THE CITY OF SAN DIEGO

aei TO THE PARK AND RECREATION BOARD

DATE ISSUED: March 9, 2016 REPORT NO: 102

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

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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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
600-33, and was approved by the Rancho Pefiasquitos Recreation Council-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 of the GDP amendment at Black Mountain Ranch to include an
off-leash dog area.

At the February 25, 2016 meeting of the 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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Respectfully submitted,

NS Vs it

Andrew Field Prepared by: Mtke Rodrigues,
Assistant Director, Park and Recreation District Manager
MR
Attachments:

1. Current GDP of Black Mountain Ranch Community Park

2.

Cce:

Proposed GDP of Black Mountain Ranch Community Park showing the addition of a dog
park

Minutes from February 25, 2016 Rancho Pefiasquitos Recreation Council approving the
amendment to the Black Mountain Ranch GDP

Public notice announcing the February 25, 2016 to the community of the Rancho
Pefiasquitos Recreation Council’s intent to take action on amending the Black Mountain
Ranch GDP

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

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

Couneil District 5 Office
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Rancho Pefiasquitos Planning Board
Meeting Minutes

February 4, 2015

Pelinsguive®

Attendees: Jon Becker, Thom 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 7:34 pm at the Doubletree Golf Resort located at 14455

Pefiasquitos Drive, San Diego, California 92129. A Quorum (17) was present.

2. Agenda Modifications: none ’
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 Peflasquitos 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 Pefiasquitos 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 Pefiasquitos 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
e 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

W
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Hager’s email box doesn’t get inundated with requests?
s 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 thls morning; thanked RPPB members who were

- -in-attendance.

e A Small Business Mixer is scheduled on 2/11/15 at §5: 30pm in El Dorado Room at the
Doubletree for Councilmember Kersey to meet local business owners and discuss
issues they may have.

e * City Council’s Charter Committee will be reviewing each section of the Charter for

- potential changes i.e. outdated regulations, language changes, ete. Contact Hager or
District 5 offices with suggestions.

c, San Diego City Council Member Chris Cate, District 6 Report — Luis Pallera
“Pallera reported that he’d brought Councilmember Cate’s February newsletter; copies
were on the table in the rear of the meeting room.
o 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 Marenschem 77™ District Report — Michael Lleberman not
. present _
f. U.S. Congressman Scott Peters Report, 52™ D1strlct Report Hugo Carmona, not presem
7. BUSINESS:
‘a. Board Member Appomtment Town Council Seat — Thom Clark, RPPB (Action Item)

e Clark reported receiving a letter from Town Council President, Melinda Vasquez, for
the appointment of Darshana Patel to fill the vacant seat. Clark invited Patel to
introduce herself.

e Patel noted her number of years on the Town Council and the positions that she has
held, specifically the Town Council President and currently is the Fiesta Chair.

e Surban inquired if the 3 meeting attendance requlrement applies to Patel’
appointment?

o Politte said, no but-we do need to vote on her appointment.

Motion: To confirm the appointment of Darshana Patel to represent the Town Council on

RPPB. M/S/C — Clark/Reschke/Approved 17 in favor — 0 against — ( 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)

e Clark 1ntr0duced 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 Wlth a planned presentation. He asked that the dialogue not be
duplicative,

o Parker asked K. Diehl to give an update on the status of the project.

e K. Dichl noted that they had presented the project at the January 7™ 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 (PlanCom) is doing minor

cleanup on the plans. They are seeking RPPB’s recommendation on the project

tonight.

e 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 Verizon 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
100" 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.

o 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.

o 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 locatlon
based on RPPB comments.

e 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.

o 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.

o 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.

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 MHPA,
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.

Keating asked if the projeet 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 Verizon as shown on the map, blue dot just east of I-15
and south of Mercy Rd. won’t provide coverage for this neighbothiood.

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 providé 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. Dichl if there 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 Park. 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.

e Surban referenced Politte’s suggestion th%t 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 th1s 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.

e  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 Verizon went through for their
permit?

» K. Diehl said, yes.

e 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.

e 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?
= X 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 April 2015.

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 of WCF:
“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 1/28/15. 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 propetty 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 vote 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, Henoted 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 PlanCom/Verizon find a more suitable location that is away
from residences and not near children’s playgrounds. The World Health
Organization’s International 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.
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.

e Speaker slips and additional public comment:

O

o

Christine Schaffer (speaker slip in opposition) asked the appljcant to consider
how the neighbors feel and asked if it could be moved near the highway or on a
street light along Mercy Rd.

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.

James Donahue (speaker slip in opposition) — was no longer present when called.

Audrey Blenkle (speaker slip in opposition) — chose not to speak publicly.

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.

» [ts 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 Verizon move the faux trec 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.

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 (Parker & 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 if there are additional trees around the faux tree in the grove
that were asked for in an amendment to the original motion?
¢. K. Dichl said that it was not included due to the timing of the 2"% 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 added, 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 1* 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 Itwas 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
of CP 600-43, “Proposed wireless communication facilities 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.

e DPolitte 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.

e B. Diehl disagreed and called for a vote on the existing motion, seconded by Reschke.

e 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.

e 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 2™ motion was made and seconded.

e Lucas said, that he thought we would need to vote on the call of the motion.

e 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, Bgbert) — 13 against — 0 abstentions/recusals.

e Clark asked the members if someone would provide a new motion on the project?

e 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 larger grove.

o K. Diehl said the tree would be fabricated with the maximum branches.
o DPolitte 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 for 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.

o Reschke suggested an amendment to change the faux eucalyptus to a mono-pine tree.

e 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.

e 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.

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

e Discussion on maintaining the new trees until established as there is no irrigation.

o Keating asked for clarification that the motion was for a faux eucalyptus? Yes.

e 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.

e 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, Dichl,

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) -

e Dumka recused himself.

e Dumka reviewed the project. The site is located just off Camino del Sur north of
Lusardi Creck. 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 ateas. 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.

e 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.
o McGuire noted that the 2014 fire came down the southern edge of the parcel.
- o Dumka said the trail connection around this parcel provide access to the backside
of these homes for the fire department to access a wildfire.
o . 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.

o Patel asked about parking availability for guest and unit parking,

o Dumka said each unit will have a 2 car garage, plus the single family units will

also have driveways. The public will park on the street, parklng on both sides.
e Politte inquired if the streets were. 2 Janes?

o' Dumka replied yes.

o Keating asked, how wide? The Clty 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 approved by the voters. The golf course and hotel

- were in the original vote and not counted as units. They won’t be above the
“approved number of units in all of BMR.
e 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 Dumbka 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.

o Politte asked if the design is similar to Camelot and asked for clarification on the
original 300 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 mtense ‘than
Camelot, most of this is detached housing. The remalmng 94 senior units were
shifted to the North Village.

o Politte noted that the residents would need fo park in their garage and won’t be
able to park in the motor court. How is trash plckup going to work?

*  Dumka said it will be private.

o She added that on one of the 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 i is the secondary exit
in case of emergency.
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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 if there 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 comp and 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.

o 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 CPG Budget Policy. M/S/C —

Becker/Surban/Approved, unanimously.

¢. Rancho Pefiasquitos Planning Board Annual Report Approval — Thom Clark, RPPB

(Action Item)

¢ Clark noted that he’d sent out the rev1sed draft again and asked for any final changes,
but received none.

e 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 — Thom Clark

e 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.

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

o Clark noted that RPPB needs to de01de if we w1ll follow Robert’s Rules to the letter
in a formalized manner or not, Issues arise, like earlier in the meeting which became a
distraction to the meeting process.

o DPolitte 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

e Becker reported that Staff has reviewed the LMAD maps and the Via Pancea
neighborhood is not included in any of the LMADs.

e 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 Pefiasquitos. 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 4 lane 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




Rancho Pefiasquitos Planning Board Meeting Minutes, February 4, 2015  Page 17 of 18

lanes; money is in the FBA and tied to the phasing plan.

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,

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.

¢. Secretary Report — Jeanine Politte
o 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 until 14 days
before the election or through February 18™ 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 18™ 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
¢ Dichl added that he didn’t believe the balances were accurate, there are some
outstanding balances.
e The Rancho Pefiasquitos 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)
e Egbert said the next meeting would be on explosive ordinance disposal.
PQ Fire Safe Council (Mike Shoecraft)
e Shoecraft said they are meeting quarterly now, meet in Jan, Apr, Jul & Sep.
o InJuly, they are planning to bring in S215 Fire Operations Training.
e PERC will meet on 2/10/15 at 6:30pm at the Library; CPR Training without
Certification.
PQ Town Council (Darshana Patel) :
e The Fiesta will be on Saturday this year at the City’s request; May 2nd.
e 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.
e Bill Diehl will be speaking at the Town Council meeting on behalf of the Park
and Recreation Dept.

PQ Recreation Council (Steve Gore)

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

e An off leash dog park is in the planning stages for the BMR Community Park.

e 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)

e Will be trying to get recycled water on Black Mtn, Rd south.

Pefiasquitos East LMAD (Bill Diehl)

e Currently getting pricing for stamped concrete medians near MCHS, there is no
irrigation there. They are also looking at solutions for Carmel 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.



Bafore voting

A Plea to the Rancho Penasquitos Planning Board

on the Plancom Cell Proposal, please consider these points:

residents do not want it

.

»

2. The park would logse it's natu

161 people have signed a peztrtmn against the tower
Of everyone we spoke with in the preceding weeks, we could hot find one family that watits the

tower

The Rancho Penasqultos Parks arid Rec Planning Board Unanimously voted against the tower

ral feel

a. There are no existing buildings at this park. No parking lots, no restrooms, o gazebos.

b.

“The proposed building is in

e

direct line of site with the sunset as viewed from the park or street.

¢ Local realtors and appraisérs we spoke with (who wish to remain anonymous) sald home values
would decrease. Documegte& studies show the same pattern. The decrease in property values

dt

would start with the hous
A San Diego Planner was.¢

s that view the structures.or are in close proximity to them.

yoted as saying “I'have dealt with several faux tree

telecommunication faciliti és .| have yet to see a faux eucalyptus that didn't look terrible and

degrade a community.”

vatiety that is currently at

3. City regulations are being vio

a.
b.

4, Ihere

After they are built, the str

Plancom’s proposal is in di
Per Plancon’s site Justificat
“neighborhaod park s'urrm

There is no recreational or

are safety concerns

. The proposed tower appears to be of the silver variety which would contrast with the red-bark
the park.

ated

rect conflict with city regulation's / code. Reference handout,

on letter, Views West Park was not chosen because it is a

nded by residential”. -> Ridgewood Park s no différent,

it for other companies who may prapose a second structure In the

pa_rk Q{*BIW ,other ne;_ghborrmo’d park.

park usage benefit,
ictures can be modified by Verizon without city review.

3. We surveyed a “tree-tower” In Camino Ruiz Park. Pieces had fallen off, were loose, and the
area was not fenced off. This would be a hazard to children playing in our park. Also, the tree
and building were lined with warning signs.

b. The World Health Organization classifies cell phone radiation as a possible carcinogen,

FCC radiation guidelines are based on a study of rats and did not “tackle questions about the
effects on children”. Furthermore, the studies were funded by cell phone conipanies.

C *

References attached to thi

document,

Please consider|this plea from the PQ residents
that are mo:

st impacted by this decision.




Note missing pieces, graffitl, and warning signs. A branch screw was also noticed that was not fully secured. These
dden behind a restroom and next to a trash dumpster byifding ~ not on the park field,




Safety References:

The National Toxicology Progr
began a 520 million study in 2(
radiation. But a study on anim
about the effects on children,
University of Pittsburgh Cance

CNN May 31, 2011: “Radiatior

according to the World Health
use in the same "carcinogenic
chloroform. Before its announ
no adverse health effects had

am (NTP), part of the National Institutes of Health,
)10 using rodents to test the effects of cellphone
als has its limitations, and it won't tackle questions
said Ronald Herberman, former director of the

r Institute. - Washington Post

1 from cell phones can possibly cause cancer,
Organization. The agency now lists mobile phone
hazard" category as lead, engine exhaust and
cerment Tuesday, WHO had assured consumers that
heen established. ...The team found enough

evidence to categorize personal exposure as "possibly carcinogenic to humans."

What that means is they found

some evidence of increase in glioma and acoustic

neuroma brain cancer for mobile phone users, but have not been able to draw

conclusions for other types of

cancers”

The American Academy of Pediatrics, in a letter dated 12 December 2012 states:

“Children are disproportionat

cell phone radiation. The diffe
child’s brain compared to an at
quantities of RF energy deeper

new standards for cell phones
youngest and most vuinerable
through their lifetimes.”

ely affected by environmental exposures, including
rences in bone density and the amount of fluid in a
jult’s brain could allow children to absorb greater
into their brains than adults. It is essential that any
or other wireless devices be based on protecting the
populations to ensure they are safeguarded
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LOS ANGELES BOARD OF EDUCATION MEMBERS VOTE TO

PROHIBIT CEL

L PHONE TOWERS NEAR SCHOOLS

Los Angelas ~The: “Wtreless Telg
location of cell phone towers In ¢
Unified School District Board Me
Angeles Board of l::ducsaiioh

This resolution will snsute individ
health affects associated with exy
frequency radiation.

“With this resolution, we will conti
loeal municipalities regaiding cell

lose proximity to schools,:

m

communication |nstallations” resolution, whigh. apposes. the
was [ntroduced by Los Angeles.
ber Julig Korenstain and adopted garlier this we.ak by the L,os

.fa'ls;@ especially children, are protected from the potential
osures to extremely low frequency electromagnetic.and radio-.

nue to protect our children by working with cities, counties, and
phone towers,” saud Koreristaln, “With their help, we will

provide safer sohoeis for many genaratmns to oam@

In‘ah effort to combat this eritical
has requested cities, cournties, an

ssue, the Qfﬁoa of Enwronmanial Haatth arid &‘aafaty (OE&HS)
d local municipalities responsible for zonlng: approva! o

provide timely nohﬁcatmn when n

One of many new roles of the 0&3

pw cellular permit applications are fiied..

HS will be to c;hai lerige these mumc:ipa ities to show that the

proposed cellular installations ar ' in compliance with Federal Communications Commission
{(FCC) reguiations. In the event FCC compliance has not been demonstrated, (}EHS will take

appropriate and reasonable ac:tiaTx

to-appeal prapasetﬁ installations.

The debate overthe: safmy of schiool: i:;\ased towers has been going on for many years. There is
growing sclentific evidence that the electromagnetic radiation they emit, even at low levels, is
dangerotis to human health. In- quf;} the Board of Education passed a fesolution authcred by
Roard Member Korenstein restricting cell phone towers on its school sites. Recently, an Oregon

!

district also banned them on sahop grounds.

interim Diredtor of the OEHS Yi l-llwa Kim-said, “To ensure the health and safety of our
students; it Is critical that the ﬁnstr’t]ct receive tmeiy notification of these projects and Is given

amplé ppportunity to evaluate con

pliance with federal guideflines.”
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Rancho Pefiasquitos Planning Board regular meeting February 4, 2015:
Verizon Wireless Communications Facility g:amgmﬁs%ﬂ @t Ridgewood
Neighborhood Park

The San Diego City Charter decisively precludes approval
of any wireles s communication facility leases
within the boundaries of any dedicated park land.

B
City Charter of the City of San Diego
|

See: hftﬁ-://dacs.fsaﬁdie‘gm.ﬁ"o v/citycharter/Article%20V.pdf

Section 55: Park anﬁ. Recreation (Article V, page 20)

Ridgewood Park is "formally dedicated in perpetuity
by ordinance jf’ the Council" for park purposes

and thus not to be used "for any but park... purposes"

_without a voter-approved City Charter-‘amendmem,

3
o
Ordmanm Non 18771 Adopted: 22 April 2000

See: hitpy/docs.sandiego.gov/counc] reso_ordinance/rao2000/0-18771.pdf

§
Ordinance No. 1877:% Section 1. (Page 1)

BE IT ORDAINED, by th
follows:

Section 1. That the City owned land known as "Ridgewood Park,"
which is more particularly described in Exhibit A, attached hereto

% Council of The City of San Diego, as
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Section 2. That the City Councu af The City of San Diego

speci ifically reserves the right to establish underground public

~ service easements through and across the dedicated pmparty 50
long as the construction and maintenance of the subject

easements do not substantially negatively impact the availability

of the property for use for park and r@mr&sataonal purposeash

Prowswns of t:he San mego City Charter restrietmg uses
of park land |

decmvely trump the federal Telecommunications Ar:t of
’ 1996,

United States Court of Appeais for the Nmth Circuit
Oplmon an. 1.0«~5 877, 10- 56944

Fdeci Eﬁecamber 11 2013

See: htt’p //cdrz caguscouritsgg@v/da.tasfczmﬂ?bm;f@nﬁ/E@l&/iZ/l"i%lOm' |

5687?%20web a.pdf A e e AT e

Case Iaw on the mattar iﬁ recarzt re?eavant and ciacisxva« ln

Decemb&r 2013 the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals "held that the
Agt t::f 1996 ::l“d‘ not prfaampt the Czty ctsf

i PUICEi ‘. { ph@ne antenna on ¢ y
| owned park pm_p.- ty.” : ‘g":nerfectly anaiogaus w
San Dlago Hunt ngt" : ,

for siting wirele

ircuit further found that the pplie
only to local zoning and land use decnsucns and dces not addr@ss
a municipality's property rights as a landowner."
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Sample motion

The findings can not be made to approve the proposed Verion Wireless Communication
Facility (WCF), PTN #379009 at Ridgewood Park for the following reasons:

#

P

Ridgewood Neighborhood Park is a dedicated park per ordinance number18771,
adopted in April 22, 2000, This proposed Wireless Communication Fagility serves no
"park, recreation or cemqﬁtery purpose", and Is therefore in violation of San Diego City
Charter sectl on 55 governing dedicated park usage.

“The propased tower and|equipment building detract from the natural beauty of the park

and are aesthetically ungleasing to park users, residerits, and those passing by.

The proposed equipment building blocks the view of park users to the neighboring Los
Periasquitos Canyon Preserve and takes away from the openness of the park. The
faux monoeucalyptus does not fit into the existing grove and takes away from the
natutal character of the: qurmundmg area. Forthese reasons, the proposed WCF is
not consistent with Couneil Policy 600-43, amended 3-1-2008, section D.A4.a):
“Design. F-“f’mgc}sed wireless communication facifities must be disquised such
that they do not détfacf from the recreational or natural character of the parkland
or open space. Further, proposed wireless comniunication facilities must be
integrated with existing park facilities, and must not disturb the environmental
integrity of the parkland or open space.”




et #2

Samipling of Petition Comments: Page 1of4

SignedOn

Name' g Commeﬁt
Leilani Doss 92129 11/4/2015 |idonotwantacell towernear my }zame Brat tfze gark we ffeqaestt.
Felicia Ryder J92129  11/4/2015 |l agres with the points made in this petition.
Ronald Leon 92125 - 117472015 . |Stop building cell phone towersat PQ Parks
lguerrers ' , L T C S .
Ardy scism 192129 |1/4/2015  |Don‘twant these towers in our neighborhoad park. They are an'eye sore
Teresa Torreblanca |92129 11/5/2015 [#isabadid ea to, bwici acell 9%10;1& ‘tower close’ to where children p%ay
Claudette Satnick- {92129 | 1/5/2015 {tdonot i;hms: ?hat cell ;)hsme towers S?;ﬂi;éd be ;)iaced near higher density housing. Studies have shown that people
’ :  |fiving near Kigh'power lines have %}zghea' ciderice: of %.ey kemias.and iﬁocﬁ cancers: T his was discoverad after maay
] ’7'832‘5 we don’t know what c&%% mwefs will do vet. '
Ericdohnsen 82128 i1/72/2015 Raggewood parkisa tembée placeto ngn&neﬁmmmﬁmmmﬁmmmm;m
' RE effects on childrenshould be avmded (Wﬁﬁé ﬁea%th {)rgamzatwn classifies ceii phz}m& radiatron as‘apossible
" |earcinogen). : :
Lois Peterson 92129  |1/8/2015 lidon'twantcelltowers at our local ;;arkf B im;ze&es & reing %.he wiews, and I'm not safﬁwhat 1%:‘5 a isﬁg term affects
: would be on'the focal flora and faurzam Let a%oﬁe what ﬁ:’s eﬁec&s waalé he in tﬁfms of radiation to peapie a’té
; L N ~ {chiidrent v : S :
Jon Tuckwell 92129  11/14/2015 {i bought this house for the nai:wai view of Icoi:mg a? the Peaasgﬂims Pfeserve e\few fia? i itave seen: %he
e " farchitectural ;}!aas, and this plan'would be the exact opposite. They fave other eptnans §easxe ti%xs site-out of it Big -
Business next 20 a ?reserve and Pub%ac Paa’k? Ak yﬂurseifw what's ﬂﬁxt? :
Floyd Staniey. 92129 11/15/2015. E am cencemed by ﬁxe reduz:tzan in prepes’ty values by ?:as.fzng this fower mstaiieﬁ inour grzst;z&e park.
' 11 seems to me that this would be antithetical to have t?;as tower. and building next to'a. raamre preserve.
There mustbe other places wh ere: ﬁ‘sey ieca%’e this tower....
1Who Is getting the money from: hau%ﬂg this tower mstaiﬁeﬁ’? | ﬁaderstami FI: 53 ﬂﬁy SUm.,
Sharon Gebauer 92129  |1/15/2015 |Thisis my neighborhood patk.
Suzanne Bledsoe 92129 11/15/2015 |1do not want this tower in a park where children play, not near.our home.
Robert McCutcheon 192129 {1/15/2015 {l.am opposed 1o this use of our park fo mcrease income: fer the city. We paid f@r the g}aﬁc with fees we paid to the |
‘ L I v developer. -
HArthur Bembo - 92129 |1/16/2015: {1 am voting against the building of this new {:e%% tower
Cindy Monzingo 92129 | ‘1{2552{}15 1live acrossthe street from Ridgewood Park.

'l be an eyesore, reduce property values, and the health risks involved for all ages.




Samgﬁag‘af Petition {omments? Page 20f4

Christine Monzinge 191914 {1/16/2015 {To keep a potentially dangerous cell phone tower away from a children's park. Note'that the World Health
7 Organization classifies celi phone ra:ﬁ:atfan asa possible carcinogern,
troy heisteand 82129 E{iﬁfZﬁlS This park is very quite and seenic and I'm not in favor ofhaving the building so wsﬁaie from the park. Addztmﬂat?*;,
[thers will be noise generated from the equipment from the building:
Ekaterina Andresva 92129  [1/16/2015 |t am against cell phone towers in the neigborhood due to health risks to my family and property values that will go
_jdown . . . : .

Christine Schaffer 192129 1/16/2015 |l Don't want acell towerin our park or my back yard. NO CELL TOWERS AT RIDGEWOOD PARK
Chris Gruenwald 92129 [1/17/2015 i don't this intrusive mess dumped into our bfecicvas park.

Parks are for recreational use only and should not be “rented out" to husmess interestsl Verizonneedsto finda

_|private Iam:t owner that individually wants twﬁewﬁke—&e—aﬁhewmpeﬁ??mfﬁm UElY ﬁmg, and not DUMP this

mess.on the community forebably ata much lesser cost than they WOQE{E have to paya private land owner)

What next? Rent'the parks out as used car sales lots?
Sandra Garrett 192129  11/19/2015 |A ce‘mmtmi@' park where hundreds of children play everyday'is not anappropriate installation site for a potentially |

dangerous cell phone fower. Let me know what'l can'do to help prevent this from happening.
Patrick Hennigan {92129 [1/20/2015 |l five 1 block away and my cﬁﬂétea visit the park frequently. '
senny Chase 192129  11/20/2015 |Opposed to Cell Tower
coleen ferrugia 02129 [1/20/2015 ithis does not belong backing up to our neighimfﬁc&ad p&{k where we. aﬁ spend tfme there everyday with otf

: farilies. nobwilling to take the risk, even it is: srriall with our fami?es and neighbors ..
coileanferrugia 92129  11/20/2015 [this d{}es not belong backing up.to our neighborhood park, where we ail spend time there everyday with.our
- farnilies. !
‘ not willing to take the risk, even ifitissmall, with family and neighbors. _
Paige Dizon » 92129 12002015 1do not agree with the placement of this celi phone tower in my neighborhood’s park.
Andrea hustos san diego1/20/2015 ey daughters best friend lives in that neighborhood and she plays there at least once a week! There are so many
2 <children that piay at that park that is by a ton of hemes! This is NOT an appropriate place for a celf site:

Apgslio RBamos 92129 |1/20/2015 |Fm signing this petition because | don want ourfamily to have 1o live aroussd ¢ell towers. Its part of the reason 1.

moved into this community.
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ﬁsa George [62125 |1/2072015 | %.:bé,fieve.;a-_ better location would be on the hill south of Mercy road where the aqueduct connection is..
ti-?idséyse;iré 182301 2}211’2315 jwei appose the mli fowerat Rzégewand Park ‘Ehera are nsmer@uz ccmmerc;ai ‘properties in the Penasqmtos area
' : _ Ithatwould be able to accommodate the g:mposeé towerand aumizars; bﬁiiémg Neo: nezgﬁh&rhﬂa{i gaﬁz s
: , i , Aacceptable forthese type of structures. .
ashtonohalioran. {92101 [1/2172015 |Not willing to take'a tisk in my park - protect PQ -
[Anne Paniells 192128 |1/22/2015 (whiela tower might be. accagtabie} abuilding is not. This Par%: isad ;atem: tothe ?emsquz‘to’s Canyon Preserve, the
' onlytrans-county deer trail to allow movement of ammai& from the Coast afl the way to {:Lzs;amaca At this
g;amcalazquacmr& the ‘canyon is only a hundred y&rés wide. The. placement of the: bwls:ﬁng and "tree”will deter
ferom this: unigue natura? habitat and preservation area. In addition, this is one of the only parks in the area with NGO
buaidmgs {rzat even bathmoms} o, bas&i}aii f’ e%ds, no kghts nctﬁzs}g tﬁ ziei‘ract fmm §1e nai:ural surs‘o%mémgs ;&,
farefr t-Areotherop TS mem;twe Yy areaf
Audrey Blenkie 92429 11/22/2015 |Towerdoesn't belong inapark where children play, gaﬁcgpa’fe msports,and ?eszd ents walk then' éogs,
: : Potential dangerous hazards
- [Glenda Hamison 92198 |1/2472015 This is a knowr: tarcgnogen We ée not e to be expaaeﬁ to any more: carcmagem %\ziy nexgﬁbarhaod home: ;mces
‘ : 5 , 7 will decrease. :
Forrest Bolles 164082 - {1/25/2015 |Wedo not need any more carcinogens. :
Shariene Forbes 92129 14/25/2015 Bt my kids have had cancer maiemg thﬁm Sﬁﬁt:e;}’tfi?ie tcs athe{ z:amers Trust el ﬁo fo5y 13 wantst}zss f@a’ thedr Kids:
{Robert Forbes 92‘13% 1/25{2015 ’%’0 keep the dangerous cell phone tower awayfmm achildren’s parkff : .
Mark Elliott 192129 [1/26/2015 |1often use ridgewood park and do not want acell tower, its cutbufidings installed %here, Pzz* ftinthe new
' i ~ ldevelopmentoff of 56. The'land is cleared ang Feady :
Barbara Barker {92129 3;’:25?21‘3115;: Please. szg;h this petition. We don't want more iuds i our ayea s tmagh pesst%ﬂe cancer z:ausmg mmgs Clirrently
- |t know of two famiifes that are fighting for theirkids and would hate to ses a:hers £0 zheugh this trauma
Christy Hetzel 80204 |1/28/2015 [it's the right thing to do.
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Catherine Ramos

92129

l1/29/2015

1'ra sighing this petition for 3 few reasons:

1.1 don'twant to expose my children to the potential health hazzards any of this may cause.

2.1t has been shown that property values go down she somethi g like this is installed.

3. &fiy 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 celf tower.

4. | intentionally moved into this neighborhood because it did not have a cell tower and/or High powered slectical
transformers. | definitely want to keep my neighborhood this way.

Thank you for helping us fight this idea.

Cathy

[Ron Wyckoff

92084

1/30/2015

Lant égniﬁgv because of the location of the as foresaid "Cell Tower”. It is-not a good practice to have near people>
adults, children, animals of any kind..

Karlene Slackbuern

152129

2/2/2015

That is a busy park and busy street to close it even for a few months for construction wili be a big inconvenience for.

Hheneighborhood AISE Thave been made aware of a better location on Mercy road,

Rad Crews

92128

2/3/2015

Keep industry out of our neighborhood.

Hetke Kessiar-
Hetberg

92129

2/3/2015

| believe there are other, more remote places that such a cell towez* could be instalied; in addition, } ars not sure
that cell coverage is a pressing issue in this area.

Shamin Summer

82125

2/3/2015

| totally against Plancom's proposal for building a cell phone fower at Ri‘cfgewosd park.

Anthony Barhoum

92129

|274/2015

H's 2015 and California is now enforcing s law that provides for larger cages for egg producing hens. In 2014 the
9th Circuit Court of Appeals upheld the protection of the Delta smelt {3 very'small fish). #we apply the same
foundation of these two laws to the well being and safety of sur community the proposed celf tower will be
located in another location. It's ironfcthat California law dictates that persons under 18 vearsold must weara
helmet while riding bicycles, etc.. My children learned to ride their bikes at Ridgéwood Park and they wore
helmets while doing so. However, L highly doubt those heimets will profect anyone from the possible effects of
heing so close to celi phone tower. While ' all for making chickens more comfortable T am far more concerned

labout the local families that will be exposed to something that can't be good for anyone's well being (aside froma

sending selfies to random friends}. Eind another place for the tower. Thank you.

Sean Bascom

192129

2/4/2015.

»jThe location of thisinthe park is ndiafk}us RIGHF NEXT TOTHE SE%:}EWRLK?' i five up the street and my kzds play

ihere regula{iy, if installed 1t will be suchan eyesorel

Signature Count: 161
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Pelitioning The City of San Dlegn and 1 other -
This petition will be delivered o0

The Gy ol amn Blege Rasicho Fenssquiiog Plansing
Bt

Deny Plancom, Inc.'s request f{;r a

cell phone tower in PQ's
-Ridgewood Park.

Riduewens by
o S B

3

ihis petition

3% sl

1. Tomaintain the natiral acsthetics of ﬁsﬂgewmd Ptk and nsi gzbanng' _

Los Penasaqulins Tanyen Priserve,

2 Tokeep a potentially dangerous cell phons tower away froima
chifdrets park. Note hatthe Wﬁﬂé ﬁeaﬁh Gfagam?aﬁm c}assﬁ' es teil
- phongradistion as apossivle ea»ﬁ:mage&

3 Tosveidadetréase ﬁ&fghbeﬁ;m}ﬁ %aome phices iihé foithet %sst;&s '
ystedabove,

Other niotes located here: iz

- THanks for your Suppbrtt




CITY OF SAN DIEGO PARK AND RECREATION DEPARTMENT

NOTICE OF PUBLIC MEETING
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RANCHO PENASQUITOS RECREATION COUNCIL
Thursday, February 25, 2016
7:30 p.m.

AGENDA
CALL TO ORDER AND INTRODUCTIONS
APPROVAL OF MINUTES — January 28, 2016
TREASURER’S REPORT — Steve Mauch
REQUEST FOR CONTINUANCES

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

INFORMATION ITEMS
1. Canyonside tot lot presentation

ACTION ITEMS

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

4

1. Black Mountain Ranch GDP amendment
2. Letter to Director re: Bylaw exceptions

3. Canyonside GDP amendments
4. Donation Parks Fit (§1000.00)

CHAIRPERSON’S REPORT — Scott Gellerman
VICECHAIR REPORT - Bill Diehl
SECRETARY REPORT — Diane Wavrik
PARK AND RECREATION STAFF REPORTS
1. Rancho Peflasquitos 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 MEMBERS EXCUSED
RPB - Brad Reschke
Little League - George Kalamaras
Tennis - Steve Leffler
Wolverine Youth Football — Alex Ford ABSENT
Town Council - Theresa Gonzaga Girls Softball — Steve Mauch
Planning Board - Steve Gore Sienna’s Playgarden — Jennifer Palkovic
PQYSA — Peter Stogsdill Pony - Glenn Hacadorian
Pop Warner — Mike Johnson Cricket — Raj Ghai
YMCA - Diane Wavrik Steve Mauch — Treasurer
OFFICERS
Scott Gellerman — Chairperson
Bill Diehl — Vice Chairperson
Diane Wavrik — Secretary
STAFF VISITORS
Sarah Erazo — Area Manager 11 Joe Esposio — Presenter
Alex Davis — Center Director II1 Calin Johnson — Boy Scouts
Tonicia Tademy — Assistant Center Director Garen Wright — Boy Scouts

Mylissa Magallanes — Assistant Center Director

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

B. APPROVAL OF MINUTES
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” nceds 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
ii. 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 3¢ year of the program

vi. 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 2™ 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

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

Respectfully submitted, Reviewed by,

Mylissa Magallanes Bill Diehl




RANCHYD

Rancho Pefiasquitos Planning Board
Meeting Minutes

May 6, 2015
Pefinsguiros

Attendees: 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

Absent: 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 7:32 pm 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 & April 1, 2015

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

Motion: To approve the April 1, 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
e Reported RP Fiesta/Fun Run/Parade, the PQ Library Roof and HVAC were replaced
and Library reopens today.
¢ Councilmember Kersey authorized funding to renovate the kitchen/rec areas of Fire
Station #40; construction will start soon.
e Twonew speed trailers have been purchased for SDPD Northeastern Substation so
there are now 3 units that can be deployed in the substation boundaries and will stay
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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 DPolitte 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 if they 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 update 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 call 911 immediately if bit; new fire helicopter added to fleet;
and May is Bike to Work Month. Invited us to join the Supervisor on May 15" 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 causing 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, 77™ District Report — Michael Lieberman

Legislation (ACR 63) to rename portion of I-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, 52°* 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.
Planning Group Letter To Affirm the Planning Process — Jeff Powers, Protect San
Diego Neighborhoods (Action Item)

a,

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 18" 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 % 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,
Financial influence (big money) for referendum results,
Pros/Cons of including reference to One Paseo in a letter,
Protecting planning board integrity and supporting the process,
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.
CPG’s recommendation being nullified by decision maker,
Do we know enough about the project,
A collapse of the process and/or did the process work,
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,

AN

o0
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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.

e 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,

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

e 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 Egbert asked if the 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 CPG has gone through the process and City Council has gone against the
recommendation of the CPG. RPPB would like City Council to send it back to
CPG. 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 Letter needs to be generic, we don’t want a citywide vote.

o Deadline - City Council hearing is May 18"

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).

. Proposed Spectrum Act Wireless Communications Facilities (WCF) Act

Amendment to Land Development Code — Stephen Egbert/Darren Parker, RPPB

(Discussion Item)

e Egbert noted the comment period for Land Development Code language changes to
conform to federal law.

o 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.

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

e 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.

Organization & Vacant Seat Appointments (TH 1, PQ District 8, Rec Council,

Public Outreach/Website, CPC) — Jon Becker, RPPB (Action Items)

e 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.

e PQ District 8 — Becker noted that if RPPB’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.

e 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/Becket/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 of the 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 confitm 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 Shopoff Realty 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 Pefiasquitos is in the 2™ 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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Secretary Report — Jeanine Politte

o Rhodes has agreed to accept the role as ‘second’ for the motion to elect the Chair in
the 4/1/15 minutes.

e Updated RPPB Public & Private Rosters went out to Planning Dept. and City Council
offices as well as the full board.

e 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.

Standing Committee Reports:

> Land Use (Steve Gore) — no report

» Telecomm (Darren Parker) — no report (

e DPolitte 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.

Ad Hoc Committee Reports:
» RPPB Bylaws Revisions (Ramesses Surban) — not present

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

e 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)

e 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.,

o July 12" — dedication ceremony for the renovated main Chapel.

> PQ Fire Safe Council (Mike Shoecraft)

e PERC - Are You Really Covered? Home & Rental Insurance Workshop; Tues.
May 12 at 6:30 p.m. at Rancho Pefiasquitos Library

e 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)

¢ Tiesta was a success: 15,000 attendees, Saturday this year, 127 booths, Car Show,

32 community groups in parade (1*" year), Election results will be confirmed at
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next Town Council Meeting.
» PQ Recreation Council (Steve Gore)
¢ Discussion on thanking Thom Clark.
¢ Rec Council shared a booth with Sienna’s Playgarden at the Fiesta.
o 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.
o Funds were approved for Flag Day at Hilltop Park (6/14/15), Badminton
equipment and snag golf equipment for Canyonside Park. .
o July 2" Fireworks at Westview H.S.
» Los Pen Canyon Psv CAC (John Keating) — no report
> Park Village LMAD (Jon Becker)
e LMAD property was damaged by an accident and SDPD needed info,
¢ The recycled water installation is moving along.
> Peflasquitos East LMAD (Bill Diehl)
e Replaced median sections of stamped concrete on Pefiasquitos 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)
e Monuments are going out to bid.
o Piles of dirt on Merge 56 property is from KB Homes gradlng
> Transportation Agencies (John Keating)
e 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 Carmel 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 meetmg minutes for the vote and member ineligibility related
issue.
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