
THE CITY OF SAN DIEGO 

To THE PARK AND RECREATION BOARD 

DATE ISSUED: March 9, 2016 

ATTENTION: Park and Recreation Board 
Agenda of March 17, 2016 

REPORTNO: 102 

SUBJECT: Black Mountain Ranch Community Park GDP Amendment 

SUMMARY 

Issue- Should the Park and Recreation Board recommend approval of the proposed GDP 
amendment of Black Mountain Ranch Community Park, Phase 2 Development? 

Director's Recommendation- Recommend approval of the proposed GDP amendment of 
Black Mountain Ranch Community Park, Phase 2 Development. 

Other Recommendations - The following groups have reviewed and considered the 
proposed project. Actions taken and recommendations made by these groups are listed 
under Discussion below. 

Rancho Pefiasquitos Recreation Council (RPRC) 
Rancho Pefiasquitos Planning Board (RPPB) 

Fiscal Impact- Turnkey project with Black Mountain LLC. 

Water and Energy Conservation Status- The proposed GDP amendment of Black 
Mountain Ranch Community Park, Phase 2 Development will comply with all water and 
energy conservation guidelines contained in Council Policy 200-14. 

Environmental- Approved EIR No 95-0173. 
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Black Mountain Ranch Community Park GDP Amendment 
March 9, 2016 

BACKGROUND 
Black Mountain Ranch Community Park is a four phase development park. Phase 1 of the park 
was built in 2005 and included three multipurpose fields including 4 baseball fields, one with 
lights. Per the current GDP, Phase 2 of the park includes four tot lots, two designed for 2~5 year 
olds and two designed for 5~12 year olds, a comfort station with storage, a snack bar with 
restrooms and storage, 186 additional parking spaces, three multipurpose fields, three lighted full 
basketball courts and two lighted half basketball courts. 

With the addition of the proposed off~leash dog area in the Phase 2 development, the park will 
service more constituents offering facilities for dogs to run off~leash in a public park. This will be 
the second off~leash dog area in the Rancho Pefiasquitos community. In 2015 the Rancho 
Pefiasquitos Recreation Council and the Planning Group expressed concerns that there are not 
sufficient facilities for dog owners in this neighborhood and surrounding neighborhoods serviced 
within their jurisdiction for off-leash dogs. Currently Del Sur, Black Mountain Ranch and Torrey 
Highlands all of which are within the boundaries of the RPRC, do not have a public off-leash dog 
area. 

Phase 2 of development is a developer built project, with plans currently under review. It is 
anticipated that upon approval of the amended GDP, Phase 2 development will proceed in 6 to 8 
months. 

The proposal to amend the GDP went through the public notification process, Council Policy 
600-3 3, and was approved by the Rancho Pefiasquitos Recreation Couneil-in February 2016. 

DISCUSSION 
If the proposal to amend to the Black Mountain Ranch GDP is approved, it will allow for the 
development of a dog park to be incorporated into the Phase 2 development of this community 
park The addition of the off-leash dog area does not require removal of any current amenities in 
the Phase 2 development. It enhances the diversity of the park allowing facilities for off-leash 
dogs. 

At the February 4, 2015 and the May 6, 2015 meetings of the RPPB it was announced that the 
RPRC approved the proposal ofthe GDP amendment at Black Mountain Ranch to include an 
off-leash dog area. 

At the February 25, 2016 meeting ofthe RPRC the proposed GDP amendment of Black 
Mountain Ranch was approved unanimously. 

ALTERNATIVES 
Do not approve the proposed GDP amendment of Black Mountain Ranch Community Park, 
Phase 2 Development. 
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CIQJd~ 
Andrew Field 
Assistant Director, Park and Recreation 

MR 

Attachments: 

~~---.. 

Prepared by: M e Rodrigues, 
District Manager 

1. Current GDP of Black Mountain Ranch Community Park 
2. Proposed GDP of Black Mountain Ranch Community Park showing the addition of a dog 

park 
3. Minutes from February 25, 2016 Rancho Pefiasquitos Recreation Council approving the 

amendment to the Black Mountain Ranch GDP 
4. Public notice announcing the February 25,2016 to the community ofthe Rancho 

Pefiasquitos Recreation Council's intent to take action on amending the Black Mountain 
Ranch GDP 

5. Minutes from February 4, 2015 Rancho Pefiasquitos Planning Board announcing RPRC 
approval of GDP amendment to Black Mountain Ranch Community Park. 

6. Minutes from May 6, 2015 Rancho Pefiasquitos Planning Board announcing RPRC 
approval of GDP amendment to Black Mountain Ranch Community Park. 

cc: Council District 5 Office 
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Rancho Pefiasquitos Planning Board 
Meeting Minutes 

February 4, 2015 

plif~A$QUtT01$ 

Attendees: Jon Becker, Thorn Clark, Bill Diehl, Bill Dumka, Stephen Egbert, Steve Gore, 
John Keating, Ruth Loucks, Jack McGuire, Darren Parker, Darshana Patel 
(appointed 2/4/15), Jeanine Politte, Brian Reschke, Keith Rhodes, Mike 
Shoecraft, Rod Simmons, Ramesses Surban, Brooke Whalen 

Absent: none 
Community Members & Guests (Voluntary Sign-in): Leslie Lucas, Tim Lucas, Stephanie 

Craghead, Greg & Genny Chase, Barry Martin, Chris Brady, Aurelio Ramos, 
Barbara Camarillo, Gloria Kuramoto, Audrey Blenkle, Frank Xu, Lisa Arnold, 
Linda Ann Brady, Christine Schaffer, Cindy Monzingo, Trina Gerdes-Hughes, 
John Groll, Paul Hoover, Denise Bryan, Sasha Harvey, Pam Blackwill, Mary 
Alice Schmidt, Anne DeBevoise, Don Bledsoe, Karlene Blackburn 

1. The meeting was called to order at 7:34pm at the Doubletree Golf Resort located at 14455 
Pefiasquitos Drive, San Diego, California 92129. A Quorum (17) was present. 

2. Agenda Modifications: none 
3. Public Safety Agencies: none present 
4. Public Forum: 

a. Tim Lucas encouraged residents to get involved in their community and the process; the 
planning board members are all volunteers and put in a lot of effort in supporting the 
community. He urged attendees to sign up for the email list, attend meetings regularly 
and even run for a board seat. He's been involved in his community for many years. 

b. Gloria Kuramoto asked the members to consider the big picture of all developments 
when reviewing Merge 56 and Rhodes Crossing, not just the individual projects; impacts 
will be felt by all of Rancho Pefiasquitos and Torrey Highlands and along SR-56. 

c. Anne DeBevoise said that she misspoke last month. Her property is not land-locked, but 
utilities to their property will come through other properties owned by others, via the 
roads. 

5. APPROVAL OF MINUTES: November 5, 2014 & January 7, 2015 
Motion: To approve the November 5, 2014 Rancho Pefiasguitos Planning Board Meeting 
minutes as corrected. M/S/C - Shoecraft/Becker/ Approved, 16 in favor- 0 against- 1 
abstention (Loucks). 
Motion: To approve the January 7, 2015 Rancho Pefiasguitos Planning Board Meeting 
minutes as corrected. M/S/C - Shoecraft/Reschke/ Approved, 13 in favor- 0 against- 4 
abstentions (Egbert, Loucks, Simmons, Whalen). 

6. ANNOUNCEMENTS & INFORMATION ITEMS: 
a. San Diego City Development Services Dept. Report- Michael Prinz, not present 
b. San Diego City Council Member Mark Kersey, District 5 Report- Garrett Hager 

• Pothole crews will be in District 5 on 2/11/15 and 2/25/15; residents can report 
potholes or cracks on the Council District 5's website, Streets Division by phone or 
website or contact Hager to get community potholes. on the list. 
o Becker inquired if the potholes need to be reported prior to the crews scheduled 

outing? 
• Hager said yes. 

o Surban asked for clarification on the more effective ways to report potholes so 



Rancho Pefiasquitos Planning Board Meeting Minutes, February 4, 2015 Page 2 of 18 

Hager's email box doesn't get inundated with requests? 
• Hager said that Councilmember Kersey's website has a button where residents 

can complete a form or San Diego Streets Division website has a form. 
• Ranger Station ground breaking was this morning; thanked RPPB members who were 

in attendance. 
• A Small Business Mixer is scheduled on 2/11/15 at 5:30pm in ElDorado Room at the 

Doubletree for Councilmember Kersey to meet local business owners and discuss 
issues they may have. 

• City Council's Charter Committee will be reviewing each section of the Charter for 
potential changes i.e. outdated regulations, language changes, etc. Contact Hager or 
District 5 offices with suggestions. 

c. San Diego City Council Member Chris Cate, District 6 Report- Luis Pall era 
• Pallera reported that he'd brought Councilmember Cate's February newsletter; copies 

were on the table in the rear of the meeting room. 
• Councilmember Cate also attended the ground breaking for the Ranger Station. 
• Councilmember attended a Meet & Greet in Park Village last week. 

d. San Diego County Supervisor Dave Roberts, District 3 Report- Representative, not 
present 

e. CA Assembly Member Brian Maienschein, 77th District Report- Michael Lieberman, not 
present 

f. U.S. Congressman Scott Peters Report, 52nd District Report- Hugo Carmona, not present 
7. BUSINESS. 

a. Board Member Appointment, Town Council Seat- Thorn Clark, RPPB (Action Item) 
• Clark reported receiving a letter from Town Council President, Melinda Vasquez, for 

the appointment ofDarshana Patel to fill the vacant seat. Clark invited Patel to 
introduce herself. · 

• Patel noted her number of years on the Town Council and the positions that she has 
held, specifically the Town Council President and cun·ently is the Fiesta Chair. 

• Surban inquired if the 3 meeting attendance requirement applies to Patel's 
appointment? 
o Politte said, no but,we do need to vote on her appointment. 

Motion: To confinn the appointment ofDarshana Patel to represent the Town Council on 
RPPB. M/S/C - Clark/Reschke/ Approved, 17 in favor - 0 against - 0 abstentions/ 
recusals. . 

** Patel was seated; 18 members present. 
b. Verizon Wireless Communication Facility (WCF), PTN #379009 at Ridgewood 

Park, 12604 La Tortola; proposed Faux Eucalyptus Tree with Twelve Antennas­
Kerrigan Diehl, PlanCom Inc. (Action Item) 
• Clark introduced K. Diehl. He noted that once she gives her update, then the board 

members will have opportunity to ask questions, and then he will open it up to the 
· community beginning with a planned presentation. He asked that the dialogue not be 
duplicative, 

• Parker asked K. Diehl to give an update on the status of the project. 
• K. Diehl noted that they had presented the project at the January i 11 meeting and were 

asked to come back. She said, the project is a 50' faux eucalyptus tree oriented in the 
Southwest corner of the park with the associated equipment enclosure along the 
pathway. The equipment enclosure is 12' x 20' with native shrubs around it and an 8' 
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trellis. The tri-trunk design of the Eucalyptus is the standard. If the board recalls, the 
shrub species was not known in January as they were waiting to discuss with the Park 
& Recreation Dept. Also, due to some of the visual issues discussed in January, they 
have reoriented the equipment enclosure behind the existing trees beyond the path to 
integrate better. The January motion included conditions that the trench be moved to 
outside the walking path and the project plans name Ridgewood Park. There are 50-
60' existing trees around where the faux tree will be located. She understood that the 
motion was to approve the project with conditions which they have addressed, but as 
the board discussed the project, it was noted that the cycle review comments had not 
been received and RPPB wanted them to come back in February. Comments have 
come back and they have cleared a lot of those issues. Park & Recreation, 
Engineering and Planning have signed off and now they (Plan Com) is doing minor 
cleanup on the plans. They are seeking RPPB's recommendation on the project 
tonight. 

• Parker asked K. Diehl to explain why this site location was picked over other sites. 
o K. Diehl said that she would ask Shelly Kibourn with PlanCom to speak about CP 

600-43 and the location criteria, adding that this is a Preference 2 site. 
o Kilbourn presented the search area that was provided by V erizon on screen. They 

start by looking for a Preference 1 site which is located on a commercial or 
industrial site and would be approved under Process 1 by City staff. If there isn't a 
Preference 1 location, then they look for Preference 2 sites. This site is a 
Preference 2 location which is zoned residential but nonresidential use and at least 
1 00' away residential property. They have to provide information to the City, why 
they can't use a Preference 1 site and why this Preference 2 site is justified. She 
also showed a City zoning map which showed the search area; all other sites are 
Preference 3 or 4. They looked at Views West Park, but that site is too close to an 
existing site and it wasn't an improvement to this site or on the preference scale. 

• Parker asked them to discuss the size change in the equipment enclosure. 
o K. Diehl noted that initially it was 350 sq. ft. and decreased to its current size 240 

sq. ft. and still functional. 
• Becker asked if the equipment structure was relocated? 

o K. Diehl replied that it had been shifted behind the existing trees, slightly 
northwest of the January meeting's presented location; more appropriate location 
based on RPPB comments. 

• Simmons asked if this site allows expansion or collocation with other carriers? 
o K. Diehl replied, this application is for Verizon's sole use, but the tree would 

allow additional antennas. The equipment structure would not allow additional 
carriers. Additional carriers would also need to get their own permits. 

• Patel asked about the target area and a specific yellow (residential zoned) area south 
of the Ridgewood Park neighborhood and east of the park. 
o K. Diehl clarified the route of Mercy Rd. in response to Politte's 

misunderstanding and noted that the yellow strip referred to by Patel is canyon 
land zoned residential and below the homes on the ridge. 

• Keating, referencing the 200' elevation difference between this site and Views West 
Park, asked if the antennas could be tilted to provide the same service coverage from 
Views West Park? 
o K. Diehl said the antenna couldn't be tilted enough (from Views West Park) to 
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provide better coverage for this search area. Coverage maps tell the story and 
where coverage drops. 

o Keating suggested the area on Mercy Road where the Water Authority has an 
access road (wall with cut out on north side of Mercy Rd.), and asked if this 
would this be a good location? What other sites have they looked at? 
o K. Diehl said the Preserve presents its own set of problems with the MHP A, 

MSCP and biology whereas the Park basically has disturbed developed land 
from an environmental stand point. When you look at alternatives there is no 
other alternative that provides a more preferred location within Council Policy 
guidelines. When they look at Views West, it's still a park and adjacent to 
residential; there is no difference from a process standpoint. Technically, the 
height is the difference. 

o Keating asked if the project is not approved, would they come back with an 
alternative; this or nothing? 
o Simmons said a site is going into the Preserve. 
o Keating added that it would be at the new Ranger Station once it is built. 
o · K. Diehl said they might have to come back with a lesser preferred site that 

might be located on a residential site (Preference 4). The City will ask why 
they didn't come forward with a Preference 1 or 2. The other search area that 
will be explored by V erizon as shown on the map, blue dot just east of I -15 
and south of Mercy Rd. won't provide coverage for this neighborhood. 

o Keating noted the other blue dot on the future search areas map is located near 
the Ranger Station. 

o K. Diehl said the blue dots, future search areas, provide additional needed 
coverage. 

• B. Diehl asked if the site is plumbed for an emergency generator? 
o K. Diehl said there is no generator planned but there is an Appleton Plug in case 

of a disaster so a generator can be used. 
• Shoecraft asked where the other carriers sites are located? 

o K. Diehl replied, there are multiple carriers at the shopping center (Carmel Mtn. 
Rd x SR-56), multiple carriers at Black Mtn. Rd. x SR-56 intersection, T-Mobile 
is at Pefiasquitos Point Apartments, Verizon is at the LaQuinta Motel, AT&T Is 
up on the ridge with a mono-eucalyptus. Sprint is at Canyonside Park. 

o Politte noted, there is a site at the library. 
o B. Diehl noted carriers in BMOSP. 

• Surban, referencing the City of San Diego Wireless Communication Facility 
Guidelines (last updated 3/1/2013), said the City asserts that the Telecommunications 
Act of 1996 prohibits the City from regulating the "placement, construction, and 
modification of [WCF] on the basis of the environmental effects of RF emissions to 
the extent that such facilities comply with the [FCC's] regulations concerning such 
emissions." Is it her position that the TCA of 1996 would restrict us from considering 
the potential detrimental affects to human health that the community is concerned 
with, and would it be inappropriate for us to consider same, out of our purview? 
o K. Diehl noted that the carrier is heavily regulated by the FCC and required to 

demonstrate compliance with the regulations in their EME report. 
o Kilbourn added, that RPPB can discuss and the applicant can provide the 

information. RPPB can deny the project, but can't base their denial on those 
health effects. 
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o Surban asked, when the Act talks about environmental effects, doesn't the 
environmental umbrella include the effects on human health? 
• Kilbourn said it is based on the RF emissions that are regulated by the FCC. 
• K. Diehl said they comply with the demonstrated FCC regulations. 

o Clark said the ITC (Information Technology and Communications Dept.) makes 
that decision, it's not our piece. We don't deny or approve on it. 

• B. Diehl said that he is personally not opposed to the project but as the representative 
to the district where Ridgewood Park is located, he will probably have to vote against 
the project due to the community opposition. He added, PUSD has many schools with 
Wireless Community facilities located on school sites where kids are located. BMMS 
and Sunset Hills both have sites near the sports fields. 

• Rhodes said that he feels that K. Diehl has addressed the concerns discussed last 
month, a better project because of that. 

• Shoecraft asked B. Diehl ifthere are any WCFs in Rancho Pefiasquitos neighborhood 
parks? 
o B Diehl said, not in our neighborhood parks at this time, but Canyonside 

Community Park has facilities. 
• Dumka said the use of dedicated parkland may be an issue as it conflicts with the City 

Charter, but it seems like the City has made a decision that it is okay to use parks. 
o B. Diehl said that most parks in Scripps Ranch and Sabre Spring have cell sites; 

38 parks throughout the City have cell sites. 
o Becker noted that CP 600-43 states (on page 7) that the Director of Park and 

Recreation Dept. may limit the number of WCF allowed in any City Parle One 
equipment per City Park. 

o Politte asked if that means one site per park or one site per applicant in a park? 
o Parker said they would have to collocate. 

• Politte said that CP 700-17 says they can't deny and can have wireless facility on it. 
Under CP 600-43, under the design section, it says "must not disturb the 
environmental integrity of the parkland or open space." She added that she felt this 
does disturb the park land. We can hide it, we can merge it. It still disturbs the 
environment, the adjacent land and the wildlife corridor. There were other locations 
that could have been looked at like Mercy Rd. like Keating was talking about. It may 
cost the applicant more if they need two sites with a shared equipment enclosure 
possibly in the public right of way, but it would be more aesthetically pleasing and a 
more environmentally accepted location and not right next to where children are 
playing. B. Diehl said there are no current sites in Rancho Pefiasquitos neighborhood 
parks, but there is a site at Canyonside Community Park on field lights. She asked B. 
Diehl how tall the field lights pole is? 
o B. Diehl replied, 60 feet. 
o Politte noted that the bottom of the antennas would probably be 45-50 feet off the 

ground. The Ridgewood Park faux tree is 50 feet tall and the bottom of the 
antennas are at approximately 30-35 feet off the ground, correct? 
• K. Diehl said they would be about 40 feet off the ground. The top of the tree 

pole is 50 feet. 
o Politte noted the motion last month included increasing the height and the plan 

height presented tonight is the same as last month. 
• Parker said they have increased the height. 
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• K. Diehl said, that was the board's comments in the motion and Parker had 
requested that the height be increased with additional branches/foliage added 
to the fullest capacity per manufacturers engineering standards and 
fabrication. 

o Clark said it is a simple answer of fact, did you increase the height or not? 
o Becker asked Politte if her concern was related to the aesthetics? 

• Politte said yes, if this tree is going to be here do we want it to be higher with 
more branches and thicker foliage? 

o Parker reviewed the recommendations that were discussed; socks on the antennas, 
as many branches as possible, and the trunk to resemble bark. They have done all 
that. 

o Politte read last month's motion: 'with conditions: 1) enhance tree with additional 
foliage, increase height 3-4 feet, reconfigure trench to outside the existing park 
sidewalk [which they have done], the structure to be looked at and the landscape 
plan be looked at.' That's the motion, but they haven't increased the height. 
• Becker noted, there was a friendly amendment to add additional trees for 

screening. 
• Surban referenced Politte's suggestion that were alternative locations that might be 

better suited for this site and asked, are we suppose to think that the City or ITC has 
reviewed/evaluated the application and determined that this is the site? Is this an 
issue/nonissue and do they [City] have any opinion on whether the applicant has done 
a sufficient analysis? 
o Kilbourn noted that ITC only reviews for interference with other City 

communications. 
o Surban asked, so then is it appropriate for us to consider whether this is the 

appropriate location? 
• Kilbourn said, yes. 

• Simmons asked about collocation and use of the Verizon equipment structure; other 
carriers could use the tree and would have to build an enclosure? 
o K. Diehl said, the Verizon enclosure is condensed down and there's not enough 

room to add another carrier. 
• Rhodes asked if the equipment building could be enlarged by an additional carrier? 

o K. Diehl said, provided it is within the disturbed areas and not in the mapped 
habitat areas. 

o Rhodes noted that if they went into the habitat, they could mitigate that. He asked 
if another carrier wanted to enlarge Verizon' s structure, could they enlarge it, and 
would they go through the same process that V erizon went through for their 
permit? 
• K. Diehl said, yes. 

• Becker asked, if this is the only type of facility that could be provided or might there 
be micro-sites that could be placed on light standards to provide the service? 
o K. Diehl said it was talked about during the subcommittee meeting, briefly. If 

they looked in the right-of-way in the search area, the sites would result in being 
closer to someone's home. Because we're in an area that is residential where 
street lights are located. They are treated as the residential zone where located and 
it becomes a Preference 4. 

• Politte reviewed the plans presented at the January meeting:. 42' high RAD Center, 45' 
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high steel pole and with the branches- 50' high. The plans shown tonight have the 
exact same measurements, they did not increased the height or the branches and that 
needs to be rectified. 
o K. Diehl said there was a lot going on at the last meeting. So the board would just 

need to clarify to achieve a recommended height at say 52' or 53' or if the 
antennas should go down. When you look at existing applications, there's a real 
natural appearance. 

o Parker asked what is the max height for the zone and the height restriction for 
their use permit? 
• K. Diehl said, 35 feet. 
• Kilbourn said, there is no restriction for the planned development permit, but 

they do have to make the findings that it is consistent with what is around it. 
• K. Diehl said in this case the height was dictated by the existing trees; others 

are around 50-60 feet. Other existing applications look to be quite natural. 
• Surban noted the new rule enacted by the FCC this week. He asked for clarification 

on the impact of this change and would it restrict states, local governments and us 
from reviewing future modifications to the site? If we approve this, future changes 
wouldn't come before us? 
o Parker noted, 6409. [guidance on section 6409 of the Middle Class Tax Relief and 

Job Creations Act of 2012 (Wireless Facilities Deployment, (a) Facility 
Modifications)] 

o Kilbourn said, the FCC needed to clarify what a minor modification is and 
allowed without additional approval. Example would be, add one array of 
antennas or one carrier on an existing tree. 

o Parker said, the bill is 2 years old, but needed clarification on this hidden portion 
of the bill. 

o Kilbourn added, the FCC guidance clarification was certified 2 weeks ago and 
won't go into effect until April2015. 

• Ridgewood Neighborhood Group presentation in opposition to the proposed project 
location. (multiple handouts, exhibits attached) 
o Greg Chase read the following from CP 600-43, Guidance for Placement ofWCF: 

"Preference 2 Locations. This category includes areas that may be considered for 
siting Wireless Communications Facilities as long as the applicant submits 
adequate information demonstrating that a Preference 1 Location could not be 
used to meet the technical requirements for the facility thereby supporting a 
Preference 2 Location." 
He also read the following: "The applicant should demonstrate that sites within 
the Preference 1 were explored in good faith and found unacceptable." 
He said that he's been in contact with the Project Mgr., Simon Tse, most recently 
on 1128/15. Simon Tse indicated that he has requested additional documentation 
from the applicant. Chase and his neighbors believe there are better suited sites 
along Mercy Road, south of Mercy Road that would preclude using a 
neighborhood park. 

o Tim Lucas clarified that CP 600-43 states that "each applicant should be allowed 
only one equipment enclosure", which means that multiple carriers could come 
into the park and each one could build an enclosure. 
Lucas noted that Ridgewood Park is dedicated parkland in perpetuity for park and 
recreation activities. 
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He highlighted sections in the handouts: 
1. City Charter Section 55, "All real property owned in fee by the City 

heretofore or hereafter formally dedicated in perpetuity by ordinance of the 
Council or by statute of the State Legislature for park, recreation or cemetery 
purposes shall not be used for any but park, recreation or cemetery purposes 
without such changed use or purpose having been first authorized or later 
ratified by a vo'te of two-thirds of the qualified electors of the City voting at an 
election for such purpose." Not for commercial purposes. 

2. Ridgewood Park is formally dedicated parkland in perpetuity. 
3. Case law from the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals (December 2013) upheld 

the primacy of the City Charters, specifically that the city charter provisions 
restricting parkland use is not subject to the Telecommunications Act of 1996. 
Basically, the City Charter takes precedence over the Telecommunications 
Act of 1996. This ruling says that communities can deny a project based on 
the aesthetics, it's a valid reason. 

4. He noted CP 600-43 language, page 6 under Design. "Proposed facilities must 
be disguised such that they don't detract from the recreational or natural 
character of the parkland or open space. Further, proposed wireless 
communication facilities must be integrated with existing park facilities, and 
must not disturb the environmental integrity of the parkland or open space." 
And on page 5, it states under number 4, "that the City may grant 
authorization on dedicated parkland and open space if it is first determined by 
the Park and Recreation Dept that the requested action would not only meet 
the criteria of this Policy, but would also be consistent with Charter Section 
55." The Charter Section 55 says it would not be consistent. 

5. He provided a sample motion that the findings cannot be made to approve the 
project with specific reasons (Inconsistent with Charter, aesthetics and 
inconsistent with CP 600-43 policy on Design). He asked RPPB to consider 
denial of the project, but any motion made by RPPB should provide specific 
details/reasons. 

o Stephanie Craghead said that she was hoping to convince RPPB to deny the 
project in the park. She isn't sure if the studies have kept pace with the advancing 
technologies when it comes to health, even though it has been said that it is not in 
the planning board's purview, In addition to the EMFs, we are looking at a 
structure in the park that may be unsafe. Another neighbor visited Camino Ruiz 
Park which has a structure in disrepair. There is nothing around the proposed 
structure to keep children from climbing it. It has signage, but children may not be 
able to read it. She doesn't want it close to her home or in her neighborhood park 
and is willing to help PlanComN erizon find a more suitable location that is away 
from residences and not near children's playgrounds. The World Health 
Organization's Internatiomil Agency on Cancer Research has classified radio 
frequency and extremely low frequency EMFs as possible carcinogens to human 
health; not definitively saying that they are or aren't, just that it's a possibility. 
The FCC human exposure limits were finalized in 1997; how many people had 
cell phones in 1997 or how many cell towers were in place. The guidelines need 
to be updated due to increasing technology. In 2013, the American Academy of 
Pediatrics wrote a letter to the FCC and FDA stating that more research is needed 
to reassess the current radiation standards due to changing technologies. The letter 
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also stated that children are disproportionately affected by all environmental 
exposures including cell phone radiation and that Policy should protect the 
youngest and most vulnerable population. She added that we shouldn't 
experiment on our children and respectfully asked the board to deny the project. 

o Chris Brady said the applicant did not minimize the impacts and besides the 
neighborhood's loss of views, the applicant didn't look at other viable locations. 
He added that Rancho Pefiasquitos Park & Rec voted unanimously to deny the 
project. He distributed comments from approximately 160 of their neighbors who 
signed their petition and shared reasons why they didn't want the cell tower in the 
park. 

• Speaker slips and additional public comment: 
o Christine Schaffer (speaker slip in opposition) asked the appl,icant to consider 

how the neighbors feel and asked if it could be moved near the highway or on a 
street light along Mercy Rd. 

o Aurelio Ramos (speaker slip in opposition) said he believed a Mercy Road siting 
would provide similar coverage. If additional carriers don't need to come to 
RPPB for approval then there could be more impacts on their park and a vote to 
approve today would set precedent, allowing cell sites in our other neighborhood 
parks. These items should be considered in RPPB 's vote. 

o James Donahue (speaker slip in opposition)- was no longer present when called. 
o Audrey Blenkle (speaker slip in opposition)- chose not to speak publicly. 
o Mark Anders (speaker slip in favor, spoke in opposition) - He said that initially 

he was in favor of the project because he's a Verizon customer and would like 
improved service. But after hearing the presentation and learning the details, he 
now opposes the project for the following reasons: 
• Metal tree is not a tree; its aesthetically unattractive. 
• Its approximately 28' from the sidewalk to the grove of existing trees, next to 

the picnic table where families and children sit and within everyone's view. 
• He would like to propose that V erizon move the faux tree behind the existing 

grove of trees and asked RPPB to include this condition as part of their 
motion. Or postpone the motion until this option can be analyzed. 

• He admonished someone that he had been in contact with (possibly the 
applicant) for not addressing this issue as he'd expected; adding that the 
applicant is not a good neighbor. This was a poor effort on their part. 

• Parker said that they did move it over. 
o Gary Martin said he was opposed to the project (speaker slip submitted for non­

agenda item/open forum in error). He said that he has been collecting data from in 
the Preserve and adjacent areas for 20 years and would like to discuss the 
environmental aspect. The location is within a MSCP wildlife corridor to the 
Preserve. This habitat areas are critical to the wildlife in the area. Aesthetics of 
putting in the structure blinds the open space corridor. It's a travesty that another 
carrier could come in and put another facility on the site. What he's seen in his 
studies is a steady decline in activity in the area, making his work much harder. 
Parks & Recreation and Open Space folks have been trying to eradicate the 
eucalyptus, an invasive species; they were letting them time out and not replace 
them in favor of more native trees. Why would they want to place a faux 
eucalyptus? He doesn't know what information the biologists were provided that 
would influence a decision in favor of this location. The company hires a 
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biologist, paid by the applicant to provide the environmental report that will get it 
through the process. He added that he was not impressed, this is a commercial 
operation in a public facility to accommodate wildlife and provide open space and 
recreation. 

• Clark thanked the audience for their participation in the process. 
• Clark reviewed the motion from the January 7, 2015 meeting to approve the project 

with conditions. The motion that was brought forth and amended, was tabled by an 
approved motion. It is now on the table to be voted on. Clark read the motion from 
the minutes. 
Motion: To approve the Verizon WCF, PTN #379009 at Ridgewood Park, 12604 La 
Tortola, with conditions: 1) enhance tree with additional foliage, increase height 3-4 
feet, reconfigure trench to outside the existing park sidewalk, the structure to be 
looked at and the landscape plan be looked at. M/S/C - Parker/B. Diehl/Discussion. 
Before the motion could be voted on, another motion was made, seconded and 
approved to table the first motion until staff comments were received and reviewed. 
Motion: To table the Verizon WCF, PTN #379009 at Ridgewood Park, 12604 La 
Tortola to a future meeting (date to be determined). M/S/C- McGuire/Becker/ 
Approved, 12 in favor- 2 against (Par!<:er & Diehl)- 0 abstentions/recusals. 
Clark said that we should start with the motion that was not acted on in January. 
o Rhodes said that we can alter the motion. It was tabled to a later date and he 

believes we need to start with the motion that was made at the January meeting. 
o Simmons asked if we need to limit the discussion on those points? No. 
o Becker asked if we could validate if those conditions have already been 

addressed? 
o Clark reviewed the conditions: 

1) enhance tree with additional foliage 
a. K. Diehl said it would be based on maximum density allowed by the 

fabrication. 
2) increase height 3-4 feet 

a. K. Diehl said that she would defer to the board on whether the height 
should be 53 or 54 feet or remain at 50 feet with a lowering of the antenna. 

b. Parker said the intent was to make sure it was rounded on the top and not 
looked chopped off. He added that they have addressed all the City 
comments. 

3) reconfigure trench to outside the existing park sidewalk- yes. 
4) the structure to be looked at -Clark asked if the structure had changed? 

a. K. Diehl said it was the same size as presented last month (250 sf) with an 
8 foot high CMU, technically 9 feet with the trellis. 

b. Becker added that the structure had been shifted also. 
5) the landscape plan be looked at. - Clark said there were 6 shrubs around the 

structure and the additional trees in the grove. 
a. K. Diehl said there are now 9 shrubs and Park & Recreation has approved 

the species. 
b. Becker asked ifthere are additional trees around the faux tree in the grove 

that were asked for in an amendment to the original motion? 
c. K. Diehl said that it was not included due to the timing of the 2nd motion 

and not a lot of additional discussion in this. 
d. Mark Anders said that he preferred the faux tree be moved behind the 
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existing grove, farther away from the park. 
e. Keating asked Becker to be specific about tree types and sizes. 
f. Becker added, he'd like tall screening trees with a mix of 5 - 24" box and 

some 15 gal. size of Canary Island Pines and Carob trees similar to those 
that are already there. 

g. Diehl <;ldded, there is no irrigation near the grove. 
h. Becker said the applicant would need to figure out how to irrigate. He 

added that if approved, it comes down to an aesthetic and these will help 
mitigate, create a balance. 

• Tim Lucas inquired if RPPB has a Parliamentarian to assist with Robert's Rules of 
Order? He did not believe that RPPB would need to vote on the tabled motion. 
o Clark said that he wanted to see if the motion carries or not. 

• Parker said that he did not believe they could move the faux tree behind the existing 
grove due to existing habitat. 
o K. Diehl said, behind the existing trees is sage scrub/sensitive habitat. The current 

faux tree site is currently on 'disturbed' land and the closer they get into the sage 
scrub there are impacts and not preferred. 

o Mark Anders said there is no vegetation behind the existing trees and he had 
shown K. Diehl his recommended location. 

• B. Diehl asked K. Diehl, what's the next step if we approve or deny the project? 
o K. Diehl said the project will go to the Planning Commission for approval and an 

approval is appealable to City Council. 
• McGuire said that he motioned to table the 1st motion (January meeting) because we 

didn't have all the information from the City to make an informed decision. He asked 
Parker if we've received all that information and what they said? 
o Parker said they've satisfied the list of requirements and the City has signed off 

on the issues. 
o It was clarified that Clark emailed the revised plans and cycle issue comments to 

each board member. 
• Surban said that the way to analyze the issue is first, has the applicant satisfied to us 

that this is the appropriate site and the only site that would achieve their network 
objectives? If yes, have they minimized the aesthetic impacts? If yes and like most 
discretionary permits, it should be a balancing act. Here it's balancing the need of the 
applicant to provide network coverage for their customers and the need or desire of 
the community to preserve the nature of their community park. He added, that's the 
bottom line question that we are faced with. 

• Rhodes noted, that we don't make the final decision. The city makes that decision. 
Sometimes they listen to us and other times they don't. We can't use RFs as a reason 
and the City has already established that parks are an acceptable location and not in 
conflict. We try to get the very best project within our purview under the City's 
guidelines. He asked the audience to understand, we exist at the pleasure of the City. 

• Gore said that he respects the power of the people; remembering the efforts during the 
City Council redistricting and how the voice of Park Village residents were ignored. 
A lot of effort went into interviewing all your neighbors to gather support to keep 
Verizon out of the park. But we are confined to the code and guidelines. Gore asked, 
is there a better place for them to have an impact and to voice their concerns? 

• Clark said our recommendation goes to the Planning Commission; they should make 
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their voice heard at Planning Commission and a decision by the Planning 
Commission to approve is appealable to the City Council. He read the Design portion 
ofCP 600-43, "Proposed wireless communication facili~ies must be disguised such 
that they do not detract from the recreational or natural character of the parkland or 
open space. Further, proposed wireless communication facilities must be integrated 
with existing park facilities, and must not disturb the environmental integrity of the 
parkland or open space." He added that we see and review a lot of wireless projects 
all over our planning areas and we need to try to treat them equally under the criteria 
that we have. What is aesthetically pleasing differs between individuals so no one will 
have the same opinion on a project. With that, it becomes a little bit tenuous. We 
compare this project like any other project to the criteria we have to evaluate it. If 
someone doesn't like our decision, they can go to the next level and voice their 
concern. In this case, the next step is the Planning Commission whichever way we 
vote. 

• Politte said, in response to Gore's comments, that there are things that we have to 
follow and what we're supposed to be looking at, but that doesn't preclude any one of 
us as individuals, those who are dead-set against it, from voting against this project. If 
you don't like it, don't vote for it. 
And in response to Tim Lucas' comment about not voting on the prior motion that 
was tabled. I don't think at this point that it helps us to even vote on it, because the 
amount of alteration needed based on what they have and haven't done and additional 
conditions that might be made to the motion. We should come up a new motion that 
includes everything that the board wants in it and let that motion just fall away. 

• B. Diehl disagreed and called for a vote on the existing motion, seconded by Reschke. 
• Tim Lucas called for Point of Order, stating that we would need a 2/3 majority vote to 

bring the tabled motion to a vote. 
o Politte disagreed, because the motion is on the table we 'only need a majority vote 

to approve or deny the motion. 
• Discussion on if the motion included the amendment offered by Becker. Politte noted 

that the amendment to the motion was accepted, but never read into the record before 
the 2nd motion was made and seconded. 

• Lucas said, that he thought we would need to vote on the call of the motion. 
• Clark reread the motion as follows: 
Motion: To approve the Verizon WCF, PTN #379009 at Ridgewood Park, 12604 La 
Tortola, with conditions: 1) enhance tree with additional foliage, increase height 3-4 feet, 
reconfigure trench to outside the existing park sidewalk, the structure to be looked at and 
the landscape plan be looked at. M/S/C- Parker/Diehl/Failed, 4 in favor (Rhodes, 
Reschke, Parker, Egbert) - 13 against- 0 abstentions/recusals. 
• Clark asked the members if someone would provide a new motion on the project? 
• Gore noted they accomplished some of the previous recommendations but he didn't 

feel like they've addressed the height. He would recommend adding 3 feet, add more 
foliage, additional trees to blend or make a largeF grove. 
o K. Diehl said the tree would be fabricated with the maximum branches. 
o Politte asked, what is the maximum that can be added, compared to what we've 

seen? 
Motion: To approve the Verizon Wireless Communication Facility (WCF), PTN #379009 
at Ridgewood Park, 12604 La Tortola ~or a proposed Faux Eucalyptus Tree with Twelve 
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Antennas as presented with the following conditions: 1) increase height 3 feet with 
maximum foliage and shape, 2) add 5-24" boxed Canary Island Pine trees and 5-15 
gallon Carob trees in the grove. M/S/C - Gore/Rhodes/Discussion. 
• Reschke suggested an amendment to change the faux eucalyptus to a mono-pine tree. 
• Politte asked if his amendment was to change the tree or ask the City to explore a 

mono-pine as an option? Reschke said to change it. 
• Gore and Rhodes agreed to accept the amendment to change the tree to a mono-pine. 
• Rhodes asked, which tree hides the antenna array better, the pine or eucalyptus? He 

added that we don't want a tree that won't hide the antenna. 
• Whalen said the additional trees are not going to be big enough to hide the tree 

initially. She asked to amend the motion by removing the mono-pine and change it 
back to the faux Eucalyptus. It would blend better with the existing and the new 
additional trees. Gore and Rhodes agreed to change the tree type back to Eucalyptus. 

• Egbert asked if all the other previous conditions have been included in the revised 
plans? Yes. 

• Discussion on maintaining the new trees until established as there is no irrigation. 
• Keating asked for clarification that the motion was for a faux eucalyptus? Yes. 
• Dumka suggested that we recommend that somehow the site be conditioned that 

additional carriers on this site be required to come to RPPB for approval. 
• Becker rephrased that if additional carriers to this site, that they be required to come 

before RPPB. Amendment was accepted by Gore and Rhodes. 
Motion: To approve the Verizon Wireless Communication Facility (WCF), PTN 
#379009 at Ridgewood Park, 12604 La Tortola for a proposed Faux Eucalyptus Tree with 
Twelve Antennas as presented with the following conditions: 1) increase height 3 feet 
with maximum foliage and shape, 2) add 5-24" boxed Canary Island Pine trees and 5-15 
gallon Carob trees in the grove, and 3) require that future wireless carriers to this site 
must come to RPPB. M/S/C- Gore/Rhodes/ Approved, 11 in favor- 7 against (B. Diehl, 
Loucks, Patel, Politte, Shoecraft, Simmons, Surban)- 0 recusals/abstentions. 

** Parker excused himself and left; 17 members present. 
c. Del Sur Court Vesting Tentative Map, Planned Development Permit and Site 

Development Permit for 206 age restricted dwellings on an approximately 38 acre 
site in Black Mtn. Ranch - Bill Dumka, Standard Pacific (Action Item) 
• Dumka recused himself. 
• Dumka reviewed the project. The site is located just off Camino del Sur north of 

Lusardi Creek. The entry is at Del Sur Court, a signaled intersection. The site is 
surrounded by single family homes with motor court style homes in the center. The 
homes will be for 55 and older residents. There will be 2 bedroom units up to 3 
bedroom units, some with lofts. Sizes range between 1300 s.f. up to just under 3,000 
s.f. It's a gated community with private streets, common landscaped areas. This site is 
under the umbrella of the North Village Tentative Map. The site is already graded. 
They received cycle comments last week. It was previously designated for 300 units 
and this proposal is 206 units. 

• Reschke asked if this was originally the hotel/golf course site? 
o Dumka said the site was originally planned for the hotel/golf course, then re­

designated as a multi-family residential site and proposed for continuing care 
retirement community. Then they looked at other alternatives and came back with 
the age restricted project for 206 units. 
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• Loucks asked where the golf course is currently planned and when would that go in? 
o Dumka said the golf course is not going in; the remaining lands will be 

revegetated and is designated as open space. 
• McGuire noted that the 2014 fire came down the southern edge ofthc parcel. 

o Dumka said the trail connection around this parcel provide access to the backside 
of these homes for the fire depmiment to access a wildfire. 

• Gore asked if the units would have a Mello Roos? 
o Dumka said yes, but it would be different/reduced because there will be seniors 

and no need to fund schools for these parcels. It would end up at 1.5% for 
infrastructure. 

• Patel asked about parking availability for guest and tmit parking. 
o Dumka .said each ~nit will have a 2 car garage, plus the single family units will 

also have driveways. The public will park on the street, parking on both sides. 
• Politte inquired if the streets were. 2 lanes? 

o Dumka replied yes. 
o Keating asked, how wide? The City will allow at a minimum 32 feet wide up to 

40 feet curb to curb. 
o Dumka said it is 32 feet wide. 

• Rhodes asked if they would be processing both a condo map and a single family 
map? 
o Dumka said there is a condo map for the 6 unit clusters because 2 of the units in 

the clusters are attached. All other units are single family. 
o Rhodes asked for clarification on the initial unit count approved by the voters and 

inquired about the timeline when the parcel was changed to the golf course? 
o Dumka said 5400 units were appro~ed by the voters. The golfcourse and hotel 

were in the original vote and not counted as units. They won't be a:bove the 
approved number of units in all of BMR. 

• Clark said he received a letter dated 10/23/14 noticing a street vacation. Is this the 
·same project and what has happened since then? What are we approving? 
o Dumka said the project is smaller and they need approval of the tentative map 

which includes a PDP and SDP. This is project #340862. The street vacation was 
actually done a few years ago, but there will be some utility easements that need 
to be vacated in the cleanup. 

• Politte asked if the design is similar to Camelot and asked for clarification on the 
original300 units at this site? She said she thought we had shifted the senior housing 
up to the North Village. 
o Dumka said there is more variety of the product types and less intense than 

Camelot, most of this is detached housing. The remaining 94 senior units were 
shifted to the North Village. 

o Politte noted that the residents would need to park in their garage and won't be 
able to park in the motor court. How is trash pickup going to work? 
• Dumka said it will be private. 

o She added that on one ofthe exhibits, it showed bollards blocking access to the 
North Village Trail, but it wasn't shown on the landscape design. Did they intend 
to keep the bollards? 
• Dumka said the bollards would remain and that the trail is the secondary exit 

in case ofernergency. 
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• Politte noted that the trail would need to be fenced so the older seniors stay on 
the path and added that she felt the street widths of 32 were a bit narrow for a 
senior community that will be driving. Architecture illustrations weren't 
provided, why? 

• Dumka said it is all covered in the Design Guidelines. Camelot was not 
included in the guidelines, that's why RPPB was asked to look at it. 

Motion: To approve the Del Sur Court Vesting Tentative Map, Planned Development 
Permit and Site Development Permit for 206 age restricted dwellings on an 
approximately 38 acre site in Black Mtn. Ranch as presented. M/S/C- Surban/Loucks/ 
Discussion. 
• Keating noted there is very limited parking near the clubhouse. This site is far 

removed from the town center and we're isolating seniors. 
o Dumka. said they are rearranging to provide 12 spaces in a revised map at the 

clubhouse. 
• Patricia (BMR) asked ifthere has been a change in City requirements for access to 

public transportation, grocery stores, etc? 
o Dumka said there is language addressing what Keating is suggesting and other 

language addressing the need for diverse senior community solutions. 
• Dumka added that the community center would be 10,000 s.f. which is pretty 

extensive. This will be more of an active seniors community. 
• With no further discussion, Clark called for a vote on the motion as follows: 
Motion: To approve the Del Sur Court Vesting Tentative Map, Planned Development 
Permit and Site Development Permit for 206 age restricted dwellings on an 
approximately 38 acre site in Black Mtn. Ranch as presented. M/S/C­
Surban/Loucks/ Approved, 15 in favor- 0 against- 1 abstention (Patel) - 1 recusal 
(Dumka). 

** Keating excused himself and left; 16 members present. 
d. Authorize expenditures from the Community Planners budget for printing and 

website domain renewal- Jon Becker, RPPB (Action Item) 
• Becker noted that the CPC have $500 for this year which we can use to reimburse 

members for expenses through this June 30th or we lose it. We have renewal of our 
3 domain names coming due with GoDaddy and he was thinking that it might be a 
good idea to pay for Carbonite for cloud storage as an annual fee. Domains will run 
approximately $15 ea x 3 domains. He is requesting authorization to renew and 
submit the invoice. 

• Gore said that Google Drive has 15 Gigs of space which is plenty of room for our 
files and there is no need for Carbonite. He thinks it might be better to spend it on 
hours for someone outside the board to upload. 

• Patel noted that the Town Council is putting up a few proposals, they have been 
approached by a community member who volunteered to do the Town Council 
website and offered to help RPPB (Frank Xu has people who want to do community 
service work). She suggested that RPPB check into whether we might need.to deal 
with worker's compand other issues if we hire someone to do the work. 

• Politte said, the Google website needs to be populated with documents before we 
publish that we have a website. 

• Gore noted that it might not be appropriate for someone outside the group to have access 
to some of our documents and that we would probably need to develop policy/ 
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procedures. 
Motion: To approve the reimbursement for RPPB expenditures, not to exceed a total of 
$125 for expenses allowed under the CPO Budget Policy. M/S/C ·-: 
Becker/Surban/ Approved, unanimously. 

e. Rancho Pefiasquitos Planning Board Annual Report Approval-· Thorn Clark, RPPB 
(Action Item) 
• Clark noted that he'd sent out the revised draft again and asked for any final changes, 

but received none. 
• Politte suggested a couple of changes and read them aloud; will email a revised copy 

to .. Clark for submission to the City. 
Motion: To approve the 2014 RPPB Annual Report as corrected. M/S/C- Surban/ 
McGuire/ Approved, unanimously. 

8. REPORTS. 
a. Chair Report - Thorn Clark 

• Clark reported that he had received Melinda Vasquez's resignation noting that she 
had moved out of District 7 into District 1 at the end of January. 

• The City is revising the Land Development Code (LDC) and RPPB may have missed 
the opportunityto provide comments. Clark will check the dates and if feasible, put it 
on our agenda. 

• Clark noted that RPPB needs to decide if we will follow Robert's Rules to the letter 
in a formalized manri.er or not. Issues arise, like earlier in the meeting which became a 
distraction to the meeting process. 
o Politte said it is in the Bylaws, but it is at our discretion as to how we run our 

meetings. 
o Surban suggested that the Bylaws committee look at it. . 

b. Vice-Chair Report- Jon Becker 
• Becker reported that Staffhas reviewed the LMAD maps and the Via Pancea 

neighborhood is not included in any of the LMADs. 
• Additionally, the roadway widths for Camino del Sur and Carmel Mtn. Rd. are going 

to be funded. They are covered in the current FBAs for both Torrey Highlands and 
Rancho Pefi.asquitos. They break them down by building the full width and then back 
in to finish with the medians. 
o Rhodes noted that they would build to the full width, paving the outside lanes 

first. They would then go in to pave the inside lanes when needed and add the 
curb/ gutter/medians. 

o Rhodes said that in regards to Camino del Sur from the gas station to Dormouse, 
funds are in the FBA, it has already been collected to build the 4lane road. People 
say they want traffic control along the roadway; if you want to restripe the 4 lanes 
to 2 lanes allows it to be changed to 4 lanes when needed. If fire trucks are posted 
on a 2 lane road, you will not get out that way- they won't let you. We shouldn't 
give up a facility that is bigger than needed at present. If Camino del Sur is built 
as a 2 lane road, it will be steeper, tough for kids on bikes to go up. The money is 
there and someone has to build it. It is in the phasing plan, that the bridge has to 
be under design with Caltrans before the commercial can be occupied. The other 
main connectors are 4 lanes, why would we build Camino del Sur and Carmel 
Mtn. Rd. as 2 lanes? 

o Becker noted that the developer will not likely benefit by reducing the width to 2 
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lanes; money is in the FBA and tied to the phasing plan. 
o Becker said he spoke with Lisa Arnold who requested that the Ad-Hoc Committee 

be reinstituted as these projects get closer to view more intensely. 
o Clark noted that he communicated with Michael Prinz about meeting structure. 

RPPB can meet with the community to discuss the project as an information only, 
inviting the developer to attend. He added that he spoke with Gary Levitt (Merge 
56) about doing this, but Levitt did not favor this idea. We can discuss this idea 
further at the March meeting and vote on reinstituting the committee. 

c. Secretary Report- Jeanine Politte 
• Politte presented the Election committee with an updated list of possible eligible 

candidates who had attended the required number of meetings through the January 
meeting. She will update the list again with those who signed in tonight or spoke 
publicly and send it to the Committee. 

d. Standing Committee Reports: 
> Land Use (Ramesses Surban)- no report 
> Telecomm (Darren Parker)- no report 

e. Ad Hoc Committee Reports: 
> Doubletree Resort (Jeanine Politte) -no report 

• Clark said he was contacted again and Becker was also contacted, about a new 
developer. 

> RPPB 2015 Elections (Brian Reschke) 
• Reschke reported that the only applications received were from current board 

members. The committee has contacted all potentially eligible community 
members and invited them to submit an application .. 

• The election for the odd numbered seats will be held on March 4, 2015 from 
5:30pm- 8:00pm at the location of our RPPB meeting that evening. 

• Discussion: per our current bylaws, applications can be accepted until14 days 
before the election or through February 18th at 5:30pm. Additionally, we should 
discuss whether those who are trying to qualify to run, should stay for the full 
meeting during our Bylaws committee meeting. 

> RPPB Bylaws (Ramesses Surban) 
• Surban said the next meeting of the subcommittee would be on February 18th at 

6:30pm in the Oakmont Room. 
** Clark asked for a motion to keep the meeting going for no more than 15 more minutes so 
we can get through the reports. 
Motion: To continue the meeting for another 15 minutes. M/S/C- Surban/Egbert/Approved, 
12 in favor- 3 against (Reschke, Loucks, McGuire)- 0 abstentions/recusals. 
f. Liaison and Organization Reports: 

> Black Mountain Open Space Park (Bill Diehl) 
• Simmons reported on trail building that has been on going with the assistance 

from volunteers, most recently building the Black Mtn. Ranch Trail to the 
Community Park. 

• Becker asked if this an organized group?. 
o Simmons said, the Mtn. Bike Association does approximately 2500-3000 

hours of trail maintenance a year. He added that the Minors Loop and Glider 
Port Trails are done. 

> Community Funds (Bill Diehl) 
• Diehl reported that he had received the balances for the funds through 9/30/2014 
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from Charlette Strong: 
1. Park View Estates 392044/400221= $879,786.46 
2. Penasquitos East Trust Fund 10596/400192 = $874,487.54 
3. Penasquitos East 39085/400106 = $144,080.79 
4. Black Mountain Ranch 392190/400245= $43,641.23 

• Diehl added that he didn't believe the balances were accurate, there are some 
outstanding balances. 

• The Rancho Peiiasquitos FBA balance is $244,427. 
o Becker noted that those funds are targeted for specific projects, 
o Diehl said they are targeted for whatever projects. 

~ MCAS Miramar Community Leaders Forum (Stephen Egbert) 
• Egbe1i said the next meeting would be on explosive ordinance disposal. 

~ PQ Fire Safe Council (Mike Shoecraft) 
• Shoecraft said they are meeting quarterly now, meet in Jan, Apr, Jul & Sep. 

o In July, they are planning to bring in S215 Fire Operations Training. 
• PERC will meet on 2/10/15 at 6:30pm at the Library; CPR Training without 

Certification. 
~ PQ Town Council (Darshana Patel) 

• The Fiesta will be on Saturday this year at the City's request; May 2nd. 
• The Town Council is starting a Farmer's Market in conjunction with the YMCA 

and on their lot next to the dog park Target start date is in June. 
• Bill Diehl will be speaking at the Town Council meeting on behalf of the Park 

and Recreation Dept. 
~ PQ Recreation Council (Steve Gore) 

• Gore reported, the last meeting had a large turnout of residents from the 
Ridgewood Park neighborhood. The Rec Council voted against the cell site. 

• An off leash dog park is in the planning stages for the BMR Community Park 
• There have been a number of complaints from the neighbors of Torrey Del Mar 

Neighborhood Park about a soccer team that monopolizes the field on Sunday 
mornings. The park is a passive park, not set up for organized sports. Diehl will 
be working with Park and Recreation Dept staff to resolve. 

~ Los Pen Canyon Psv CAC (John Keating)- no report 
~ Park Village LMAD (Jon Becker) 

• Will be trying to get recycled water on Black Mtn. Rd south. 
~ Pefiasquitos East LMAD (Bill Diehl) 

• Currently getting pricing for stamped concrete medians near MCHS, there is no 
irrigation there. They are also looking at solutions for Cannel Mtn. Rd. in the 
north end. 

~ Torrey Highlands LMAD (Darren Parker)- no report 
~ Transportation Agencies (John Keating)- no report 

The meeting was adjourned at 10:59 pm. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Jeanine Politte 
RPPB Secretary 
Approved 3/4/2015, 16 in favor-- 0 against- 0 abstentions/recusals. 



A Plea~~ Jhe Rancho Penasqullos Plaflnl~g~"~ 
t :rrx: 1+ rFP rr 1 

Before voting on the Plan com Cell Propo~al, please consider these points: . . . I . . . . . . 
1. Locajresigent§ do not wanti~ 

• 161 people have signed a petition against the tower 
• Of everyone we spoke with In the preceding weeks, we could hotfrnd one family that wants the 

tower · I . 
I 

• The Rancho PenasqLlltos ~arks and Rec Planning BOard uhanlmouslyvoted against thetower 
; 

2. The ark would lose it's natu1rarfeel 
a. There are no existlng bull ihgs at this park. No f)arking lots; no restrooms, no gazebos. 
b. The proposed building is 1 1. direct line of site with the sunset asvlewedfrom the park or street. 
c; loca!Jealtorsand apprals~rs we spoke with {who wlsh to retnaln at1onymous) said home values 

w. ould d. e.crea·s·· e .. o.··.· ocu.me~t···ed. •. stu~ies s.how .. th.e s. arne pf1tte •. rn ... The de. c.•.r.ease. in prope-rty values 
would start wtth the hous1s that v1ewthe structures or are m dose proximity to them. 

d. A San Diego Planner was quoted as saying '1lhave dealt with several faux tree 
telecommunlcatlon facllltl~s ... 1 have yatto see a faux eucalyptus that didnltlook terrible and 
degrade a communlty.;i [ 

e. The proposed tower appe~rs to be ofthe silver variety which. would contrast with the red~bark 
variety that is currently at the park, 

I 
3. City regulations are being violated 

a. Plancom's proposal is ln dlfect confflctwith dty regulations /code. Reference handout. 
b. Per Plancon1s site Justlflcat)on letter, Views West Park was not chosen because lt Is a 

t~neighborh,ood park surro4 nded by residential". ..,::- Ridgewood Park Is no different. 
c. This would set a precedeh~for other companies who may propose asetond structure In the 

park or any other neighbor~ood park. 
d. There rs no r~creatiqnal or park usage benefit. 
e. After they are built the strpctures can be modified by Verlzon without city review. 

l 

4. TheJe. are safet!( concerns I 
a. We surveyed a 11tree-towe~' In Camino Ruiz. Park. Pleceshadfallen off, were loose, and the 

area was notfenced of[ Tpis would be a hazard to children playing tn our park. Also, the tree 
. .. 1 

.;Jnd building were linedwith warning signs. 
b. The World Health Organiza ion classlfies cell phone radiation as a possible carcinogen. 
c, i=CC radiation guidelines ar based on a .study of rats and did not 11tackle questions about the 

effects on chlldren1
\ Furth hnore, the studies were funded bycell phone companies. 

References attached to thi document. 

Please consider\· .. this plea fro~e;;;Je-;;;;-l 
1 

that are mo~t impacted by this decision. . 
L.-.-.....,...,,~w.=_, __ ,_->:-:.<-"«'<<><-'.-,.{>>l,>.,"--»_'»<-'M<'N~,""'"*"'·'>>»;W>M>'>~ ... -'"·~~'"""''"""'-"""'~'"""w->:<~->.'>"»""'"h-"'=""'-~'<'»>l<O<-~><,'<"-'<-"<>"-A---».-<'"l«<«<••-"'-'~~M'"'*"-'-"""*"'<.,......,_'-'«-"">l<-~"-'"''",.......,_'-''««-»»»>'""<"'>-'«'~ 

; 



Note mlssing pieces, graffiti1 andwarnlng 
stnn.;tures are hl~den behind~ re,stroom . 

A branch screw was also notlced.that was notfully secured. These 
flli!Xtto tl trash d~mp$t~r bqUdlng-' nQfon the. P!lrk field; 
. ' ; 



Safety References: : 

The National ToxiCology Progr~m (NTP), part of the Natfol'lallnstitutes of Health, 
began a $20 million study in 2~10 using rode'nts to test the effects of cellphone 
radiation. But a study on anlm~ls has itsHmitations, and it won't tackle questions 
about the effects on children,lsaid Ronald Herberman, former director of the 
University of Pittsburgh Cancer Institute • ., Washington Post 

J 

CNN May 31, 2011: 11Radiatlo~ from cell phones can possibly cause cancer, 
according to the World Health! Organization. The agency now lists mobile phone 
use In the same 11carcinogenic hazardn category as lead, engine exhaustand 
chloroform. Before its announ~ement Tuesday, WHO had assured consumers that 
no adverse health effects had been estabUshed .... The team found enough 
evidence to categorize person~ I exposure as"possfbly carcinogenic to humans. 11 

What that mean.s is t. h.ey faun.~ so .. me evi·d·· enc::e of increase.·.· in gllo .. maand a c. ous. tic 
neuroma brain cancer for mo~Jie phone users> but have not been able to draw 
conclusions for other types of fancers'' 

I 
i 

The American Academy of Ped~atrics, in a letter dated 12 December 2012states: 
l 

11Children are disproportionat~ly affected by environmental exposures,induding 
cell. p.hone radratfon. The differen.·.·.ces. i·n·· .. b. one de .. nsity and. t. he am. ount of flu rd. in a 
child's brain compared to an a~ult's brain could allow children to absorb greater 
quantities of RF energy deepe~ into their brains than adults. It is essential that any 
new standards for ceH phones brother wirele.ss devices be based on protecting the 
youngest and mostvulnerabfe 1popufations to ensure the.yare safeguarded 
through their lifetimes.'1 I 

l 
! 
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Los Angel~s UrtJfied $clool District 
OFFfCE QF COMMUNlQATIONS r' 
S$$ S. a$t:J.I.ldry Ave., 24th (lqor . 
Los Angel(ils,. CA 90017 
Phc:me; (21$) 24t•6766 
PAX:· (2 t$) :241·85:1.62 
www.law~ctnet 

News Release 
For lmmediate·Release 

1 
l 

May 291 2009 
#08/0~{~40 

LOS ANGELES BOARD OF EDUCATION MEMBERS VOTE TO 
PROHIBIT CE~L PHONE TOWERS NEAR SCHOOLS 

Los Angeles ,..'fhe iiWirele:ss TeiJcomrnunication•lnfl?tal~aUons" resolutiorltwhtch•opposes .the 
location of cell phone towers In close proximitY to schools, was introduced by Los Angeles 
U·.n .. ifie ... d· $ .. ·• c.•·.ho. ol D.lstrio.t B.oa.>r .. d Me~bet' Julie Korenstel.n and ;;tdopted earlier th1s weel{by the Los 
AngelfPs Board. of EduoatJon. 1 

This resolution will ensure indivtdLals, especlally child rent are protected from the potential 
health effects assoctatecj with ex~osuras to extremely loW frequency electromagnetic and radio" 
frequency radlatiqn. ! 

. . . . I .· ·. . . . .· 
"With this resolution~ we will conti ue to protectourchtldren by working with citiesi counties, and 
localmunicipalitlea regarding pe[l phonetowerst"Sa\id Korenste.ln. "With tMir heiPr wewUI 
provide safer schools for many g .. ner(;ttions ·to come," 

In an effort to con1b;:tt thh~ critical ssue, the Office of Envjronmenta.l Health ariel Safe.ty (PEHS) 
has requested cities, o.ounties, a.·.d l.ocal muniolp~;tlltles responsible lor zonlngapproval.to 
provide timely notification when. n

1 
w cellular permit applications are flied, 

()ne ofmany new roles of the o~:;Hs win. be to challenge these municlpanttll)s to show thatthe 
proposed cal!yfar inst~Uatlons are: in compUa.nqe with Federal Comrm;nications Commission 
(FCC) regulations. In th~ event PCC pomplrance has notbeen demonS:Jtrated, OEHS wiiUake 
appropriate and reasonable actio ·to appeal propos$dlnstaUations, 

The debate overtne s;;J.fety Of!iic ol~based towt:lrs has been going on for many year§>. There is 
growing scientific evidence that electromagnetic radiation they emit, even at low levefs, Is 
dMge.faos tohurflan he~lth, In 2 

1 
. Q,the Board of (;dUcation passed a resolUtion authOred by 

Board Member Kor~nstetn reslrlc~lryg cell phone towers on its school sites. Recently tan Oregon 
distript .also bant"'ectthern on schopl grounds. 

! 
Interim Dir~ptor of the OEH[3, Yi. ~Wa Kim sa[d, 'Tq ~I1$L1Ye the h$alth and s.afety of our 
stwdents •... it Is crlt .. lca! tha. tfhe Oist~ric.· .t receive tim .... ·. el.y nqtif.lcation. of these projects and Is given 
ample opportunity to evaluate co plianc.e With federal guidelines." · 

### 



City Charter of the 

Section 55: Park 

Ridgewood· Park. 
by ordinance 

and thus not to 
without a .,,..,-..,. 

Page 1 of 2 

of San Diego 

Recreation (Article V, page 20) 

.. formally dedicated in perpetuity 
the Councl/11 for park purposes 

used Ufor any but park~ n purposes'' 
Charter amendment. 

Adopted: 22 April 2000 

Ordinance No. 1877 Section 1. (Page l) 

BE IT ORDAINED, by th 
follows: 
Section 1. That the C1 
which Is rnore particul · 
and inca· orated herei 

Council of The City of san Diego, as 

Wned land known as 11 Ridgewood Park/ 
described in Exhibit A, attached hereto 

this referenpe, 

I 



Pag~.2of 2 

Section 2. That the Council of The City of San Diego 
specificallyreserves right to establish underground public 
service easementsth ·· gh and across the degicatedproperty so 
long as the constru'cti and maintenance of the subject 
easements do not su . tantiaHy negatively impact the avaiJabiHty 
ofthe property for use .··park and recreational purposes~ 

Provisions of the 

decisively trump 

Diego ·city Charter resttlcting uses 
of park land 

.. federal TelecommunlcatiQns Act of 
1.996. 

United States Co rt of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit 
Opinion Nos. 10 877, 10 ... 56944 · 

filed:. Oecemb.er l.l, 2 

See: http://cdn.ca9.usco gov/datastore/oplnfons/2013/12/11/10-. 
56877%20webji,pdf 

Case taw on the m is recent, relevant, and decisive, In 
December 2013 the Ni . h Circuit Court of Appeals 11held that the 
Tel.ecQmmunication~ ••·.. of l~l9o did not preempt the Qity of 
Huntington .Beach's de ... ion to require a c:ompany to obtain voter 
approval before •· lng a mobile telephone antenna on city-
oWned park property; 11 

·.·• case ls almost perfectly analogous to 
San Diego. Huntington Beach had entered Into lease agreements 
for siting wirele.ss fqcil... !n City Parks, The City subsequently 
determined that. a city .rter measure gavevpte·rs authority 
over construction on biJc lands and required voter approval. 
The Wirelessser\llce p er sued~ contending that The 
Telecommunications · · f 1996 rovisions barred · lication of 
th 

Circuitfurther fouhd . 
only to 'local zoning a· 
a municipafity1s prop 

The Ninth 
e ·• commt.rnica · ons Act "applies 

land use.declstons and does not address 
rights as a landowner.~~-



Sample motion 

. . I . . . . . . 
The findings can not be made tp approve the proposed Verion Wire tess Communication 
Facility (WCF), PTN #379009 a:t Ridgewood Park for the following reasons: 

i 

• Ridgewood Nelghborho4d Park is a dedicated park per ordinance number 18771, 
adopted in April 22j 2000. This proposed Wireless Communication Facility serves no 
11park1 recreation or oem~tery purposen, and Is therefore in violation of San Diego City 
Charter section 55 g.ove~nlng dedicated park usage. 

. I 

• T.he proposed tawe.·r and\ e. q.· uipm.. ent. building.· de·.·· tract frorn the natu··. ral beauty of the park 
and are aesthetically un~leasing to park users, residertts1 and those passing by; 

t 
• The proposed equiprnen\ building blocks the view of park users to the neighboring Los 

Pemasquitos Canyon Pr~serve and takes away from the ppenness of the park~ The 
fauxmonoeuoalyptusdors notfl: into the existing grove and takes away from the· .. 
natural character of the ~urroundmg area. For these reasons, the proposed WCF rs 
not consistent with Counpil Policy 600~43, amended 3,..1 ~2005i section D.4,a): 

1'Design. Propose(/ wireless oomtnunication facifltles must be disguised such 
that they do not d~trect from the recreational or natural character ortheparklend 
or open spade. Pu~he~ proposed wireless communication facilities must be 
integrated With existing park facilities, and must not disturb the envlronml!1ntaJ 
integrity ofthe par~Jand or open space. )i 

i 



Name 
l~eilani !Yoss 
[Felicia Ryder 
Ro.nald Leon 
Guerrero 

Zip 
92129 

92:l29 
!92125 

SlgnedOn 
1/4/2015 
1/4/2015. 

1/4/2015 

Sampling of Pef1tion CommentS: Page 1 of 4 

Comment 
ldo not want a cell towernear my home or at the parkwefreque11t. 
! .agree with the poirtts made !n·this petitiOn. 
Stop.huilmng teU'phone rowersatPQParks. -

@</+JSlf ··ti-:'~. ·~ 

Andy sci.sm 192129 1/412015 Don't wantthese to:wersifl our neighbor hoc@ p<;~rk, They arecqn eye sore 
[TerE!sa Torreblanca ~92.129 1/5/2015 ttls a l;}adideato. Wild a tell phone tower ¢1o.$.e t;QW'h:erecblkiten pl:ay .. 

ClaudetteSamick f92129 1/5/2015 ldonotthink:thatceUphooetowersshriuidbeplacednearhigherdensityhousing~5tudieshaveshownthatpeople 

. Uving near .liigh power tines have higher incidenc:e:of leukem:Ias and biood cancers~ Th1swasrli5covered after many 
lyearsi wedo11'tknow what-celt towers will do yet+ 

~- ~--··· ~---------- --------------~ 

-r-E~ti'--'.~.!~~P~E!l~-~~~2:1_2f?~.-f1/1/2015 Rid~ewoo~park is a terrlb1epiace to P-l!.t-a...e.elliOYierfor aesthe.~~-{}ote~~ltb J _____ _1 

_ ·t·.e .. ffi. e~ on child:ren should be avoided (Wodd Health Or~nizau:On dassifiescefl phone radiation as a possible 

Lois Peterson 

JonTuckwe!l 

FlOYd Stanley 

92129 'lt/8/Z015 
camnQgen). -
l don't.wantcelltowers at our local park! lt impede:s&ruinstbe \fiews,.and l'm notsurewhat It~s a kmgterm.affec:ts 
would be orilhe local flora and fut.tna~ Let alone w11atifs effect~ would be in terms 4f radiat~n to .peopie: and 
.chikt:ret~J 

92129 11/14/2:015 IJ bought this house for the natural view.of lookmg:atthe PenasquitosPn~serve every day~~ have seen the 
architectural plans .. and this plan woU.tdbe. ti)e exact opposite. Tl1ey have .other options~ leavethis .site out !Ofit. Big 
Bustne.ssnextto aPreserve.and PubiicP:arkiAskyourself) ... what'snex't? . . . .. ' . . . . .. . . . . .. . . . '.. . . 

92:t29 11/15/2015 II am concerned by the reduction in property.values.by havingthis tower Installed in oorpristlne park 
it seernst.o methatthis would be a;ntitheticai to have thistowetarld building. neXt to a nMure preserve. 
There.must'be otfter.places where they-locate·this tower.~.,. 
Whoisgetlingt~ money from having this tower!nstaUed? I underst<md itisatidysum, .•.. 

SharonGeba·uer 192129 ~1/15/2015 IThisismyneigbhorhood park. 
$~nne BledStJe· 1/15/2015 l de not wantthis tower in a park where children play, nornear.our home~ 
Robert Mct:;utcheon 1/15/2015 tam opposed to this. use.<lf our parkfo increase Jn£ome for thedty. we paid forthe pat;k with f~es we paid to the 

. developer. 
92129 1/16/2015·• ll am voting against the builrlingofthis new ceUtower 

Cindy Monzingo 92129 l,/16/2015 'IUiveacrossthe streetfrom RidgewoodPark. 
lt'll be an eyesore , reduce propetty values$ and tl1e health tisks: involved for all ages., 



Sampling of Petition comments: Page 2 of 4 

-Christine Monzingo 91914 1/16/2015 To keep a potentiaUy dangerous cell phone tower away from a children's park. Notethatthe World Health 
Organization classifies ceitphone radiation as a possible carcinogen. 

troy heistand 92129 1/16/2015 This park ls very quite and scenic and I'm not in favor of having the buililin15s:ovisibJe from the. park. Additionally! 
there wilt be noise generated from the equipment from the building" 

Ekaterina Andreeva 92:1.29 1/16/2015 l am against cell phone towers in the nefgborhood due to heaitn risks to my famUyand property values thatwm go 
down 

ChrlStine.Schaffer 92129 1/16/2015 t Don't want a ceil tower in our park or my backyard. NO CELl TOWERS AT RIDGEWOOD PARK 

Chris Gruenwald 92129. 1/17/2015 l don'tthis intrusive mess dumped into our precious park. 

Parks are far recreational use ol11y and should not be "rented out" to business interests! Veriron needs to find a 
lprivateJand PJMaer 1hatindM:dua!Ly...wants t-o-:atlew-the-tlS&Oftheir~p-ertyro:Fffits ugly ffiingi amfnotDUMP.thls 

... -,.--......,........w-•"''>'.' 1--'' ,._-._.....~--~--~··· 

mess on the community (probably at a much ~esser cost than th¢y wotdd have to pay a private land owner}! -t-
What next? Rentthe parks out as used car safes lots? 

Sandra Garrett 92129 l/19/2015 A community park where hundreds of children play everyday is not art appropriate installation site fer a potentialiy 
I 

dangerous celt phone tower. Let me know what f can do to help prevent this from happening. 

Patrick Hennigan 92.129 1/20/2015 t live 1 blockawav and my children visit the park frequently .. 
gennychase 9212.9 1/20/2015 >Opposed to Cell Tower 
co!teen ferrugia 9212.9 1/20/2015 this does not belong backing up to our neighbomood patl<, where we all spend time there everyday with our 

families, no.rwUUng to take the risk, even ifit issman withourfamirtesaM neighbors., 

colteen ferrugia 92129 1/20/2015 this does not bel<mg backing up to our neighborhood park~ where we aU spend time there everyday with our 
families. 
notwiHing to take the rlsk, even.iftt is small, with family and neighbors. 

Paige Dizon 92129 1/20/2015 . !.do not agree with the placement of this cell phone tower in my neighborhood's park. 
Andrea bustos sandrego 1/20/2015 my daughters best friend Hves in that neighborhood and she plays there at least once a week!. There are so many 

children tflatpfay at that. park that is by a tori of homes! This is NdTanappropriate place for a cell site. 

AureHoRamos __L2129 1/20/2015 i'm signing this petitionbecause I doh want our family tu have to live around tell towers. lt>s part of the reason! 
moved into thisca:mmunity. I 

f 
! 

·---~-~· -· --·-·-·--~-~---·~--------------------



SampHng of Petitiorrcomments: Page. 3 of4 

I lisa George 9212.9 h/20/2015 · '11 believe<a b.et~er io~atron would be on the .hm so-uth of J';Aerty road where the aqueduct connection is, 

LilidsaySerra !92101 1./21/20.15 lwe.oppose the cell tower at Ridgewood Park .. There are n:iJmerous cb:mmerctal properties m the Penasquit6sarea 
th:aHJJo.u!d l'fe ab:1eto accommodate the proposedtQwer and auxiliarybUitd.ing. No neighborhood park is 
accep:tab!eforthesetype of structures. 

: ashfonohalloran. 1/21/20.15 Not w1llingtb take a iiskJrfnw.parlK- protectP:Q 
· Anne Daniells lfll/2015 : whiel a t.owe'rmight beacceptabJe_ a buildingJs not~ This Park is adjacent w the P:enasqurr:os Omyon Pte:serve~the 

on!ytrans..:cmtnty. deer trail to·:allow movement or arHmalsfrom the Coas:tafJ the way toCuyamaca~ At this 
. parl:ic~XIar~un(:l:ure, the:canynn isoniy ·a hundred yards widt;. The placementnfthe ()uildtngand "tree'' will deter 
'~from this: unique natural habitat and pr:eservation area ln add'.\tion:. this is one ofthe o:n1ypprks·.in the an~a wrtl:l NO _ 
oofidings (not even bathrooms), no hasebaU. fiel¢ls, ho l~gllt:S~ riothlng to ijetrad from the natural su!Tornrdings~ A I 
building wiU·ereatesafety issues, too, by treating,a place to hide behind, Please keep 5afety and the preserVe at the 

-+--------· --···-·~-----+------~-·~-~iforefr~'P~~ensmve:an"'a're;:tt··· -·- ---- ~ 

Audrey Blenfde 

Glenda Harrison 

Forrest Bolfes 

Sharlene Forbes· 

~obert Forbes 
Matk.EIUott: 

Barbara Barker 

Christy .Hetzel 

9212.9 11/22/2015 ITowerdoesn'tbelong in aparkwhere children. piay~ p:artidpate in :spor:ts,andres1dentswalktheir dogs. 

921l9 

64.0&3 
.92129 

92129 
92,129 

(92129 

Potential dangerous hazards . 

1/24/2015 IThts l.s a known cl:l;rcinogen,We cio not need to be ,exposed to any:morecardnogens. 1\lly neighborhood home prlces 
will decrease. 

1/2.5/2015 !We do. no:tneedany more carcinogens.: 
1/25/2015 I Both my kids have had cancer making them susceptible to othercancers.Trt~S:t me; No onewa'nts tiiis for thcir,kJds~ 

l{lS/2015 
1/26/?i.)l,5 

To keep thedangerousceU phon~ tower awayfrom a chfldren's parkll 
toften useridgt:wood park f:ind do:notwant a cell tower, its olftbutldin:gs kts;taUed there. Put 'it inthe new 
developme:ntoffof56, Theiand is cleaTed and n~ady" 

1/26/2015 -~Please sigh this petition. Wedon,twant more kids in ourarea.to go though possible cancer causingtttings; currently 
· IJmow of two .famijresthat are fightfngforthekk!ds andwould.hate to see others go though this trauma. 

&0204 11/28}2015 Itt's the right thingto do. 

..... --l 
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Catherine Ramos 92129 1/2.9/2015 I'm signing this petition for a few reasons; 

1.1 don't want to expose my children to the potential health hazzards any ofthismay caQse. 
2~ It has been shown that property values go down she sometbi g like this Is instaifed. 
3 .. My parents who are original owners & helped pay for this park were promised that the only use of this space 
would· be as a park for children, not for anything else, •• like this ceJi tower. 
4. I intentionally movedlnto this neighborhood because it dirl not have a ceU tower and/or high powered electical 
transformers. J definitely want to keep my neighborhood this way. 
Thank you for helprng us fightthis idea. 
Cathy 

" 
Ron Wyckoff 92084 1/30/2015 I am s!gningbecause ofthe location ofthe as foresaid "CeU Tower". It is· not a good practice to have near people> 

adl11ts, children~ animals pf any kind~. 
Karlene Blackburn 92129 ?/2/201S That is a rmsy park and busy street to dose it even for a few months fqr construction wHI be a big· rnconveniencefor. 
!------·-~-······-·-··-··-- ••••ww""'.-.w_'"""'v••-.-,."- --·---·-·····-··- ttre-:rreighbtfrntroa~roso-nraveueen maruiraware ot a· better-tocat1on on,Mercv·;o-;t-~. 

Rad.Crews 92129 2/3/2015 Keep industry out of our neighborhood. ! 

Heike Kessler- 92129 2/3/2015 I believe there are other_. more remote places that such a cell tower could be installed; inaddition,! am notsure I Heiberg that cell coverage is a pressing issue In this area. 

Shamin Summer 92129 2/3/2015 t tota!ty agQ.inst Phmcom's proposal for buiicfing a cell phone tower at Ridgewood pe~rk. 
An~hony Barhoum 92129 2/4/2015 It's 2015 and Califorf)ia is now enforcing a law that provides for larger cages for egg producinghens~ In 2014 the i 9th Circuit Court of Appeals upheld the protection of the Defta smelt {a very smaU fish). If we apply the same 

foundation of these two laws to the wen being and safety of our community the proposed cell tower will be 
tocated In another location. It's ironicthat California law dictates that perspns under 18years old must wear a 
helmet white riding bicydes; etc,.. My children learned to ride their bikes at Ridgewood Park and they wore 
helmetswhfle doing so. However, l highly doobt those heirnets wili protect anyone from the possible effects of 
being so close to cell phone tower. While I'm aiHor making chickens.more comfortable lam far more concerned 
about the h:rcal families that will be exposed to somethingthat can't be good fur anyone's wen berng {aside from a 
sending.selftesto random friends}. Find another place for the tower. Thank you. 

Sean Bascom 92129 2/4/2015. The location of this in the park is ridiculous. RIGHT NEXT TO TffE SIDEWALK?! I live up the. street and my kids play 

I here regularly, lf installed it wm be such an eyesore! 

Signature Count: 161 

--- -·-~-·--- ~---- '"""""·-'---"'"--'-~--



This 

Petition .'D'enyP!imco~.fn, •• X: 

of San Dle!:ro a."ld 1 otl:'l.er .. 

oo oo~ruer~d 

·Deny Ptancorn, lnc.~s request for a 
cell phone towet ·in ?Q·s 
Ridgewood Park . 

• m\1!..~0 

--·---~-~····------ """·-------~~-·-· - .. ----·~"' 

t To mai~ln ~.fi$Jf~ a;esthetics of Hidgew(}od Park ®a niighporitJg 
LosPenasquiros Cai,Yoo Preserve. 

<:2 .. To ke:ep a potentia1ly dafl!Jer()US C~l! pfione t~er away from. a 
cnifaren's pam. Note that me Woi1d Health Organlzatlon dassmes :ceu 
phooo.r<ljjiafu::m as a :PC!ssih!:e ~ctoogen; 

3. To .&'ltoida decrease in neighoomood nome prroos due to 'the iSsues 
ustect.above, 

Other mte.s·.l{)cat:ed her:e: ·.£!mm:~!JI!?!2.lffi~2, 

Tfit:mks tor your supp&ti 

3\ftr~.dt$ 



CITY OF SAN DIEGO PARK AND RECREATION DEPARTMENT 

NOTICE OF PUBLIC MEETING 
RANCHO PENASQUITOS RECREATION COUNCIL 

Thursday, Febmary 25,2016 
7:30p.m. 

AGENDA 

A. CALL TO ORDER AND INTRODUCTIONS 

B. APPROVAL OF MINUTES·- January 28, 2016 

C. TREASURER'S REPORT- Steve Mauch 

D. REQUEST FOR CONTINUANCES 

E. COMMUNICATIONS (Limited to 5 minutes per speaker, informational in nature, items not on the 
agenda. Not to be debated or voted upon at cunent meeting unless agreed upon by full council). 

F. INFORMATION ITEMS 

1. Canyonside tot lot presentation 

G. ACTION ITEMS 

Consent (Items are adopted without discussion) 
Adoption (Each item requires individual action) 

1. Black Mountain Ranch GDP amendment 
2. Letter to Director re: Bylaw exceptions 
3. Canyonside GDP amendments 
4. Donation Parks Fit ($1000.00) 

H. CHAIRPERSON'S REPORT- Scott Gellerman 

I. VICECHAIR REPORT- Bill Diehl 

J. SECRETARY REPORT- Diane Wavrik 

K. PARK AND RECREATION STAFF REPORTS 
1. Rancho Pefiasquitos Area Manager- Sarah Erazo 
2. Canyonside Recreation Center- Alex Davis 
3. Hilltop Recreation Center - Rex Cabanas 



CITY OF SAN DIEGO PARK AND RECREATION DEPARTMENT 
RANCHO PENASQUITOS RECREATION COUNCIL 

FEBRUARY 25, 2016 
MINUTES 

Meeting Location: 
Canyonside Recreation Center 
12350 Black Mountain Road 
San Diego, CA 92129 

MEMBERS IN ATTENDANCE 
RPB - Brad Reschke 
Little League - George Kalamaras 
Tennis - Steve Leffler 
Wolverine Youth Football- Alex Ford 
Town Council- Theresa Gonzaga 
Planning Board - Steve Gore 
PQYSA- Peter Stogsdill 
Pop Warner- Mike Johnson 
YMCA- Diane Wavrik 

OFFICERS 
Scott Gellerman- Chairperson 
Bill Diehl - Vice Chairperson 
Diane Wavrik- Secretary 

STAFF 
Sarah Erazo - Area Manager II 
Alex Davis - Center Director III 
Tonicia Tademy- Assistant Center Director 
Mylissa Magallanes - Assistant Center Director 

A. CALL TO ORDER/INTRODUCTIONS 
The meeting was called to order at 7:35pm. 

B. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

MEMBERS EXCUSED 

ABSENT 
Girls Softball- Steve Mauch 
Sienna's Playgarden- Jennifer Palkovic 
Pony- Glenn Hacadorian 
Cricket- Raj Ghai 
Steve Mauch- Treasurer 

VISITORS 
Joe Esposio -Presenter 
Calin Johnson- Boy Scouts 
Garen Wright- Boy Scouts 

MOTION: It was moved/ seconded (G. Kalamaras/T. Gonzaga) to approve minutes from 
January 28, 2016 meeting. The motion passed (6-0-2). 

C. TREASURER'S REPORT- Steve Mauch 
Treasurer was absent, however Bill Diehl reported on the annual financial report stating that 
the recreation council brought in about $234,000 last year, and he will be submitting the 
2015 tax forms which are being passed around for members to review. 



v. There is one bylaw that needs to be revised or taken out to coincide with 
City's SUP/SOP: "The recreation council may empower its officers to act as 
an executive board for the purpose of transacting necessary business in the 
event of an emergency or lack of quorum." 

1. "Transacting necessary business" needs to be defined 

MOTION: It was moved/ seconded (B. Reschke/ A. Ford) to send letter to department 
director to deviate from City's SUP/SOP and keep recreation council's bylaws 
as currently written and approved. The motion passed (10-0-0). 

3. Canyonside GDP Amendments 
i. There will be 122 spots added 

ii. The city wants to reconfirm the recreation council's motion 
iii. A biological study has taken place 

MOTION: It was moved/seconded (G. Kalamaras/S. Leffler) to reapprove the GDP 
amendment for Canyonside. The motion passed (10-0-0). 

4. Donation Parks Fit ($1000.00) 
i. Parks Fit is seeking donations from the recreation councils 

11. Canyonside is one the highest participating sites 
iii. There will be a Fun Run kick-off event 
iv. There will be a 30 day challenge to run/walk/roll/swim 30 miles in 30 days 
v. This will be the 3rd year of the program 

v1. Cal Coast will be sponsoring and there will be incentive giveaways 
vii. There will be a 5k at NTC Park 

MOTION: It was moved/seconded (G. Kalamaras/T. Gonzaga) to have recreation council 
donate $1000 to Parks Fit. The motion passed (10-0-0). 

H. CHAIRPERSON'S REPORT: No Report 

I. VICE-CHAIR REPORT: 
1. Bill Diehl reported there will be a meeting on March 2nd at Rolling Hills about the tot 

lot. 

J. SECRETARY REPORT: No Report 

K. PARK AND RECREATION STAFF REPORTS 
1. Rancho Penasquitos Area Manager- Sarah Erazo reported that the ball field lights 

are fixed and electricians are working on relamping all the lights that are out. She also 
reported there will be a relocation of the sump drain which will take place 6-8 months 
out, and should not conflict with tot lot construction. There will be 1 week of closures 
to work on the man holes, however the time is TBD. The parking lot will be slurry 
sealed and repainted after the project. Please let Alex know any "no-dates" for 
construction between November and March. Sarah also reported there were two trees 
that fell in during the windstorm, one at Rolling Hills and one at Adobe Bluffs. Park 



been coaching for YMCA flag as well. Alex Davis mentioned that insurance needs to 
be on file for teams practicing off-season at parks. Alex also mentioned that there was 
a generator left behind at Views West that belongs to Pop Warner. 

12. Planning Group- Bill Diehl reported that there is going to be low income housing 
built by Penasquitos Village. There is a plan to build 564 units. 

13. Wolverine Youth Football- Alex Ford reported registration is open and they have 
named head coaches. 

14. Sienna's Playgarden- Not Present 

M. WORKSHOP ITEMS: None . 

N. INFORMATION ITEMS/ANNOUNCEMENTS: None 

0. ADJOURNMENT 
1. Meeting was adjourned at 8:32pm. 

Respectfully submitted, Reviewed by, 

Mylissa Magallanes Bill Diehl 
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Rancho Pefiasquitos Planning Board 
Meeting Minutes 

May 6, 2015 

l~Jttf'4 AI$Q U {'fG\1$ 

Attendees: 

Absent: 

Jon Becker, Corey Buckner, Bill Diehl, Bill Dumka, Stephen Egbert, Steve Gore, 
John Keating, Ruth Loucks, Darren Parker, Darshana Patel, Jeanine Politte, Brian 
Reschke, Mike Shoecraft, Rod Simmons, Brooke Whalen 

Jack McGuire, Keith Rhodes, Ramesses Surban 

Community Members & Guests (Voluntary Sign-in): Mary Fox, Pam Blackwill, Susan Sindelar, 
Neir Wang, Erdogan Dede, Kathleen Burke, Harold Meza, Gloria Kuramoto, 
Cyndy Macshane 

1. The meeting was called to order at 7:32pm at the Doubletree Golf Resort located at 14455 
Pefiasquitos Drive, San Diego, California 92129. A Quorum was present. 

2. Agenda Modifications: none 

3. APPROVAL OF MINUTES: March 4, 2015 & April1, 2015 

Motion: To approve the March 4, 2015 Rancho Pefiasqtlitos Planning Board Meeting 
minutes as corrected. M/S/C - Politte/Shoecraft/ Approved, 14 in favor- 0 against-
0 abstentions. 

Motion: To approve the April1, 2015 Rancho Pefiasquitos Planning Board Meeting minutes 
as corrected. M/S/C - Buckner/Shoecraft/ Approved, 12 in favor- 0 against- 2 abstentions 
(Dumka, Politte). 

4. Public Safety Agencies: not present 

5. Public Forum: 
a. Mary Fox (speaker slip) spoke against proposed changes to the currently approved 

Rhodes Crossing project plans (2004). Prefers single family homes in Areas 2 & 8 
without additional density. Asked RPPB to keep the planned park as open space. Will 
there be a barrier behind the 4 homes on Eclipse to separate them from the open space­
the plans are unclear? Kathleen Burke (speaker slip) ceded time to Fox. 

b. Gloria Kuramoto (speaker slip) spoke against density increases in the Rhodes Crossing 
development and referred to One Paseo project's community and their petition. Asked 
RPPB to not allow changes to the 2004 approved density for Rhodes Crossing. Erdogan 
Dede (speaker slip) ceded time to Kuramoto. 

c. Becker asked RPPB members to review the April LUC meeting notes and Politte asked 
them to email any changes to Becker and her. 

6. ANNOUNCEMENTS & INFORMATION ITEMS: 
a. San Diego City Planning Dept. Report- Michael Prinz - not present 
b. San Diego City Council Member Mark Kersey, District 5 Report- Garrett Hager 

• Reported RP Fiesta/Fun Run/Parade, the PQ Library Roof and HV AC were replaced 
and Library reopens today. 

• Councilmember Kersey authorized funding to renovate the kitchen/rec areas of Fire 
Station #40; construction will start soon. 

• Two new speed trailers have been purchased for SDPD Northeastem Substation so 
there are now 3 units that can be deployed in the substation boundaries and will stay 



Rancho Pefiasquitos Planning Board Meeting Minutes, May 6, 2015 Page 2 of8 

in Northeastern. The new equipment tracks data on speeding i.e. date, times & speed. 
Contact Officer Shannah Oliveras or Hager to report speeding in your neighborhood 
and get on the list for future placement: soliveras@pd.sandiego.gov. 
o Politte noted that the trailer that we purchased for Northeastern has been spending 

a lot of time in RB based on reports and there was concern that PQ wasn't getting 
the trailer on a regular basis. 

o Diehl/Keating- Will data be used for speed surveys/warrants to change speed 
limits per State Regulations or just record the data [Keating]? Hager believed their 
intended use is to be proactive in letting driver's know ifthey are within the 
limits. It was noted that the data will be helpful in coordinating future 
enforcement locations/days/times. Hager will get back to us on if he data can be 
used for speed warrants. 

o Diehl noted that the old library parking lot {Salmon River Rd.) was repaved. 
o Becker asked for an upcfate on future repaving/overlay/slurry seal roads within 

our planning area; new list will be forwarded to RPPB when available. 
o Egbert thanked Council offices (D-5 & D-6) and Environmental Services for 

coordinating 6 mini cleanups over the past year when we were only promised 1 
per year. 

c. San Diego City Council Member Chris Cate, District 6 Report- Luis Pallera, not present 
d. San Diego County Supervisor Dave Roberts, District 3 Report- Harold Meza 

• Rattlesnake season, so cal1911 immediately ifbit; new fire helicopter added to fleet; 
and May is Bike to Work Month. Invited us to join the Supervisor on May 15th to ride 
from Solana Beach to Downtown, official Bike to Work Day. Escondido office is 
staffed M-F 8am- 5pm. 

• More info on drought is available on http://sdcwa.org. Supervisor Robert's holds seat 
on SDCWA Board (only Supervisor on board). 

• Egbert noted that he had attended a presentation on desalinization. Discussion: 
o Carlsbad plant will go live this summer; Water Authority knows where it will 

be distributed but a percentage will go to Orange County; taste is different (no 
minerals) but it will be blended. 

o Buckner noted, there was a plant in South Bay back in 1960's and the distilled 
water pulled minerals out of concrete pipes ~;;ausing them to deteriorate so now 
desalinated water is blended. 

• Patel inquired about the Rancho House repairs. Diehl said, $.5 million in 
county/regional funds will pay to rehab the barn to be finished next year and the $1 
million (San Diego Park & Recreation Dept.) to rehab the Monike Adobe. Note: The 
Preserve has both City owned and County owned land. 

e. CA Assembly Member Brian Maienschein, 77th District Report- Michael Lieberman 
• Legislation (ACR 63) to rename portion ofi-15 as the Tony Gwynn Memorial 

Freeway (Scripps Poway Parkway north to Pomerado Rd./W. Bernardo Dr.) in his 
honor. Buckner noted that it will intersect with Ted Williams Parkway portion of SR 
56. 

• Becker reported, the T -9 Bridge (Torrey Meadows) is coming forward in January 
2017 to start of construction. Construction would take 12-16 months. Lieberman will 
check and get back to us to confirm date/status. 

• Patel inquired if there was new legislation related to work conditions (heat related) 
over the summer? Lieberman unsure and will check into. 
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f. CA State Senate District 39, Senator Marty Block- Joyce Temporal, not present 
g. U.S. Congressman Scott Peters Report, 52nd District Report- representative not present 

• It was noted that Peter's office has not notified us of his new liaison to the planning 
board. 

7. BUSINESS. 
a. Planning Group Letter To Affirm the Planning Process- Jeff Powers, Protect San 

Diego Neighborhoods (Action Item) 
• Becker briefly commented on the request for a letter of support and introduced Joe 

LaCava who Chairs the CPC who would speak in Jeff Powers' absence. 
• Joe LaCava (speaker slip) spoke in favor of"Affirming the Planning Process" which 

was on the agenda as a request for RPPB to generate a letter of support affirming the 
planning process. He reviewed the history of the project noting that Carmel Valley 
CPG denied the project and proposed a reduced size project, but the developer didn't 
listen and City Council approved the larger project 7-2. He reviewed the status of the 
petition for a ballot referendum and how the City Council hearing on May 18111 could 
impact One Paseo (potential reversal of City Council approval or the project would 
go on the ballot for citywide approval). Planning Commission did not make a 
recommendation on the project. He provided a sample letter for RPPB to review/use 
to draft their letter in support of the community planning process. 

• Tyler Sherer (speaker slip) spoke in opposition to the request by Protect San Diego 
Neighborhoods saying that the referendum is a hijacking of the planning process 
adding that the process was followed over the past 6 Yz years. The CPA Initiation was 
approved and multiple planning groups weighed in on the project. He encouraged 
RPPB to not support sending a letter. 

• Becker said he's had reservations about influencing other planning groups' decision 
making or be influenced. Is it over reaching? If the board decides to provide a letter, 
he hoped that it would focus on the process and not a particular project. 

• Keating recused himself, his firm worked on One Paseo project. 
• Becker read sample draft letter provided by LaCava. RPPB choices: accept the letter 

as is, alter the letter, pen our own letter, or not submit a letter. 
• Board members key discussion points: 

1. Pros/cons of a referendum that allows Citywide vote on a community specific 
project, 

2. Financial influence (big money) for referendum results, 
3. Pros/Cons of including reference to One Paseo in a letter, 
4. Protecting planning board integrity and supporting the process, 
5. Role of CPGs to make a recommendation in favor or against a project and in 

this case City Council chose to ignore CPG but the process was followed. 
6. CPG's recommendation being nullified by decision maker, 
7. Do we know enough about the project, 
8. A collapse of the process and/or did the process work, 
9. Project sets precedent that will impact every community 

(positively/negatively) including projects before RPPB, 
10. CPGs convey an acute awareness of local impacts a project may bring, pay 

attention to the planning boards, 
11. Who should have a say as to what a property owner can build on his property, 
12. Developer needs to have a decent relationship with the community, 
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13. A letter supports those volunteers who work w the CPGs reviewing these 
projects from the community viewpoint. 

• Community member key discussion points: 
1. Mary Fox- Community Plan should be followed or revisited to support good 

development, objective review of project not who lobbied the best, better 
evaluation of the appropriate locations to fill the need for additional 
housing/density in the City and precedents this project will set (i.e. Rhodes 
Crossing). Becker noted the General Plan's "city of villages' concept was 
added after our Community Plans were last updated. Fox added, the 
Community Plans should be followed until they are updated, not a piecemeal 
approval of projects that don't conform to Community Plans. 

2. Susan Sindelar- Appreciates the work of CPGs, concerned that City Council 
disregarded the number of residents against the project, needs to be data 
driven. 

• Additional Board discussion: 
1. RPPB' s track record of support by City Council for our recommendations, 
2. City Council choices: Rescind their approval of One Paseo, whereby the 

applicant can work with the community to develop an acceptable project or 
they can walk away, or put the project on a Citywide Ballot (referendum) 

3. Did the City follow the process and will a letter make any difference? 

Motion: To submit a letter using the draft letter as written. M/S/C- Politte/Reschke/ 
Failed, 1 in favor (Politte)- 12 against- 0 abstentions- 1 recusal (Keating). 

Motion was made by Simmons to submit a letter using the draft letter with revisions that 
are not project specific. Motion was withdrawn. 

• Buckner asked if the City planning department followed the process? They followed 
the process, why would we send a letter? 

• Becker reasoned that RPPB supports the community planning process and would 
desire to see that process followed in the future on other projects. 

Motion: To prepare a letter stating that we recommend that City Council, in light of 
having to make a choice of going back to the community or going to a citywide vote, 
rescind their approval and send the project back to the community planning group. M/S/C 
- Buckner/Patel/Discussion. 

o Egbeti asked ifthe Preamble should be included? 
o Giving the local community another chance to work with the developer. An 

amendment by Gore was not accepted. 
o It was noted that community and developer should work out the issues, rather than 

send it to a citywide vote. 
o Sherer noted that if rescinded, it kills the project and the developer has to start 

over. 
o The CPO has gone through the process and City Council has gone against the 

recommendation of the CPO. RPPB would like City Council to send it back to 
CPO. When there is disagreement, give community voice another shot at 
reviewing. We want developers to work with communities to get the right project 
on the ground. 

o Do we, RPPB, know enough about the project? Motion should be generic asking 
City Council to pay attention to CPGs. 
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Becker called for the vote. Motion Failed, 6 in favor- 6 against- 1 abstention (Diehl) -
1 recusal (Keating). 

Politte attempted to craft a motion, but withdrew. 

Motion: RPPB will author a letter to City Council on behalf of Protect San Diego 
Neighborhoods that recommends not allowing the pending project go to a Citywide vote. 
M/S/C - Patel/Simmons/Discussion. 

o Becker suggested that planning by Citywide vote is not good planning. 
o Le_tter needs to be generic, we don't want a citywide vote. 
o Deadline- City Council hearing is May 18th. 
o Sherer noted that CPGs can take positions on ballot measures so they don't need 

to make a decision tonight. 

Becker called for the vote. Motion was Approved, 7 in favor- 5 against- 1 abstention 
(Dumka)- 1 recusal (Keating). 

b. Proposed Spectrum Act Wireless Communications Facilities (WCF) Act 
Amendment to Land Development Code- Stephen Egbert/Darren Parker, RPPB 
(Discussion Item) 
• Egbert noted the comment period for Land Development Code language changes to 

conform to federal law. 
• Parker said the Spectrum Act clarifies language that was vague in regards to 

'changes' to existing facilities; it defines what is a 'substantial change' and would or 
would not require a community review for wireless facilities proposing modifications 
in the public ROW. 

• Height increases up to 10 feet or 1 0% increase for equipment cabinets will be 
allowed. When CUP expires, the applicant starts all over again; there are no 
automatic renewals. 

• Gore asked if San Diego looks at other Cities and how they are interpreting the laws? 
• LaCava said The LDC change just applies federal law. Clarifies what a modest 

change to an existing facility that the City cannot disapprove. City interpretation is 
that stealth designs must remain stealth. FCC interpreted language is being added to 
LDC so there are no issues. 

c. Organization & Vacant Seat Appointments (TH 1, PQ District 8, Rec Council, 
Public Outreach/Website, CPC)- Jon Becker, RPPB (Action Items) 
• TH 1 - Darren Parker 

Motion: To appoint Darren Parker to fill the Torrey Highlands 1 seat vacancy. M/S/C 
- Becker/Buckner/ Approved, 14 in favor- 0 against - 0 abstentions/recusals. 

• PQ District 8- Becker noted that ifRPPB's new bylaws are approved by City 
Council as drafted, we will be able to fill a vacancy of more than 120 days with an 
eligible community member who resides in an adjacent district for the remainder of 
the term to keep a full board. He added that Cyndy Macshane (former RPPB member, 
who lives in an adjacent district) is interested in one of those vacancies, but would 
need to wait. 

• Rec Council- RPPB received a letter of appointment from the Rec Council and an 
application from Steve Gore. 
Motion: To confirm the appointment of Steve Gore to represent the Rec Council. 
M!S!C - Diehl/Beeker/ Approved, 15 in favor- 0 against- 0 abstentions/recusals. 
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• New Committee~ Media/Communications/Website Ad~ Hoc Committee- Becker 
noted that we need someone to work on populating the website and keeping it 
updated, public outreach and communications. Gore suggested that outreach would 
not be a true reflection of what we're asking of the committee. 
Motion: To create the Media/Communications/Website Ad-Hoc Committee. M/S/C­
Becker/Gore/ Approved, 15 in favor- 0 against- 0 abstentions/recusals. 
Becker appointed Brooke Whalen to Chair the committee. 

• CPC Representative - Becker noted that the RPPB Chair is by default our rep to the 
Community Planner's Committee and we should select an alternate. Becker offered to 
be the alternate. 
Motion: To nominate Jon Becker as RPPB's alternate representative on the CPC. 
M/S/C - Politte/Buckner/ Approved, 15 in favor- 0 against- 0 abstentions/recusals. 

d. LUC & Telecomm Committee Chair and Liaison Appointments- Jon Becker, RPPB 
(Action Items) 
• Land Use Committee (LUC)- Becker nominated Steve Gore as Chair. 
• Discussion on whether we need to approve the appointments. It was believed that we 

do not, but accepted the motions for the record to make it official. 
Motion: To confirm appointment of Gore as Chair ofthe Land Use Committee. 
M/S/C - Becker/Dumka/ Approved, 15 in favor- 0 against- 0 abstentions/recusals. 

• Telecomm Committee- Becker nominated Darren Parker as Chair. 
Motion: To confirm appointment of Parker as Chair of the Telecomm Committee. 
M/S/C- Becker/Simmons/ Approved, 15 in favor- 0 against- 0 abstentions/recusals. 

• Liaison Appointments - BMOSP was the only change; from Bill Diehl to Rod 
Simmons. 

• Egbert asked whether he can still attend Telecomm meetings? Becker said it is an 
open forum, but new bylaws will limit the number of committee members. 

• Patricia (BMR) asked about whether we are adding BMR MADs? 
o Becker noted that we cannot add them until the Bylaws are approved. 
o Discussion on oversight: BMR South MAD (streets) is overseen by Santaluz 

HOA. South BMR residents pay into the MAD via property tax assessment. 
RPPB hasn't reviewed their budgets and we probably should plus we should 
get regular updates. RPPB needs more info before we submit our bylaws for 
City Council approval. 

8. REPORTS. 
a. Chair Report - Ramesses Surban, not present 
b. Vice-Chair Report- Jon Becker 

• T-Mobile's project at Westview H.S. was approved at Planning Commission. 
• Doubletree- Becker said he met with Laurus Corp. reps who had also met with 

Michael Prinz (Planning Dept.). They are talking with ShopoffRealty to take on the 
redevelopment of the golf course property. Hotel renovations begin in June. 

• Solar Energy language changes to LDC are in process for expedited permitting. 
• Community Plan Updates - timing of Community Plan updates are priority based 

now and Rancho Peiiasquitos is in the 2nd tier (#10-#20). 
• Letter of Resignation- Becker reported that he received Thom Clark's resignation on 

two separate occasions. PQ District 3 is now vacant. 
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c. Secretary Report- Jeanine Politte 
• Rhodes has agreed to accept the role as 'second' for the motion to elect the Chair in 

the 4/1/15 minutes. 
• Updated RPPB Public & Private Rosters went out to Planning Dept. and City Council 

offices as well as the full board. 
• Community Orientation Workshop (COW) is next week for anyone who needs to take 

the training or wants a refresher. Buckner noted that the online workshop is 
unavailable and no one is returning his phone calls. 
Email sdplanninggroups@sandiego.gov to notifY them that you will be attending. 

d. Standing Committee Reports: 
> Land Use (Steve Gore)- no report 
> Telecomm (Darren Parker)- no report 

• Politte reported, the Verizon Ridgewood Park project submitted revised plans 
reducing the faux tree to 35 feet high days after RPPB approved the project for a 
50 foot tree with conditions and will now go to Hearing Officer for decision as a 
Process 3, not Planning Commission under Process 4. Notice of Right to Appeal 
Environmental Determination (distributed 4/15/15)- Planning Dept. has 
determined the project is exempt from CEQA, appeal deadline: 4/29/15. Politte 
noted that Becker had previously said that we should wait until we have a chance 
to review the environmental documents, but the City is saying this project is 
exempt. There is no Hearing Officer date scheduled. The neighbors will probably 
present at the Hearing. 

e. Ad Hoc Committee Reports: 
> RPPB Bylaws Revisions (Ramesses Surban) - not present 

f. Liaison and Organization Reports: 
> Black Mountain Open Space Park (Rod Simmons) 

• Bird survey was done and new single track trails are being installed shortly. 
Looking to schedule a trail cleanup on Doug Hill, above Lusardi Trail, a joint 
volunteer effort with the Los Pen Canyon Psv CAC. 

> Community Funds (Bill Diehl) - no report 
> MCAS Miramar Community Leaders Forum (Stephen Egbert) 

• Reported on ceremony devoted to military spouses tonight with Maggie Coleman 
as speaker. Monthly meeting was a presentation by the Chaplin on their changing 
role at MCAS Miramar. 

• July 12d1
- dedication ceremony for the renovated main Chapel. 

> PQ Fire Safe Council (Mike Shoecraft) 
• PERC- Are You Really Covered? Home & Rental Insurance Workshop; Tues. 

May 12 at 6:30p.m. at Rancho Pefiasquitos Library 
• Sat. July 18, 8:00am- 4:30pm at Hilltop Park on "Fire Operations in the 

Wildland Urban Interface." Reservation is required (flyers are available on the 
back table). Learn what firefighters learn to protect your home and community, 
how to prepare your home, evacuation and survival. 

> PQ Town Council (Darshana Patel) 
• Fiesta was a success: 15,000 attendees, Saturday this year, 127 booths, Car Show, 

32 community groups in parade (1st year), Election results will be confirmed at 
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next Town Council Meeting. 
~ PQ Recreation Council (Steve Gore) 

• Discussion on thanking Thorn Clark. 
• Rec Council shared a booth with Sienna's Playgarden at the Fiesta. 
• Approved an amended plan for BMR Community Park- added an off-leash dog 

area which changed 2 future basketball courts to 1 full and 2 half courts. 
• Funds were approved for Flag Day at Hilltop Park (6/14/15), Badminton 

equipment and snag golf equipment for Canyonside Park. 
• July 2nct Fireworks at Westview H.S. 

~ Los Pen Canyon Psv CAC (John Keating)- no report 
~ Park Village LMAD (Jon Becker) 

• LMAD property was damaged by an accident and SDPD needed info. 
• The recycled water installation is moving along. 

~ Pe:fiasquitos East LMAD (Bill Diehl) 
• Replaced median sections of stamped concrete on Pe:fiasquitos Drive has a 

slightly different shape (due to sewer line work that crossed the median). 
·• Black Mtn. Rd. landscaping is on reclaimed water so the drought won't impact it. 
• Casey Smith has a new role at the City. 

~ Torrey Highlands LMAD (Darren Parker) 
• Monuments are going o-qt to bid. 
• Piles of dirt on Merge 56 property is from KB Homes grading. 

~ Transportation Agencies (John Keating) 
• Reclassification of Black Mtn. Rd. is continuing to move forward. 

Politte inquired if Keith Rhodes reported last month that he had contacted KB Homes about their 
construction traffic on Sundance Ave. instead of using Black Mtn. Rd. and Cannel Mtn. Rd. 
only? Nothing has been reported back to RPPB, so Politte will follow-up with Council Office 
and Rhodes. 

The meeting was adjourned at 10:10 pm. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Jeanine Politte 
RPPB Secretary 

Approved 9/2/2015, refer to 9/2/15 meeting minutes for the vote and member ineligibility related 
issue. 
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