundancy is apparent:

The 2011 ROI is already included in the Environmental Impact Report for the currently ongoing
update of the General Plan (the TGPA), which is not yet complete.

ca
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0 Pg 5 the same GVA-SSCA presentation, as excerpted from page 5.1-45 of the 2004 GP EIR, Alt 3:

“The reduced size of Community Regions and Rural Centers would balance with the increased density of permitted subdivision

to fully implement the intent of the General Plan to focus development in urban areas and protect rural areas from high levels of
development ” (excerpt from pg 5.1-45 of the 2004 General Plan EIR, Alternative #3, impacts discussion)
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