Land Use and Community Plan:

Valley Springs Community Plan and Map Comments
Comment topics summary:

1. Lack of Any Community Plans in 2014 Draft General Plan; Valley Springs Community Plan history
2. Updated Valley Springs Community Plan(s) Background
3. Inconsistencies in Community Plan Selection Process for Community Plan Policy Cross Reference 

4. Omission of CCOG  Valley Springs Community Plan Goals & Policies in the Community Plan Policy Cross Reference and the 2014 Draft General Plan
5. “New” Tofanelli Valley Springs Community Plan: “Revised Draft” February 8, 2011

6. Draft 3 Land Use Map Comments—CCOG Map; Valley Springs Community Area Map; La Contenta Community Area Map
1.  Lack of Any Community Plans in 2014 Draft General Plan; Valley Springs Community Plan history 
We are very disappointed that Planning has not included community plans in the Calaveras County 2014 Draft General Plan.  We are dismayed that Planning is proposing to rescind eight existing legal community and special plans currently part of our General Plan, and proposing to abandon eleven draft and updated community plans which have been worked on and created by hundreds of citizens in recent years and submitted to the County.  
On August 21, 2007, the Calaveras County Board of Supervisors told county residents from Valley Springs, San Andreas, Copperopolis, and District 2 communities that if they updated or created community plans in time, the County would include them in the General Plan update and EIR.  Citizens acted in good faith, found volunteers and obtained funding, completed community plans and updates, worked with county staff to make sure plans were consistent with the general plan format, and submitted completed draft community plans in a timely manner to the County.  Residents want community plans.
Without community plans, future residents, investors, businesses, and builders will have no information on the character of our unique Calaveras communities: their history and development, their specific aesthetic values and local scenic resources, what is important to local residents and what their needs are, what their vision is for their community’s future, what direction they see development taking (or not) in their community, and what problems and issues they want addressed in their community.  Without clear direction, developers and investors will be reluctant to spend time and money taking a chance on community acceptance or rejection of proposed projects.  Property values and economic growth will stagnate without clear and strong community plans and policies to protect community character and guide future development.

The 2014 Draft General Plan ignores and omits community plan boundaries, community visions and guiding principles, local community and development history, and local aesthetics and scenic resources.  Proposed general plan policies are homogenized in their attempt to be one-size-fits-all-communities.  Some communities feel snubbed, insulted, or ignored; others feel many important policies have been dismissed.  Moke Hill’s plan was condensed under Community Planning Policies as: “maintain the historic character.” Valley Springs’ plan was condensed to 13 words about encouraging a college campus.  That is not all that’s unique about Valley Springs!
We supported creation and implementation of updated community plans for ALL communities in Calaveras, including the Valley Springs Community Plan on which hundreds of citizens worked for over 5 years.  There is a long tradition of community planning in Calaveras County.  The “Valley Springs Community General Plan” is the original community plan in the county and dates back to 1974.  
Valley Springs residents have been asking for a new community plan since they petitioned the County in 1981, referenced in a 1983 letter by Planning Director Brent Harrington talking about the history of community plans in Calaveras County.  In his 1983 letter, Director Harrington agreed on the need for a new Valley Springs plan, but said the county was too busy right then.  In the meantime, Harrington said, “I would further recommend that we not consider any additional general plan amendments for Valley Springs until the plan is re-written. Additionally I would recommend that we not consider any additional rezonings in Valley Springs until community plan revision.” (see attachment CP-1, Calaveras County Planning Director Brent Harrington, Letter to Bill Burke about Community Plans, September 23, 1983, pages 2-4).

This statement by a Calaveras County Planning Director that no general plan amendments or rezonings in Valley Springs should be considered until the community plan is re-written was made in 1983—over 30 years ago.  Seven general plan amendments occurred for Valley Springs in 1991-1993 alone (see the Valley Springs Community Area General Plan map posted on the County’s website).
The same planning director, Brent Harrington, said on January 23, 2014, to a meeting of planning commissioners, "...particularly in the case of the Valley Springs plan, and you have a plan that...is the original community plan in this county--somewhere around '74--it was originally 3 or 4 pages.  We were chuckling about it in the 80's--it's still a basis to chuckle about."  Valley Springs residents aren’t chuckling. The people in the Valley Springs area have been promised a new community plan by the County of Calaveras for over 30 years.
 
We support including a community plan for ALL communities in the Calaveras County General Plan update.  All communities with either an existing adopted plan, a revised plan, or a newly drafted community plan need to be included.  As we stated in our comments on this subject near the start of this process on January 23, 2006, “Leave No One Behind.”
2.  Updated Valley Springs Community Plan(s) Background 

Note:  All references to “CCOG VSCP” refer to the “Valley Springs Community Plan Final Version, October 7, 2010,” prepared by the Calaveras Council of Governments and submitted at the Calaveras County Board of Supervisors meeting October 19, 2010 (see attachment CP-2, Calaveras County Board of Supervisor Meeting Minutes, October 19, 2010, page 3).  All references to “Tofanelli VSCP” refer to the “Valley Springs Community Plan Update 2010-2035”, prepared by the Valley Springs Community Plan Citizens Committee and submitted at the Calaveras County Board of Supervisors meeting September 7, 2010 (see attachment CP-3, Calaveras County Board of Supervisor Meeting Minutes, September 7, 2010, page 3).
First, there is an existing, adopted “Valley Springs Community Area General Plan 1974-1994.”  This document is the current legal planning document for Valley Springs, and is still posted on the County’s website.  

Second, there are two different draft Valley Springs Community Plan update documents that have been submitted to Calaveras County—the CCOG VSCP, and the Tofanelli VSCP.  Both plans were submitted during the public comments period to the Board of Supervisors, and to the County Planning Department, in September and October 2010.  Neither community plan policy document has ever been formally reviewed or adopted by the Calaveras County Board of Supervisors.  No direction or preference has been given to one community plan document over the other.  Both the Tofanelli and the CCOG draft VSCP documents were accepted for equal consideration by the Planning Department in September and October 2010 and have equal standing.

Third, people have used the terms “plan” and “map” interchangeably, which has led to confusion.  The Board of Supervisors gave direction on two Draft VSCP Land Use maps in June, 2010.  It has been said by some that “the Board of Supervisors gave direction to Planning to use the Tofanelli Plan.”  This is incorrect and shows a lack of understanding of the difference between a draft land use map and a community plan policy document.  The Planning Department had been pushing the community to submit a draft land use map. On June 1, 2010, two different draft VSCP land use maps were submitted and discussed.  The Board of Supervisors gave direction on the maps only: the revised May 27 Tofanelli map was “preferred” and the CCOG map was “alternate” (see attachment CP-4, Calaveras County Board of Supervisor Meeting Minutes, June 1, 2010, pages 6-7).  At that time no community plan documents had been completed—in fact, the Tofanelli Citizens Committee had just formed on Monday May 17, 2010, for the express purpose of creating an alternate VSCP land use and boundary map.  The Board of Supervisors did not and could not have given direction to use the Tofanelli Valley Springs Community Plan document June 1 because it did not exist at that time.  

Thus, both draft CCOG and Tofanelli community plan documents submitted in September and October of 2010 have equal standing for use in updating the Valley Springs community plan and the county general plan.  The only preference given by the Board of Supervisors was on the draft maps submitted June 1, 2010 (see attachment CP-5, Joel Metzger, Calaveras Enterprise article, “Board approves revised Valley Springs Community Plan map”, June 2, 2010; attachment CP-6, The Valley Springs News article, “Rival plans for area's future go to county”, September 10, 2010; and attachment CP-7, The Union Democrat article, “Caltrans-funded VS plan finished”, October 22, 2010).
3.  Inconsistencies in Community Plan Selection Process for Community Plan Policy Cross Reference 

Planning staff used a mysterious and seemingly inconsistent selection process when it came to choosing which versions of Calaveras County community/special plans to use for the Community Plan Cross Reference.  Following are some inconsistencies:
a) In some cases, they used the adopted plan that is part of the 1996 General Plan, for example, Arnold, Avery-Hathaway Pines, and Murphys-Douglas Flat.  
b) In other cases, like Valley Springs and San Andreas, they ignored the adopted plans and used draft plans. But what was the basis of selection of the draft documents used?  In San Andreas, an old version of their draft community plan was used, not the newer one revised by Planning in 2011.  In the case of Valley Springs, there was no basis for the selection of the 2011 Tofanelli draft document over the 2010 CCOG document submitted to the Board of Supervisors.  Both documents have equal standing; no preference has been given by supervisors.  In fact, the 2011 Tofanelli draft used has never been seen by the Board of Supervisors—the original document was submitted to them in September, 2010.  
c) For the Rancho Calaveras Special Plan, planning staff used the outdated 1999 adopted plan and ignored the revised “Rancho Calaveras Special Plan Draft 2010”, submitted to Planning in July 2010.  MyValleySprings.com commented on this revised plan, and obtained a copy of it July 28, 2010.  Brenda Gillarde, Calaveras County General Plan Coordinator, responded January, 2011, to an inquiry via email regarding the status of the revised Rancho Calaveras Special Plan, “The revised Rancho Plan submitted by Doris Toth will undergo additional internal review (including legal counsel) prior to incorporation into the public hearing draft general plan” (see attachment CP-8, Calaveras County General Plan Coordinator Brenda Gillarde email re. Status of Rancho SP, January 20, 2011).
It is important to use the latest revised community plans available.  Pedestrian/ Equestrian easements in Rancho Calaveras were vacated by the Board of Supervisors in 2006; eliminating these easements was one revision made in 2010 to the 1999 Special Plan.  Goal 4 in the Community Cross Reference chart re. Ped/Equestr. easements needs to be changed; parts of the Circulation and COS Elements in the 2014 Draft General Plan that refer to pedestrian/ equestrian easements need to be changed; and other changes to the Rancho Special Plan should be addressed.
d) Another curious situation: the seven District 2 draft community plans and the Copperopolis draft community plan posted online and used for the Cross Reference are dated no later than 2008-2009.  Planning Director Rebecca Willis (2011-2013) and General Plan Coordinator Brenda Gillarde (2010-2014) both worked with many citizens in Copperopolis and District 2 in 2010-2012 to update community plans and make them consistent with general plan update work being done.  None of this post-2009 work and newer versions of plans have been used for the 2014 draft general plan.  For example, in the summer of 2012, updated maps and revised vision statements for all D2 community plans came before the Planning Commission in four Study Sessions (see attachment CP-9, Calaveras County Planning Director Rebecca Willis, Memo to the Planning Commission Study Session on District 2 Communities land use maps and community plans, May 24, 2012).  We have kept those updated and revised community plan presentation documents from the planning commission study sessions; none of those updated documents have been used in the general plan draft.  Additionally, there were a number of meetings of the Copperopolis Community Plan Advisory Committee and the Planning and Public Work Departments in 2012 to resolve circulation, boundary, policy, and other issues.  New Draft Vision, Goals, and Policies, maps, boundaries, and other documents were discussed and created. Documents and minutes from these 2012 Copperopolis meetings are posted on the county’s website at:

http://www.bos.calaverasgov.us/CitizenBoards,Commissions,Committees/CitizenBoards,Commissions,Committees/MeetingAnnouncements/tabid/683/articleType/CategoryView/categoryId/73/Copperopolis-Community-Plan-Advisory-Committee-Meeting.aspx
We encourage Planning to search their files for more recent community plan work, and to contact community members to verify which community plans to use. It is important to use the latest revised community plans available.  We ask the County for consistency and fairness in the selection of which community plans to use for general plan reference or inclusion.  We do not believe consistency and fairness has been followed.  We hereby re-submit the CCOG Valley Springs Community Plan Final Version October 7, 2010 to Calaveras County for inclusion in the General Plan Update (see attachment CP-10, Calaveras Council of Governments, Valley Springs Community Plan Final Version, October 2010).
4.  Omission of CCOG Valley Springs Community Plan Goals & Policies in the Community Plan Policy Cross Reference and the 2014 Draft General Plan
The Community Plan Policy Cross Reference and the Draft General Plan Community Planning section for Valley Springs is completely inadequate and unacceptable; the County has left out and entirely ignored the draft CCOG Valley Springs Community Plan submitted to the County in September 2010.  

We were shocked and dismayed when we discovered that Planning chose and used only the draft Tofanelli VSCP as the basis for Valley Springs goals & policies in the Community Plan Policy Cross Reference and in the 2014 Draft General Plan.  After years of public outreach and community involvement, and $250,000 spent, the CCOG VSCP goals, policies, and programs submitted to the County in September 2010 have been completely ignored. The county Board of Supervisors never gave direction to use the Tofanelli VSCP policy document in preference over the CCOG VSCP; Planning has no basis for their choice. We strongly protest the bias demonstrated by Planning for one unapproved draft community plan over another and the double standard shown towards Valley Springs community planning groups, especially with the amount of public outreach and transparency provided by the CCOG plan.  In reviewing ONLY the draft Tofanelli VSCP, Planning has ignored both the existing 1974 legally adopted community plan for Valley Springs and the draft 2010 CCOG VSCP.  Previous Planning Director Willis referred to “the three community plans for Valley Springs”, but current Planning direction was to arbitrarily choose to use just one of two draft Valley Springs Community Plan update documents submitted to the County, with no legal or ethical basis for that choice.  
As explained in “Valley Springs Community Plan(s) Background”, the only preference ever given by the Board of Supervisors was to the Tofanelli draft land use map.  Both draft Valley Springs community plan update documents were submitted to the County in Sept.-Oct. 2010, have equal legal status, and must receive equal consideration in the General Plan Update.  The Board of Supervisors never gave preference to one planning document over the other.  
The CCOG VSCP reflects over 2-1/2 years of well-documented public outreach, participation, input, and community meetings.  The Project Manager for the Calaveras Council of Governments, Tyler Summerset, summarized community outreach and public participation at “1900 Participation Occurrences” (see attachment CP-11, Calaveras Council of Governments Project Manager Tyler Summerset, Transmission Letter to George White, Calaveras County Planning Director, October 19, 2010).  The final draft CCOG VSCP benefited from the involvement of the Local Government Commission, Calaveras County project partners, professional planning consultants, community volunteers, and $250,000 worth of Caltrans grant funds and CCOG staff time.
The CCOG VSCP goals, policies, and implementation programs were carefully crafted and are Valley Springs-specific.  They cover the topic areas of Land Use, Transportation/ Circulation, Economic Development, Housing, Public Facilities and Services, Natural Resources, Hydrology, Cultural Resources, Health and Safety, and Noise.  These concerns and issues reflect the input of hundreds of residents, but they have not been considered or addressed in the Draft General Plan.  CCOG Valley Springs Community Plan goals, policies, and implementation programs need to be included and addressed in the Community Plan Cross Reference chart and the Calaveras County Draft General Plan.  When consistent and appropriate, the CCOG VSCP should be reflected in goals, policies, and implementation programs in the County General Plan.  Please review and address the attached “Valley Springs Community Plan Final Version October 2010” submitted to the Calaveras County Planning Department and Board of Supervisors October 19, 2010, by the Calaveras Council of Governments (see attachment CP-10, Calaveras Council of Governments, Valley Springs Community Plan Final Version, October 2010).
5.  “New” Tofanelli Valley Springs Community Plan: “Revised Draft” February 8, 2011

When the Planning Department recently posted the draft community plans used for the Community Policy Cross-Reference (on January 22, 2015), we looked at plan dates.  Strangely, the Tofanelli Valley Springs Citizen's Committee “Revised Draft” Community Plan used by Planning was a new version, dated February 8, 2011, not September 7, 2010, when the original community plan update was submitted to the Board of Supervisors (see attachment CP-3, Calaveras County Board of Supervisor Meeting Minutes, September 7, 2010, page 3).
On page 143, the 2003 General Plan Guidelines note that, “All affected stakeholders should be represented in any public participation process. In a general plan process, this is the entire community.” This Revised Draft is new; it has never been brought before the public.  Evidently someone took it upon themselves to revise the September 7, 2010, Tofanelli VSCP update.  Who revised it and why? Why wasn’t this revised plan shown to the public for review before being used in the general plan?  Changes to official versions of special plans, community plans and general plans must include public review and input (even when in draft form, and even if changes seem “minor”). This 2011 revised version of the 2010 Tofanelli VSCP had no public review or input.  Supervisors did not give Planning direction to use the draft Tofanelli 2010 VSCP document, much less a later, revised 2011 version.
6.  Draft 3 Land Use Map Comments: CCOG VSCP Map; Valley Springs Community Area Map; La Contenta Community Area Map
a) Calaveras Council of Governments Valley Springs Community Plan Land Use Map
The CCOG VSCP land use map appears to have been disregarded in the draft 2014 General Plan.  The Board of Supervisors voted and gave direction to the Planning Director in June, 2010, to consider the CCOG VSCP map and boundaries as an “Alternate” map for Valley Springs in the general plan update process.  The CCOG map reflects a great deal of research into the Valley Springs area and community input into the planning process.  The Land Use and Circulation Diagram and Boundaries are based on Valley Springs’ current water and sewer service areas, traffic congestion and safety concern areas, current active and approved development applications in the area, flood and fire hazard areas, steep slopes, existing subdivisions, commercial centers, ranches, and lake & recreation areas. Proposed circulation diagram improvements, including an alternative route for SR 12 and key intersection improvements, are identified and described.  The Circulation Plan also proposes bicycle and pedestrian improvements in the Valley Springs planning area.  The CCOG VSCP map has not been mentioned in any general plan documents, and is not reflected in Land Use, Circulation, or any other General Plan Elements and Maps.  Please review, include, and address the CCOG VSCP Land Use and Circulation “Alternate” map in the General Plan Update.  There are good reasons for its map recommendations (see additional notes below).  
b) Draft 3 Land Use Map—Valley Springs Community Area 
Valley Springs Community Area  
With the removal of all Resource Production, Working Lands, and Rural Transition parcels from the new proposed “Valley Springs Community Area”, the size of the “community” has been reduced significantly.  We support keeping growth in community centers and agree with the principle of preserving open space and working lands outside of community areas.  We understand community areas are to be focused on higher-density development.  But if the goal is to contain high-density development within communities, there needs to be room for residential growth in community areas near services.  As the 2014 Draft General Plan Land Use Element says in the Introduction, the emphasis is to direct growth “to areas in and around existing communities”.
The newly-constricted boundary line of the VS community area has been drawn very tight, leaving little room for future residential growth within the community center.  The majority of undeveloped parcels are commercial, industrial, or public service land use designation. Most residential lots within the community area boundary are already developed; most vacant lots are small town site lots.  
Suggested solutions:

1) Make some land use designations within the boundary more flexible, to allow for residential development.  MyValleySprings.com previously recommended the more flexible land use designation CCL for some undeveloped commercial and industrial lands within community boundaries.  At least one of those parcels already has a project application submitted for residential development: 2006-187 Old Golden Oaks (APN 046-001-153 and -154).  The owners might be amenable to a more flexible land use designation. Designations such as CCL/Community Center Local would give landowners the flexibility to develop in response to market demand, and would allow for some residential and mixed-use growth in the core downtown area close to shopping and services.
2) Enlarge the boundary slightly to include some areas in or adjacent to CCWD’s AD604 water and sewer assessment district/ service area.  Most of this AD604 service area is within the community boundary on the CCOG map, and we still recommend this (please refer to the CCOG VSCP map and the included AD604 area map).  There is also an active development application, 2006-178 Mission Ranch, which is just west of / outside the proposed community area boundary.  We recommend putting this property (APN 046-001-131 and adjacent) in the community area boundary, as it is next to the Old Golden Oaks parcel above (which is likely to develop), abuts both Hwy. 12 and Hwy. 26, and is next to AD604’s public water and sewer.  There may be potential for appropriate residential development on this parcel.
c)  Draft 3 Land Use Map—La Contenta Community Area
La Contenta and Gold Creek “Community Area”
(This new community area is not labeled on the Draft 3 map—is this the correct name?)  
Why wasn’t the La Contenta-Gold Creek Community Area included as part of the Valley Springs Community Area?  There has never been a separate community plan for the La Contenta and Gold Creek subdivisions.  Residents who live there and participated in the CCOG VSCP update voted to be included within the adjacent Valley Springs community plan boundary—why have they been ignored?  La Contenta is considered Valley Springs by local clubs & organizations, the hospital, and the media.  The Tri-Dam Lions Club, the Rotary Club of West Calaveras, and the Valley Springs Business Association all think La Contenta is part of Valley Springs—to demonstrate this, they put up a “Welcome to Valley Springs” sign in the La Contenta community area, at the Terrace Shopping Center as you enter from the west on Hwy. 26 (see attachment CP-12, The Valley Springs News article, “Room for other churches non profits on Welcome to Valley Springs sign”, April 4, 2011). The Mark Twain Hospital and Calaveras Enterprise reporters also consider the La Contenta area to be in the town of Valley Springs: “Valley Springs residents may have a new option for in-town health care with the planning of a potential hospital clinic on the corner Highway 26 and Vista del Lago Drive” (see attachment CP-13, Calaveras Enterprise article, “Valley Springs eyed for new hospital clinic”, January 27, 2015). Valley Springs has grown and evolved over the last 40 years; it is not just the old town site anymore. We recommend the La Contenta-Gold Creek community area be part of the Valley Springs Community Area for planning purposes.
There are some errors or conflicts in land use designations in this area. The two 40-acre parcels shown as RR on the 2014 Draft #3 map (APN 73-042-131 and adjacent) are designated RLD on the County’s Draft 3 map GIS viewer online, and were also changed to RLD in the 2013 Draft #2 Land Use Designation Requests chart posted online. Please resolve this LUD conflict.
Also, the North Vista Plaza project parcels (APN 73-056-003 and adjacent) are shown as RR, but should probably be RLD, as this is an approved 150-unit subdivision map (2005-190).
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