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SUBJECT:

Proposed “Stonemark Estates Reorganization” and Associated Sphere
Amendment | Annexation to the City of Vista and Concurrent Detachments
from Vista Fire Protection District and Buena Sanitation District (RO18-16 et al.)

SUMMARY
The San Diego County Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) will consider a
reorganization proposal filed by resolution of the City of Vista to annex approximately 33.0
acres of unincorporated territory within the City’s sphere of influence. The affected territory
as submitted includes five parcels and is part of a 278-acre unincorporated island surrounded
by the Cities of Vista and Oceanside. The purpose of the proposal is to facilitate the
development of one of the vacant properties – which is 25.8 acres in size and accounts for
more than four-fifths of the affected territory – into a 19-lot residential subdivision. The
proposed reorganization includes concurrent detachments of the affected territory from the
Vista Fire Protection District (FPD) and a portion therein from the Buena Sanitation District
(SD). Staff recommends approval of the proposal with a conforming sphere of influence
amendment to Vista FPD, which necessitates the noticed public hearing. (No other sphere
amendments are needed.) A related statutory waiver is also recommended involving the
creation of a new unincorporated island along with applying standard terms.
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BACKGROUND
Applicant Request |
Affected Territory as Proposed
San Diego LAFCO has received a resolution of application from the City of Vista requesting
approval to annex approximately 33.0 acres of unincorporated territory. As submitted, the
affected territory includes five parcels totaling approximately 32.0 acres along with a
frontage segment of Buena Vista Drive representing the remaining 1.0 acres that provides
direct access to Vista’s circulation system. 1 Three of the subject parcels are each developed
with one single-family residence utilizing a septic disposal system with respective situs
addresses of 1308, 1314, and 1316 Buena Vista Drive. The remaining two subject parcels are
undeveloped with the larger of the two being subject to a tentative subdivision map
approved by the County and vested with Vista involving 19 single-family residential lots.2
Two additional boundary changes are requested and involve concurrently detaching all of
the affected territory from Vista FPD and a portion therein – 28.1 acres – from Buena SD with
Vista assuming all related service responsibilities. The concurrent detachment from Vista
FPD also requires a conforming sphere of influence amendment; no amendment is needed
for Buena SD as footnoted. 3 The County Registrar of Voters has confirmed that 5 registered
voters reside in the affected territory.

Affected Territory
- 5 unincorporated parcels plus
frontage on Buena Vista Drive
(33.0 acres in size)
- Three of the parcels are already
developed with SFR; represent
3.7 total acres
- Two of the parcels are vacant
with the larger –25.8 acres –
subject to a 19-lot subdivision
- No development plans involving
the other vacant parcel
- Annexation to Vista necessitates
concurrent detachment of all the
affected territory from Vista FPD
and a portion from Buena SD

1
2
3

The County of San Diego Assessor’s Office identifies the five subject parcels comprising the affected territory as 169-200-09, -10, -11, -12, and -20.
The second undeveloped parcel totals approximately 2.2 acres and has been included with consent of the landowner to create a more logical
boundary and facilitate future development of two single-family residences.
The Commission has previously established a “zero” sphere of influence designation for Buena SD. This designation reflects the Commission’s
expectation Buena SD will ultimately be dissolved and in step with the gradual annexation of its jurisdictional boundary to the City of Vista.
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Subject Agencies
The reorganization proposal filed with San Diego LAFCO involves three subject agencies: City
of Vista; Buena SD; and Vista FPD. 4 Summaries of the subject agencies follow.

4

•

The City of Vista is located in northern San Diego County and spans approximately
11,500 acres or 18 square miles. It is bordered by the unincorporated community of
Bonsall to the north, City of San Marcos to the east, City of Carlsbad to the south, and
City of Oceanside to the west. Vista was incorporated in 1963 and governed by a fivemember at-large city council consisting of a directly-elected mayor and four
councilmembers. The estimated resident population is 98,896 (SANDAG, 2016). Vista
provides a full range of municipal services with the notable exception of water, which
is provided instead by one of two special districts overlapping the incorporated
boundary: Vallecitos Water District (WD) and Vista Irrigation District (ID). LAFCO
established a sphere of influence for Vista in 1978, which was last reviewed and
affirmed in 2008 with a larger-than-agency designation to include 547 nonjurisdictional acres and equals 4.8% of the jurisdictional boundary. The net position is
$451.9 million as of July 30, 2018 with $151.6 million – or 34% – designated as
unrestricted and sufficient to cover 16 months of current operating costs.

•

Vista FPD is an independent special district governed by a five-member Board of
Directors elected at large to four-year terms. The jurisdictional boundary presently
spans approximately 19,840 acres or 31 square miles and includes unincorporated
territory adjacent to the Cities of Vista, Oceanside, and San Marcos. Vista FPD was
formed in 1944 to formalize volunteer fire fighting services in the then-largely rural
and agrarian community. Following Vista’s incorporation in 1963, Vista FPD and the
City entered into a joint-powers agreement (JPA) to coordinate fire protection
services within their respective jurisdictions. This JPA assigned lead agency
responsibility to Vista and provided that fire protection assets were to be merged with
proportionate City-District ownership. In 2005, Vista purchased Vista FPD’s remaining
share of assets and the JPA was terminated and replaced with a service agreement
that – and among other items – ensures a uniformity of fire protection and emergency
medical services within both jurisdictions. LAFCO established a sphere of influence for
Vista FPD in 1984. The sphere of influence was last reviewed and affirmed in 2008 with
a larger-than-agency designation to include 441 non-jurisdictional acres and equals
2.2% of the jurisdictional boundary. The undesignated fund balance for Vista FPD as of
July 30, 2017 totaled $10.414 million, which represents 342% of the total budgeted
General Fund expenditures in FY2018.

State law defines “subject agency” to mean any district or city for which a change of organization or reorganization is proposed.
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•

Buena SD is a dependent subsidiary special district of the City of Vista. It provides
wastewater services within a jurisdictional boundary spanning approximately 5,230
acres or 8.2 square miles and includes a portion of the City and unincorporated
territory to the southeast. Buena SD was formed in 1960 as a dependent district to
the County to provide wastewater services in conjunction with increasingly
development activity in the unincorporated area east of the City of Oceanside.
(Buena SD was subsequently reorganized to become a subsidiary of the City of Vista in
1998.) Buena SD and the City of Vista’s wastewater collection systems are jointly
administered by the City Engineering Department. Both agencies are also members of
the Encina Wastewater Authority with contracted treatment allocations to the Encina
Water Pollution Control Facility in Carlsbad. LAFCO approved a transitional (zero)
sphere of influence for the Buena SD in 1984 in recognition that the District’s service
responsibility should eventually be assumed by the City of Vista. The City of Vista’s
Buena SD – Enterprise Fund net position is $95.1 million as of July 30, 2018 with $53.0
million – or 56% – designated as unrestricted and sufficient to cover 8 months of
current operating costs.

Affected Local Agencies
The affected territory lies within the jurisdictional boundaries of the following local agencies
directly subject to San Diego LAFCO. 5
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

County Service Area No. 135 (Regional Communications)
North County Cemetery District
Vista Irrigation District
San Diego County Water Authority
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California
Resource Conservation District of Greater San Diego County
San Diego County Flood Control District
San Diego County Street Lighting District
Tri-City Healthcare District

DISCUSSION
This item is for San Diego LAFCO to consider approving – with or without discretionary
modifications – the reorganization proposal to annex the affected territory to the City of
Vista along with concurrent detachments from Vista FPD and Buena SD (portion). The
Commission may also consider applying conditions so long as it does not directly regulate
land use, property development, or subdivision requirements. Additional discussion with
respect to proposal purpose and Commission focus follows.

5

State law defines “affected local agency” as any entity that contains, or would contain, or whose sphere contains or would contain, any territory
for which a change of organization is proposed or ordered. Notice of the proposal and hearing were provided to the agencies.
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Proposal Purpose
The purpose of the proposal is to facilitate the development of one of the five subject
parcels comprising the affected territory into a 19-lot residential subdivision under the land
use authority of the City of Vista. The development of the affected territory as
contemplated, markedly, necessitates annexation to Vista despite the subdivision approval
by the County. The proposal’s timing ties to the need to establish public wastewater
services coupled with Vista’s initiation of annexation – and concurrent detachment from
Buena SD – as a condition of wastewater service to the proposed development. The other
four subject parcels comprising the affected territory have been added to the proposal to
economize exiting wastewater services within the three developed properties and provide a
more orderly boundary change for Vista.
Development Potential
The affected territory is planned for low-density single-family residential under both the
County of San Diego and Vista General Plans. This compatibility extends to both the County
and Vista in their zoning and prezoning, respectively, with identical minimum lot sizes for the
affected territory being 1.0 acres with additional details footnoted.6
Commission Focus
Three central and sequential policy items underlie the San Diego LAFCO’s consideration of
the reorganization. These policy items take the form of new determinations and orient the
Commission to consider the stand-alone merits of a (a) conforming sphere of influence
amendment, (b) timing of the reorganization, and (c) whether discretionary boundary
modifications or approval terms are appropriate. The Commission must also consider other
relevant statutes in and outside of LAFCO law as detailed.
ANALYSIS
The analysis of the reorganization proposal is organized into two subsections below. The
first subsection considers the three central and sequential policy issues introduced in the
preceding section. This pertains to evaluating the merits of the conforming sphere of
influence amendment for Vista FPD sphere of influence, the timing of the reorganization
itself and specifically the annexation to the City of Vista and concurrent detachments from
Vista FPD and Buena SD (portion), and whether approval modifications and/or terms are
appropriate. The second subsection considers other germane issues under LAFCO law or
applicable State statutes and marked by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

6

The City of Vista has adopted a General Plan designation of RR (Rural Residential, one dwelling unit per acre) along with a prezoning
assignment for the affected territory as A-1 (Agricultural, one acre minimum lot size). These land use policies are consistent with the current
County General Plan designation of Single-Family Residential (SR-1, one du/1, 2, or 4 acres) and zoning of Limited Agricultural (A-70, one acre
minimum lot size).
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Central Policy Items
Item No. 1 |
Sphere of Influence Amendment
The proposed reorganization proposal necessitates San Diego LAFCO approve a conforming
sphere of influence amendment to achieve consistency with the requested boundary
changes per Government Code Section 56375.5. The scope of the amendment involves
removing all of the affected territory from the Vista FPD’s sphere of influence; no
amendments are needed for the other boundary changes – annexation to the City of Vista
and detachment from Buena SD – as detailed in the accompanying footnote. 7 Consideration
of the amendment action is premised on the Commission’s statutory task to designate
spheres to demark the affected agencies’ appropriate current and future service areas
relative to community benefits and needs as determined by the membership. Staff believes
it would be appropriate for the Commission, accordingly to proceed and approve the
conforming sphere amendment for the cumulative effect of recognizing the City of Vista –
and not Vista FPD – as the appropriate provider of fire protection and emergency medical
services for the affected territory going forward. Two related policy factors underlie the
merits of the sphere amendment. First, the sphere amendment would recognize the social
and economic communities of interests previously established between the affected
territory and Vista FPD have evolved and weakened over the years in direct contrast to the
strengthening ties with Vista. Second, the sphere amendment would facilitate the orderly
synching of local governance and services by directing the affected territory away from Vista
FPD as a limited purpose agency and towards Vista as a multi-purpose agency.
Conclusion | Merits of the Sphere Amendment
Approval of the sphere of influence amendment to exclude the affected territory from
Vista FPD is warranted. Justification is marked by the preceding analysis and includes
recognizing the social and economic communities of interests previously established
between the affected territory and Vista FPD have evolved and weakened over the
years in direct contrast to the strengthening ties with Vista. Additional analysis
supporting the conclusion is provided in Appendix A.

7

All of the affected territory already lies within the City of Vista sphere of influence. All of the affected territory also already lies outside the
Buena SD sphere of influence.
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Item No. 2 |
Reorganization Timing
The timing of the reorganization – and specifically the concurrent annexation of the affected
territory to the City of Vista and detachments from Vista FPD and Buena SD (portion) –
appears appropriate and highlighted by the analysis of the dozen-plus factors required for
consideration under LAFCO law anytime jurisdictional changes are proposed. The majority
of the prescribed factors focus on the impacts of the proposed detachment on the service
and financial capacities of the receiving agency, Vista (emphasis added). No single factor is
determinative. The analysis also takes into account unique and germane local conditions
underlying the proposal, including restrictions involving the creation of unincorporated
islands. A summary of key conclusions generated in the review of these items follows with
additional analysis provided in Appendix B.
•

•

Service Needs
The present and planned land uses of the affected territory merits organized services
and would be aided by the reorganization and annexation to the City of Vista and its
ability to provide a range of urban-supporting services. Additional details follow.
-

The Commission has previously designated Vista as the appropriate future and
long-term land use authority and primary service provider for the affected
territory through the standing inclusion of the subject parcels within the sphere
of influence. Annexation now to Vista memorializes this standing expectation
and accommodates the expressed interest of the affected landowners as evident
by their written consent to the proceedings.

-

Approval of a 19-lot residential subdivision within the affected territory helps to
quantify the timing of the reorganization and annexation to Vista is appropriate
by synching the boundary changes with a known development action.

Service Capacities and Levels
The City of Vista would directly assume most municipal service responsibilities for the
affected territory upon annexation and highlighted by providing community
planning, wastewater, fire protection and emergency medical, and law enforcement
(contract) to the subject parcels. A review of existing capacities and levels indicates
Vista has sufficient controls and resources to accommodate demands in the affected
territory at its planned and maximum uses. Additional details follow.
-

Vista indirectly already provides several core municipal services – including
wastewater and fire protection/emergency medical – to all and/or developed
portions of the affected territory through the dependent Buena SD and
contractual agreement with the Vista FPD. Vista also contracts with County
Sherriff for law enforcement services. Reorganization would have no substantive
effect on the delivery of these services going forward.
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•

8

-

The planned development of one of the five subject parcels comprising the
affected territory into a 19-lot subdivision would require the establishment of new
wastewater services from Vista. Service would be facilitated by connecting to an
existing wastewater main located within the adjacent Buena Vista Drive public
right-of-way. It is projected the potential maximum average day wastewater
demand generated within the affected territory at build-out would be 12,800
gallons, representing a total of 64 EDU. This amount represents 0.003% of the
existing available capacity of the treatment facility, and as such can be readily
accommodated without additional resources.

-

Vista would formally assume fire protection and emergency medical service
responsibilities upon reorganization approval from Vista FPD. The affected
territory is currently served from Vista Station No. 1 at 175 N. Melrose Drive. Vista
operates six fire stations with minimum staffing of three personnel that includes
at least one licensed paramedic accredited to work in San Diego County. The
engines are staffed 24/7. No significant new or additional facilities or equipment
would be needed for Vista to directly assume service responsibility for the
affected territory. Additional details are footnoted. 8

-

Vista would formally assume service law enforcement service responsibilities for
upon reorganization approval from the County Sherriff. This change, however,
would have no material impact on current service levels given Vista contracts with
County Sherriff to provide law enforcement – including patrol and investigations
– within the City’s incorporated boundary.

-

The reorganization would not result in any changes in water services. The
affected territory already lies within and receives water services from Vista ID.

Service Funding and Costs
Vista has the financial resources to assume and provide municipal services to the
affected territory in support of its existing and planned uses. This comment is
reflected in the staff analysis of Vista’s recent audited statements which shows the
City remained profitable in each of the last three audited fiscal years with an average
total margin of 17.5%. Further, and as detailed in the succeeding section, Vista has
determined that a fiscal impact fee will not be necessary as projected property tax
revenues are sufficient to fund anticipated service demands.

Vista reports over 15,000 annual onsite responses ranging from structure fires, traffic collisions, vehicle fires, and medical aids. Vista has
cooperative agreements with the following surrounding agencies to help manage extraordinary and/or otherwise high demand conditions:
Deer Springs FPD; North County FPD; City of Carlsbad; City of Oceanside; City of San Marcos/San Marcos FPD; and CALFIRE.
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•

Local Conditions
The affected territory lies within an approximate 278 acre existing unincorporated
island surrounded by the Cities of Oceanside and Vista. Annexation of the affected
territory to Vista would accordingly reduce the size of the unincorporated island by
approximately 33.03 acres or 12%. However, annexation of the affected territory
would also divide the existing island into three smaller islands of the remaining
unincorporated territory. Government Code Section 56744 restricts LAFCO from
creating unincorporated islands as a result of annexation to a city. However,
Government Code Section 56375(m) allows the Commission to waive the restriction if
it finds imposition would be detrimental to the orderly development of the
community and the affected territory cannot reasonably be annexed to another city
or incorporated as a new city. The waiver of the island creation prohibition per
Section 56375(m) appears warranted relative to the statutory considerations and the
Commission’s own policies and objectives. Most notably, the reorganization
advances the Commission’s larger objective with respect to eventually annexing all of
the island lands to Vista and eliminating the associated service inefficiencies.

Conclusion | Merits of Reorganization Timing
The timing of the reorganization and related transfer of land use authority and other
specified services to the City of Vista is warranted. Justification is marked by the
preceding analysis and highlighted by the ability of Vista to immediately provide services
to the affected territory in support of existing and planned uses without adversely
impacting existing capacities and infrastructure. In addition, approval of the
reorganization will reduce the size of an existing large unincorporated island and aids in
its eventual elimination. This latter consideration merits the Commission making
findings to waive the island creation prohibition – which is the result of reducing and
splitting the existing island into three – per Government Code Section 56375 (m).
Additional analysis supporting the conclusion is provided in Appendix B.
Item No. 3 |
Modifications and Terms
No boundary modifications to the reorganization proposal have been identified by staff
meriting consideration by San Diego LAFCO at this time. A potential modification of the
proposal boundary to include the remainder of the unincorporated island lands is preferred,
but not practical at this time based on the disinterest generated from resident surveys and
therefore not recommended. Standard terms are also recommended.
Conclusion | Modifications and Terms
No modifications appear warranted. Standard terms are recommended.
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Other Statutory Considerations
Exchange of Property Tax Revenues
California Revenue and Taxation Code (RTC) Section 99(b)(6) requires the adoption of a
property tax exchange agreement by the subject local agencies before LAFCOs can consider
proposed jurisdictional changes. Subsection (d) also allows a master property tax exchange
agreement to govern the exchange of property tax revenues between the County and an
annexing city. To this end, San Diego LAFCO has confirmed an existing master property tax
agreement between the County and City of Vista applies to the reorganization and all
associated boundary changes. The substantive result means the County will transfer a 41%
share of the combined property tax revenues for the County and the detaching special
districts to Vista. The current year transfer totals $1,757 and equals 11.35% of the annual tax
increment for the affected territory. 9
Environmental Review
CEQA requires San Diego LAFCO to assess whether impacts would result from activities
approved under the Commission’s statutory authority. Accordingly, San Diego LAFCO is
tasked with making two distinct determinations as lead and responsible agency under CEQA
with respect to considering the reorganization filed by the City of Vista. This involves the (a)
accommodating sphere of influence amendment and the (b) reorganization itself. Staff’s
analysis and recommendations follow.

9

•

San Diego LAFCO serves as lead agency under CEQA for the accommodating sphere
of influence amendment to exclude the five parcels within the affected territory from
the Vista FPD’s sphere. Staff has determined the activity is a project under CEQA but
exempt from further review under the “general rule” provision provided under State
CEQA Guidelines Section 15061(b)(3). This exemption appropriately applies given it
can be seen with certainty spheres are planning policies and any amendments do not
make any changes to the environment or authorize any new uses or services.

•

The City of Vista serves as lead agency under CEQA for the reorganization and
proposal therein as the initiating agency to annex and concurrently detach the
affected territory from Vista FPD and Buena SD. Vista has determined the
reorganization is a project under CEQA, but is exempt from further review under
State CEQA Guidelines Section 15183, Projects Consistent with a Community Plan,
General Plan, or Zoning; and, under Section 15319 (a) & (b) Annexations of Existing
Facilities and Lots for Exempt Facilities, respectively, in filing their Notice of Exemption
on March 14, 2019. Staff independently determines these are appropriate findings for
San Diego LAFCO in its role as responsible agency given the proposed subdivision is

The County Assessor and Auditor have identified the total assessed valuation for the affected territory as $1,547,643 with corresponding annual
property tax revenue of $15,476.43. Current property tax revenue allocation to the County is $2,211.01 and $2,073.79 to the detaching Vista FPD
for a combined total of $4,284.80.
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consistent with the present County and planned City land use and zoning
designations for the affected territory. In addition, the other four subject parcels are
either developed to the limits of the present and planned land uses and zoning or
allow for 3 or less additional single-family residences to be constructed.
Protest Proceedings
Protest proceeding for the reorganization may be waived by San Diego LAFCO should the
Commission proceed with an approval under Government Code Section 56662. The waiver
appropriately applies under this statute given the affected territory is uninhabited as defined
under LAFCO law and the subject agencies and landowners have provided their respective
written consents to the underlying proceedings.
RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommends approval of the reorganization proposal with the conforming sphere
amendment consistent with Alternative One as outlined in the proceeding section. Approval
provides for modest boundary changes that appropriately culminates in the elimination of
duplicative governance layers and consolidates core municipal service provision for the
affected territory with the City of Vista. Approval also reduces the size of an existing large
unincorporated island and aids in its eventual elimination.
ALTERNATIVES FOR ACTION
The following alternative actions are available to San Diego LAFCO and can be accomplished
with a single-motion:
Alternative One (recommended):
a) Accept and incorporate the analysis of the Executive Officer’s written report.
b) Make the following findings under CEQA:
- As lead agency, find the conforming amendment to remove the affected territory
from the Vista FPD sphere of influence is a project under CEQA, but exempt from
further review under State Guidelines 15061(b)(3).
- As responsible agency, make findings consistent with Vista as the lead agency and
find the reorganization is a project under CEQA, but exempt from further review
under State CEQA Guidelines Section 15183 and Section 15319 (a) & (b).
c) Determine protest proceedings are waived under Government Code Section 56662.
d) Waive the restrictions of Government Code Section 56744 and find the prohibition on
creating unincorporated islands associated with the reorganization would be
detrimental to the orderly development of the City of Vista and the affected territory
cannot reasonably be annexed to another city or incorporated as a new city.
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e) Approve the proposed reorganization – cited in short-form as “Stonemark Estates
Reorganization” with a conforming sphere of influence amendment involving Vista FPD
and authorize the Executive Officer to execute a conforming resolution.
f) Approval is termed on the following standard conditions being satisfied within 12 months
unless a time extension is requested and approved by the Commission through the
Executive Officer:
-

Completion of the 30-day reconsideration period under Government Code 56895.

-

Submittal of a final map and geographic description of the affected territory as
approved by the Commission conforming to the requirements of the State Board of
Equalization – Tax Services Division.

-

Payment of any outstanding fees generated in the processing of the proposal
pursuant to the LAFCO Fee Schedule as well as any related third-party charges.

Alternative Two:
Continue consideration to the next regular meeting and provide direction to staff
concerning additional information, as needed.
Alternative Three:
Disapprove the proposal. This option would preclude a similar proposal being presented
to the Commission for a period of no less than one year unless waived.
PROCEDURES FOR CONSIDERATION
This item has been placed on the agenda as part of a noticed public hearing. The following
procedures, accordingly, are recommended in the consideration of this item:
1)
2)
3)
4)

Receive verbal report from staff unless waived;
Invite comments from the applicant and any other subject agencies;
Open the hearing and invite audience comments; and
Close the hearing, discuss item, and consider action on recommendation.

On behalf of staff,

Robert Barry, AICP
Chief Policy Analyst
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Appendices:
A)
B)

Written Sphere of Influence Determinations Per Government Code Section 56425
Analysis of Proposal Review Factors Per Government Code Section 56668

Attachments:
1)
2)
3)
4)

Vicinity Map
Vista Resolution of Application
Application Materials
Listing of all Affected APNs in Affected Territory
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APPENDIX A
Government Code Section 56425
Sphere of Influence Determinations
1) The present and planned land uses, including agricultural and open-space lands.
_____________________________________________________________________________
The affected territory is entirely unincorporated and part of the County of San Diego’s North
County Metro Community Planning Area. The affected territory is comprised of five
unincorporated parcels totaling approximately 31.97 acres (APNs 169-200-09, -10, -11, -12, and
-20) and a frontage segment of Buena Vista Drive totaling approximately 1.06 acre. The
frontage portion of Buena Vista Drive has been included to provide direct access for the
affected territory to the City’s circulation system following reorganization. The affected
territory is located within an existing unincorporated island totaling approximately 278 acres
surrounded by the Cities of Vista and Oceanside. The affected territory lies within the sphere
of influence of the City of Vista and is located south of Mar Vista Drive, west of SR-78, north
of Shadowridge Drive, and east of S. Melrose Drive. The City of Vista has adopted a General
Plan designation of RR (Rural Residential, one dwelling unit per acre) and approved
prezoning for the affected territory as A-1 (Agricultural, one acre minimum lot size). The
City’s land use and prezoning designations are consistent with the current County of San
Diego General Plan designation of Single-Family Residential (SR-1, one du/1, 2, or 4 acres) and
zoning as Limited Agricultural (A-70, one acre minimum lot size). Three of the subject parcels
are each developed with one single-family residence utilizing a septic disposal system with
respective situs addresses of 1308, 1314, and 1316 Buena Vista Drive; the remaining two
parcels are undeveloped. One of the undeveloped parcels is subject to a vested tentative
subdivision map approved by the County involving 19 single-family residential lots over
approximately 25.84 acres (0.74 dwelling units per acre). The second undeveloped parcel
totals approximately 2.22 acres and has been included with consent of the property owner
to create a more logical and orderly reorganization area and facilitate future development of
two single-family residences. The present County and proposed City land use and zoning
designations are similar and allow for single-family residential development up to one du/ac.
A listing of all subject parcels comprising the affected territory is attached. San Diego LAFCO
estimates the total resident population within the affected territory is 9. The County
Registrar of Voters has confirmed that 5 registered voters reside within the affected
territory. The affected territory contains rural/semi-rural residential uses but does not
contain agricultural or open space lands.
(2) The present and probable need for public facilities and services in the area.
_____________________________________________________________________________
Existing and planned uses within the affected territory as described above merits organized
public services and facilities. This need is highlighted by an existing residential population of
9 within the affected territory and the proposed development of 19 additional single-family
residences. The SANDAG Series 13 Regional Growth Forecast (2013) for the City of Vista
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projects the local residential population to grow in the region from 96,993 to 126,455
(approximately 30.4%) between 2020-2050. However, significant local growth that would
increase the need for public facilities and services is not anticipated over the next five years.
(3) The present capacity of public facilities and adequacy of public services the agency
provides or is authorized to provide.
_____________________________________________________________________________
The City of Vista presently provides fire protection and EMS services immediately adjacent to
the affected territory. Vista’s capacity of facilities and provision of authorized services were
last reviewed by LAFCO in 2008 and were determined to be adequate for present and
planned needs. Information collected and analyzed in reviewing the subject reorganization
proposal affirms Vista has sufficient capacities available to assume direct provision of fire
protection, EMS, and wastewater service levels in the affected territory without impacting
existing constituents.
(4) The existence of any social or economic communities of interest in the area if the
Commission determines that they are relevant to the agency.
_____________________________________________________________________________
The affected territory has existing communities of interest with the City of Vista through
common economic and social ties to the local community. The Commission has previously
recognized these ties by placing the affected territory within the Vista sphere of influence.
Annexation of the affected territory is consistent with the economic and social ties existing
with the City of Vista and those previously recognized as relevant by the Commission.
(5) The present and probable need for those public facilities and services of any
disadvantaged unincorporated communities within the existing sphere of influence.
_____________________________________________________________________________
As of 2016, the affected territory does not contain territory qualifying as a disadvantaged
unincorporated community. LAFCO has identified four areas qualifying as disadvantaged
unincorporated communities within the existing Vista sphere of influence. The identified
areas are located within the service areas of the Vista ID and Vista FPD for water and fire
protection services, respectively. One of the identified areas is presently located within
Buena SD for wastewater services, the other three areas are not within a wastewater service
provider. The subject agencies have addressed present and probable needs for those public
facilities and services within their respective master service plans.
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APPENDIX B
Government Code Section 56668
Proposal Review Factors
a) Population and population density; land area and land use; per capita assessed
valuation; topography, natural boundaries, and drainage basins; proximity to other
populated areas; the likelihood of significant growth in the area, and in adjacent areas,
during the next 10 years.
The affected territory is entirely unincorporated and part of the County of San Diego’s North
County Metro Community Planning Area. The affected territory is comprised of five
unincorporated parcels totaling approximately 31.97 acres (APNs 169-200-09, -10, -11, -12, and
-20) and a frontage segment of Buena Vista Drive totaling approximately 1.06 acre. The
frontage portion of Buena Vista Drive has been included to provide direct access for the
affected territory to the City’s circulation system following reorganization. The affected
territory is located within an existing unincorporated island totaling approximately 278 acres
surrounded by the Cities of Vista and Oceanside. The affected territory lies within the sphere
of influence of the City of Vista and is located south of Mar Vista Drive, west of SR-78, north
of Shadowridge Drive, and east of S. Melrose Drive. The City of Vista has adopted a General
Plan designation of RR (Rural Residential, one dwelling unit per acre) and approved
prezoning for the affected territory as A-1 (Agricultural, one acre minimum lot size). The
City’s land use and prezoning designations are consistent with the current County of San
Diego General Plan designation of Single-Family Residential (SR-1, one du/1, 2, or 4 acres) and
zoning as Limited Agricultural (A-70, one acre minimum lot size). Three of the subject parcels
are each developed with one single-family residence utilizing a septic disposal system with
respective situs addresses of 1308, 1314, and 1316 Buena Vista Drive; the remaining two
parcels are undeveloped. One of the undeveloped parcels is subject to a tentative
subdivision map approved by the County involving 19 single-family residential lots over
approximately 25.84 acres (0.74 dwelling units per acre). The second undeveloped parcel
totals approximately 2.22 acres and has been included with consent of the property owner
to create a more logical and orderly reorganization area and facilitate future development of
two single-family residences. The present County and proposed City land use and zoning
designations are similar and allow for single-family residential development up to one du/ac.
A listing of all subject parcels comprising the affected territory is attached. San Diego LAFCO
estimates the total resident population within the affected territory is 9. The County
Registrar of Voters has confirmed that 5 registered voters reside within the affected
territory. Existing County land use policies contemplate no significant new growth within or
adjacent to the affected territory within the next 10 years. Total assessed value (land and
structures) in the affected territory is $1,547,643 as of April 2019.
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b) The need for municipal services; the present cost and adequacy of municipal services
and controls in the area; probable future needs for those services and controls;
probable effect of the proposed incorporation, formation, annexation, or exclusion and
of alternative courses of action on the cost and adequacy of services and controls in the
area and adjacent areas.
The Vista would assume the majority of municipal service responsibilities for the affected
territory upon reorganization approval and its anticipated development thereafter. This
includes assuming service responsibility from the County involving community planning and
roads, with the associated change in service levels and capacities being considered minimal.
Also considered minimal would be the change in fire protection, EMS, and wastewater
services with Vista formally assuming direct responsibility from Vista FPD and Buena SD,
respectively. Water service to the affected territory is presently provided by Vista Irrigation
District (ID); no change to this service arrangement is proposed in association with the
reorganization to Vista.
c) The effect of the proposed action and of alternative actions, on adjacent areas, on
mutual social and economic interests, and on local governmental structure.
The affected territory already lies within Vista’s sphere of influence, and as such has
established relevant economic and social ties with respect to other services provided by the
City (i.e., fire, parks, wastewater, etc.) Approving the reorganization would recognize these
existing ties and formally establish Vista as the single governing body responsible for
municipal services to the affected territory.
d) The conformity of the proposal and its anticipated effects with both the adopted
commission policies on providing planned, orderly, efficient patterns of urban
development, and the policies/priorities set forth in G.C. Section 56377.
_______________________________________________________________________________________________________

The proposal would not affect the existing pattern of urban development in this portion of
Vista. The affected territory does not qualify as “open-space” under LAFCO law and
therefore does not conflict with Government Code Section 56377.
e) The effect of the proposal on maintaining the physical and economic integrity of
agricultural lands, as defined by G.C. Section 56016.
_______________________________________________________________________________________________________

The affected territory does not qualify as “prime agricultural land” under LAFCO law.
Specifically, the lands are not currently used for any of the following purposes: producing an
agricultural commodity for commercial purposes; left fallow under a crop rotational
program; or enrolled in an agricultural subsidy program. Approval of the proposed
reorganization proposal would have no effect on maintaining the physical and economic
integrity of agricultural lands.
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f) The definiteness and certainty of the boundaries of the territory, the nonconformance
of proposed boundaries with lines of assessment, the creation of islands or corridors of
unincorporated territory, and other similar matters.
_______________________________________________________________________________________________________

LAFCO is in receipt of a draft map and geographic description of the affected territory that
details metes and bounds consistent with the standard of the State Board of Equalization
for each of the three proposed jurisdictional changes. Approval would be conditioned on a
final map and description confirming to the referenced standards. Approve for
reorganization of the affected territory would create islands of unincorporated territory.
The affected territory is presently located within an approximate 278 acre existing
unincorporated island surrounded by the Cities of Oceanside and Vista and located entirely
within the Vista sphere of influence. Annexation of the affected territory to Vista would
accordingly reduce the size of the existing unincorporated island by approximately 33.03
acres or 12%; however, annexation of the affected territory would also create three smaller
islands of the remaining unincorporated territory. The City of Vista distributed a survey to
the property owners of the 108 unincorporated parcels totaling approximately 140 acres
located adjacent to the affected territory on the east. The survey was intended to identify
any parcels that would consent to inclusion within the proposed reorganization. The results
of the survey indicated only four parcels consenting to inclusion, with 24 responses declining
annexation at this time and the remainder not providing a response to the survey request.
Government Code Section 56744 prohibits LAFCO from creating unincorporated islands as a
result of annexation to a city. However, Government Code Section 56375(m) allows the
Commission to waive the island creation prohibition if it finds that imposition of the
prohibition would be detrimental to the orderly development of the community and the
affected territory cannot reasonably be annexed to another city or incorporated as a new
city. Staff recommends waiver of the island creation prohibition per Section 56375(m) as the
affected territory meets the statutory qualifications, approval of the subject reorganization
with Vista would reduce the size of the existing island, and the City’s survey results did not
identify property owner support for annexation at this time.
g) A regional transportation plan adopted pursuant to Section 65080.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________________

The proposal does not involve new development or other changes that would generate or
otherwise affect traffic, transportation, or circulation. Therefore, the proposal will not
conflict with San Diego Forward, the regional transportation plan prepared and adopted by
San Diego Association of Governments or SANDAG.
h) Consistency with the city or county general and specific plans.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________________

The City of Vista has adopted a General Plan designation of RR (Rural Residential, one
dwelling unit per acre) and approved prezoning for the affected territory as A-1 (Agricultural,
one acre minimum lot size). The City’s land use and prezoning designations are consistent
with the current County of San Diego General Plan designation of Single-Family Residential
(SR-1, one du/1, 2, or 4 acres) and zoning as Limited Agricultural (A-70, one acre minimum lot

19 | P a g e

San Diego LAFCO
May 6, 2019 Regular Meeting
Agenda Item No. 10 | Proposed “Stonemark Estates Reorganization” (City of Vista; Vista FPD; Buena SD) (RO18-16 et al.)

size). Three of the subject parcels are each developed with one single-family residence with
respective situs addresses of 1308, 1314, and 1316 Buena Vista Drive; the remaining two
parcels are undeveloped. One of the undeveloped parcels is subject to a tentative
subdivision map involving 19 single-family residential lots over approximately 25.84 acres
(0.74 dwelling units per acre). The second undeveloped parcel totals approximately 2.22
acres and has been included with consent of the property owner to create a more logical
and orderly reorganization area. The present County and proposed City land use and zoning
designations are similar and allow for single-family residential development up to one du/ac.
i) The sphere of influence of any local agency affected by the proposal.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________________

The approximate 33.03 acre affected territory is located within the City of Vista sphere of
influence; however, a conforming sphere of influence amendment to concurrently exclude
the five subject unincorporated parcels from the Vista FPD sphere is required. Detachment
of a portion of the affected territory from the Buena SD sphere will not require a conforming
amendment as the Commission has previously adopted a transitional (zero) sphere
designation for the City-dependent district.
j) The comments of any affected local agency or other public agency.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________________

The City of Vista serves as applicant and adopted its resolution of application initiating the
reorganization and conforming sphere of influence amendment at a noticed public hearing
held on February 27, 2018. No other public agencies have provided comments as of the
agenda report publication.
k) The ability of the newly formed or receiving entity to provide the services which are
the subject of the application to the area, including the sufficiency of revenues for
those services following the proposed boundary change.
_______________________________________________________________________________________________________

Information collected and reviewed as part of this proposal indicates Vista has established
sufficient financial resources and administrative controls therein in extending municipal
services to the affected territory without adversely impacting current constituents. This
statement is supported by the following factors.
•

Vista’s last audit covers 2016-2017 and shows the District finished with good liquidity
levels with an agency-wide current ratio of 9.87 (i.e., $9.87 in current assets for
every $1.00 in current liabilities).

•

Vista finished 2016-2017 with good capital as evident by an extremely low debt ratio
of 29% (i.e., only $29 out of every $100.00 in net assets are financed.)

•

Vista has remained profitable in each of the last three audited fiscal years with an
average total margin of 17.5%. The most recent year – 2016-2017 – the operating
margin was 7.7%.
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Should San Diego LAFCO approve the reorganization, the County and City of Vista have
adopted a Master Property Tax Agreement (MPTA) that will apply to the affected territory.
Under the terms of the MPTA, the County will transfer a 41% share of the combined
property tax revenues for the County and any detaching special districts to Vista. The
County Assessor and Auditor have identified the total assessed valuation for the affected
territory as $1,547,643 with corresponding annual property tax revenue of $15,476.43.
Current property tax revenue allocation to the County is $2,211.01 and $2,073.79 to the
detaching Vista FPD for a combined total of $4,284.80. Application of the MPTA would
result in a 41% transfer of the combined property tax revenues, or $1,756.77 to the City of
Vista. Following the reorganization, the City of Vista would receive approximately 11.35% of
the Annual Tax Increment for the affected territory. The most recent financial statement
for the City indicates the Vista Sewer/Buena SD enterprise funds have positive net positions
totaling $149.7 million and $92.7 million, respectively. These fund totals are equivalent to
approximately 10 and 18 months of operating expenses, respectively.
l) Timely availability of adequate water supplies for projected needs as specified in G.C.
Section 65352.5.
_______________________________________________________________________________________________________

The affected territory already lies within and receives domestic water service from the Vista
Irrigation. Approval of the reorganization proposal would not affect the timely availability of
water supplies within the affected territory.
m) The extent to which the proposal will affect a city or cities and the county in achieving
their respective fair shares of the regional housing needs as determined by the
appropriate council of governments.
_______________________________________________________________________________________________________

The proposal would not affect or change the regional housing needs allocation as
determined by the State Department of Housing and Community Development and the
region’s council of governments, the San Diego Association of Governments. The affected
territory lies within Vista’s sphere of influence, and as such all associated housing units are
already assigned to the City. This assignment would not change as a result of the proposal
being approved.
n) Any information or comments from the landowner or owners, voters, or residents of
the affected territory.
_______________________________________________________________________________________________________

The County Registrar of Voters has confirmed a total of 5 registered voters reside within the
affected territory. Accordingly, the affected territory is considered uninhabited as defined
LAFCO law (containing 11 registered voters or less). The subject landowners of the affected
territory support the annexation as witnessed by their signature of a consent form and no
other comments were provided prior to preparation of this appendix.
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o) Any information relating to existing land use designations.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________________

The City of Vista General Plan designates semi-rural and rural residential uses for the
affected territory with a one acre minimum lot size. Vista’s land use designations are
consistent with the current County of San Diego General Plan designation of Single-Family
Residential (SR-1, one du/1, 2, or 4 acres).
p) The extent to which the proposal will promote environmental justice.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________________

As used in this review factor, "environmental justice" means the fair treatment of people of
all races, cultures, and incomes with respect to the location of public facilities and the
provision of public services. The proposed reorganization does not include locating new
public facilities. Therefore, approval of the proposed reorganization is not anticipated to
directly influence the promotion of environmental justice within the affected territory.
q) Information contained in a local hazard mitigation plan, information contained in a
safety element of a general plan, and any maps that identify land as a very high fire
hazard zone or maps that identify land determined to be in a state responsibility area, if
it is determined that such information is relevant to the affected territory.
_______________________________________________________________________________________________________

As of August 2012, the affected territory is not identified on State maps as located within
very high fire hazard zones and state responsibility areas. The affected territory is entirely
unincorporated and subject to the safety element of the County of San Diego General Plan.
Following reorganization with Vista, the affected territory would be subject to the Public
Safety, Facilities, and Services Element of the City’s Genera Plan. Vista is also a participant in
the Multi-Jurisdictional Hazard Mitigation Plan (HMP) for San Diego County, most recently
updated in October 2017.
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RESOLUTION NO. 2018-19
A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CHARTERED CITY OF VISTA,
CALIFORNIA, MAKING APPLICATION TO THE LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION
COMMISSION FOR THE ANNEXATION/REORGANIZATION OF 31.8 ACRES
LOCATED EAST OF BUENA VISTA DRIVE, SOUTH OF MAR VISTA DRIVE, AND
NORTH OF PARK HILL ROAD; APNS 169-200-09, 169-200-10, 169-200-11,
169-200-12 AND 169-200-20

STONEMARK ANNEXATION, CITY OF VISTA
PLANNING CASE NO. P18-0014

The City Council of the City of Vista does resolve as follows:
1.

Findings. The City Council hereby makes the following findings:

A.
The City of Vista intends to make application to the Local Agency Formation
Commission (LAFCO) for the reorganization of five parcels totaling Approximately 31.8 acres,
Assessor's Parcel Numbers (APNs) 169-200-09, 169-200-10, 169-200-11, 169-200-12, and
169-200-20.
B.
APN 169-200-20 is a vacant 25.8 acre parcel that has an approved Tentative
Subdivision Map (TSM) on the property which was granted by the County of San Diego on May
6, 2015. The proposal to annex this parcel recognizes the prior County approval, associated
conditions, and the rights granted to the property under the TSM. The City anticipates
completion of a Final Map by the County of San Diego prior to LAFCO action on the application .
C.
The properties described above have a General Plan Land Use Designation of
RR (Rural Residential).
D.
The proposed pre-zoning designation for the properties of A-1 is consistent with
the RR General Plan Land Use Designation.
E.
The proposed reorganization is consistent wtth City Council Policy 300-1 O and
General Plan Land Use & Community Identity (LUCI) Element policies LUCI 13.1 through 13.5
regarding annexations.
F.

The reorganization consists of the following actions:

i.
Annex APNs 169-200-09, 169-200-10, 169-200-11, 169-200-12, and
169-200-20 into the City of Vista and detach the properties from the Buena Sanitation District
and the Vista Fire Protection District, as shown in Exhibit "A".
ii.
The subject properties shall be incorporated into, and subject to
assessment by, the City's Lighting and Landscape Maintenance and Street Maintenance
Districts.
G.
This proposal is made pursuant to the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local
Government Reorganization Act of 2000, as amended commencing with Section 56000 of the
Government Code of the State of California.
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CITY COUNCIL OF THE CHARTERED CITY OF VISTA
PAGE2

H.
The reorganization will not require that a deficit offset payment be made by the
property owners, since a net annual surplus in General Fund revenues is projected.
I.
The Planning Commission is an advisory body to the City Council with respect
to annexation requests.

J.
The Planning Commission recommended that the City Council make an
application to LAFCO at a duly noticed public hearing on February 6, 2018, with approval of
Planning Commission Resolution No. 2018-04.
K.
The City Council held a duly noticed public hearing to consider the
Annexation/Reorganization and pre-zoning application on February 27, 2018.

L.
The proposed Annexation/Reorganization and pre-zoning application is exempt
from further review under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) in accordance with
CEQA Guidelines section 15319 (Annexations of Existing Facilities) because the project site, in
its current state, comprises one vacant parcel and two single-family home parcels, and the
density of the existing uses and the approved development plan for the vacant parcel are
consistent with the current zoning and proposed pre-zoning.
M.
At said public hearing, staff reports, both written and oral were received in
evidence and all persons desiring to speak on the proposed project were heard. At the
conclusion of said hearing, after consideration of all evidence presented, the City Council
reached a decision on the matter as set forth .

2.

Action.
A.

The above recitations are true and correct.

B.
The City Manager or his designee is directed to prepare all application
materials, with assistance of the property owner, that are necessary for the Local Agency
Formation Commission of the County of San Diego to undertake proceedings for the annexation
proposed herein.
C.
The City Clerk is hereby authorized and directed to file a certified copy of this
Resolution with the applicable fees required by Section 54902.5 of the California Government
Code, in the form of a check from the property owner, to the executive officer of the Local
Agency Formation Commission of the County of San Diego.
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CITY COUNCIL OF THE CHARTERED CITY OF VISTA
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3.
Adoption. PASSED AND ADOPTED at a meeting of the City Council held on February
27, 2018, by the following vote:
AYES:

Mayor Ritter, Aguilera, Franklin, Green

NOES:

None

ABSTAIN: None

'JUDY ~ R , MAYOR

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

ATTEST:

DAROLD PIEPER, CITY ATTORNEY

KATHY VALDEZ, CITY CLERK

------====-=-By:~\~
Exhibits:
Area subject to reorganization - APNs 169-200-09, 169-200-10, 169-200-11, 169-20012, and 169-200-20

A

I certify under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California
that the foregoing is a true and correct copy of the original.

8/g_3/c5t216
Date
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Exhibit A: Area subject to Reorganization - APNs 169-200-09, 169-200-10, 169-200-11, 169-200-12, and 169-200-20
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SAN DIEGO LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION

CHANGE OF ORGANIZATION DR REORGANIZATION APPLICATION
The following information must be submitted when filing a change of organization or
reorganization proposal with the San Diego Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO);
additional information may be requested during review of the proposal.

IEJ 1. Completed OIANGE OF ORGANIZATION OR REORGANIZATION APPLICATION.

IE!

2. (a) A certified resolution of application from an affected city or district; or
(b) A landowner or registered voter petition making application to San Diego LAFCO
(available from LAFCO or http://www.sdlofco.org/forms/petition.pdf).

IE!

3. A metes-and-bounds legal description of the proposal territory perimeter for the proposed
boundary change(s), a reproducible parcel/plat map, and a vicinity map. For information about
mapping requirements, refer to: http://www.sdlofco.org/forms/legal description.pdf, and contact the
County Assessor's Mapping Division at 61 9 / 531 -5588. The Thomas Brother's Guide may be used for
the vicinity map.

IE!

4. Environmental documentation to comply with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA);
submit documents for applicable category only:
(a) INITIAL STUDY: Submit completed form (available from LAFCO) if no environmental review has
been conducted;
(b) CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION: Submit document if an agency has certified that the project qualifies for
a categorical exemption from CEQA;
(c) NEGATIVE DECLARATION (ND}: Submit document with certifying resolution and Initial Study*;
(d) ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (EIR): Submit 15 copies of the Final EIR and certifying resolution, plus
one copy of the EIR Appendix*.
"For an ND or EIR, a copy of the receipt for the fee paid to the California Department of Fish and Gome must be submitted.

IE!

5. If annexation to a city is proposed, submit one copy of the city resolution approving prezoning
and general plan land-use designations for the proposal territory.

D

6. JURISDICTIONAL CONFLICTS: If the response to question number 6 on page 3 is "Yes", complete and
sign the Policy L-107 form at http://www.sdlafco.org/forms/Legislative Policv L 107.pdf.

IEJ 7.

Completed CAMPAIGN CONTRIBUTION DISCLOSURE FORM
POLITICAL EXPENDITURES (pages 7 and 8 of application).

AND

EVALUATION CHECKLIST for DISCLOSURE OF

rE:J 8. PROPERTY-OWNER CONSENT FORM FOR INCLUSION OF PROPERTY (page 9 of application).
rE:] 9. Completed SUBJECT AGENCY SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION FORM (pages 10-1 2 of application) from each
subject agency.

IE!

10. LAFCO processing fees. The San Diego LAFCO FEE SCHEDULE
http://www.sdlofco.org/document /feeschedule.pdf. or contact LAFCO staff.

SAN DIEGO LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION

9335 Hazard Way · Suite 200 · San Diego, CA 92123
(858) 614-7755 · www. sdlafco.org
Updated: July 7, 2017

is

available

at

CHANGE OF ORGANIZATION OR REORGANIZATION APPLICATION
The information in this application is used by LAFCO staff to evaluate proposals for changes of government
organization. Please respond to all items in this form, indicating "NA" when an item does not apply.
SUBJECT

PROPOSED CHANGE OF
ORGANIZATION / ACTION

AGENCY(IES)

1.

(Annexation, detachment, sphere amendment, etc.)

(City or Special District)
City of Vista

l.

Annexation

2.

Buena Sanitation District

2.

Detachment

3.

Vista Fire Protection District

3.

Detachment

4.

4.

As part of this application, the city of ViS ta

or the _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ district,
_ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ (the applicant), and/or the _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ (real party
in interest: subject landowner and/or registered voter) agree to defend, indemnify, hold harmless, and
release the San Diego LAFCO, its agents, officers, attorneys, and employees from any claim, action, or
proceeding brought against any or all of them, the purpose of which is to attack, set aside, void, or annul
the approval or denial of this application or adoption of or refusal to adopt the environmental document
which accompanies it or any other action San Diego LAFCO takes with respect to this application. This
defense and indemnification obligation shall include, but not be limited to, attorneys' fees and other costs
of defense, damages, costs, and expenses, including attorney fees payable to another party. The person
signing this application will be considered the proponent for the proposed action(s) and will receive all
related notices and other communications. San Diego LAFCO's acceptance of this application is sufficient to
make this agreement a binding, bilateral contract between us.
t
I acknowledge that annexation to the city of ViS a
or the
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _district may result in the imposition of taxes, fees and
assessments existing within the (city or district) on the effective date of annexation. I
hereby waive any rights I may have under Articles XIIIC and XIIID of the State Constitution
(Proposition 21 8) to a hearing, assessment ballot proceeding or an election on those
existing taxes, lees and assessments.
Agreed:
Signature: --+-t---

- - - --

- - - - - - - + - - - - - -·Date:

Print/Type Name:

IO/ l / l ~
1

evelopment & Engineering

200 Civic Center Drive, Vista, CA 92084
Add ress: - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - -- - - - -- - - - - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ __ _ __ Telephone: (
) 760-643-5388
1240, 1308, 1314, and 1316 Buena Vista Drive
Propert y Add ress: - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - Buena Vista Drive and Mar Vista Drive
ross St ree t( s:
)

c

169-200-09,-10,-11,-12,and-20
A
31.75
A ssessor Parce IN um b er ()
s : - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ~ cres: _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __
Indicate below if anyone, in addition to the person signing this application, is to receive notices of these proceedings.
Name: - - - - -- - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - -- - - Address: _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ __ __ _ __ Telephone: (

SAN DIEGO LAFCD-CHANGE OF ORGANIZATION or REORGANIZATION APPLICATION
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A. PROPOSAL DESCRIPTION/JUSTIFICATION
1.

Explain in detail why the proposal is necessary at this time (e.g., condition of an approved tentative
map, an existing structure requires new services, etc.). The City of Vista desires to annex the subject

properties to eliminate the transfer of sewer flows between the Buena Sanitation District and the City of
Vista.

Describe the use of developed property within the proposal territory, including details about existing
structures. Describe anticipated development of vacant property, including types of buildings, number
of units, supporting facilities, etc., and when development is scheduled to occur. _ _ _ _ _ _ __
The property consists of five parcels; three of the parcels are developed with single-family homes and

2.

two are vacant. The larger of the two parcels (25.77 AC) has an approved Tentative Subdivision Map
for 19 single-family lots and one private street lot. There are no approved plans for the remaining
vacant lot.

3. Describe the topography and physical features of the proposal territory, as well as its general
location in relation to communities, major freeways/highways, roads, etc.
The property is characterized by an east-west trending knoll that is located in the northern portion of the
territory, with slopes extending north, south and west from the knoll. The territory is located west of
SR-78, south of Mar Vista Drive, east of and fronting Buena Vista Drive.
• w,t
• h"inthe proposa 1temtory1r
•
.,Unknown
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ __
4 . How many res1"d ents 11ve
5.

.
d voters1r., _
Unknown
__ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ __
How many of t hese res,"d ents are reg,stere

6.

Are there any jurisdictional issues associated with the LAFCO proposal or pending LAFCO action?

IE! NO DYES (If yes, please complete the Policy L- l 07 form at
http://www.sdlafco.org/forms/Leqislative Policv L l 07.pdf)

B. LAND USE INFORMATION
GENERAL PLAN AND ZONING:
If the proposal territory is not within an incorporated city, San Diego County General Plan and zoning
information may be obtained by calling (858) 565-5981 or toll-free (888) 267-8770 with the Assessor
Parcel Number(s) of the subject property. If the proposal territory is within a city, please call the
appropriate city's planning department for General Plan and zoning information.
1. COUNTY:
(a) The territory is within the _N_o_rt_h_C_o_u_n_ty_M_e_t_ro_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ community plan.
(b) The County General Plan or community plan designation and allowed density: _ _ _ _ _ __
SR-1 , 1 DU/1, 2, 4 AC
. and allowed density:
. _
A-70
1 AC
min
(c) Current County zoning
_'_
__
_lot
_ size
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __

SAN DIEGO LAFCO-CHANGE OF ORGANIZATION or REORGANIZATION APPLICATION
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2.

CITY:
(a) The territory is within the general plan area for the City of _
V_is_t_
a _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ __ _

.
.
.
.
Rural Residential (RR), one
(b) The City General Plan land use des1gnat1on and allowed density: _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __
dwelling unit per acre

(c) Current City zoning and allowed density: _
N_IA_ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ __

.
.
d
d d
.
Agricultural (A-1 ), one acre min lot size
ens1ty: _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __
(d) Current C1ty prezonmg an a 11 owe

3.

Indicate below all permits or approvals that will be needed by the County or any city to complete the
project. If already granted, please note the date of approval and attach a copy of each resolution of
approval. If approval is pending, please note the anticipated approval date.
File No.

Type of Approval or Permit

Approval Date

Tentative Subdivision Map

DYES IEINO

Tentative Parcel Map

DYES IB]NO

Major Use Permit

DYES IEINO

City /County General Plan Amendment

DYES IEINO

P18-0014

City Prezoning

4.

Is Resolution
Attached?

2/27/2018

IEIYES ONO

County Rezone

DYES IEINO

(Other)

DYES IB]NO

Describe the land uses surrounding the proposal territory (e.g., residential, commercial, agricultural,
industrial, open space, etc.).
residential
E
residential
N ort h: _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ast:._ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __
residential
W
residential
Sout h: _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ est:._ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __

S. Indicate with a

Vif any portion of the proposal territory contains the following:

_Q__Agricultural land uses
IEI Open Space Easement
___g_Sewer moratorium area

_g_Agricultural Preserve

IE!

Slopes greater than 25%

__Q__coastal Permit Zone

__Q__unusual features such as:_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __

6.

For city annexation proposals: Is any part of the proposal territory under a
Williamson Act contract? If yes, please contact the LAFCO office for special
instructions regarding petition/resolution of application requirements.

SAN DIEGO LAFCO-CHANGE OF ORGANIZATION or REORGANIZATION APPLICATION
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C. PUBLIC SERVICES INFORMATION
SEWER SERVICE:
1.

(a) Is the proposal territory within a district or city that provides public sewer
service?

IEJYES ONO

(b) II yes, which agency? _B_u_e_
na_ S_a_n_it_
at_io_n_ D_is_tr_ic_t_ __ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ __
2.

(a) Is a developed parcel in need of annexation due to failed septic system?

DYES IEINO

(b) II yes, include a copy of any letters from the San Diego County Department of
Environmental Health or private septic-system company.
(c) II no, is annexation for sewer service part of this application?
3.

If annexation for sewer service is proposed, which district or city would serve the
territory if this jurisdictional change is approved? _C_it"y_o_f _V_is_ta_ _ _ _ _ __ _ _

4.

(a) Has the agency that will be providing service issued a letter of sewer
availability?

IEJYES ONO

IEIYES ONO

(b) II yes, please provide a copy of the letter with this application. (This
documentation should be completed by the agency no longer than 6 months prior to
submittal to LAFCO.)

5. (a) Will the agency be prepared to furnish sewer service upon annexation?
(b) If no, please explain:_ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ __ _ _

WATER SERVICE:
1.

(a) Is the proposal territory within a district or city that provides public water
service?

IEIYES DNo

(b) If yes, which agency? _
V_is_ta_ lr_ri~
g_a_
tio_n_
D_is_tr_ic_t_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __
2.

Is a well or other on-site water system currently used on the property?

DYES IEJNO

3.

Is an on-site system proposed to be used when the property is developed?

DYES IEJNO

4.

(a) Is annexation for water service part of this application?

DYES IEJNO

(b) II yes, which district or city would serve the territory if this jurisdictional change is
approved? _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ __
(c) Will the agency that will be providing service be prepared to furnish water
service upon annexation?

5. (a) Has the agency that will be providing service issued a letter of water

IEIYES ONO
0YESIEJNO

availability?
(b) II yes, please provide a copy of the letter with this application. (This
documentation should be completed by the agency no longer than 6 months prior to
submittal to LAFCO.)

SAN DIEGD LAFCO-CHANGE OF ORGANIZATION or REORGANIZATION APPLICATION
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FIRE PROTECTION SERVICES:

NOTE: Complete the following section

only if annexation

to a fire protection service provider is proposed---or if the current fire protection
service provider is proposed to change.
1.

(a) Is the proposal territory currently within an agency that provides fire protection?

IEIYES ONO

(b) II yes, provide name and address/location of current fire service provider
Vista Fire Protection District
200 Civic Center Drive, Vista, CA 92084
(c) Provide estimated response times to the proposal territory:

. . 6.5
priority _ __

2.

.
. . 7.5
.
minutes; non-priority_ _ _ minutes

Is annexation for fire protection service part of this application?

IEIYES ONO

3. Which city or district would serve the proposal territory if this jurisdictional change is
approved?
City of Vista Fire Department
(a) Location/address of the proposed fire service provider: _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __

200 Civic Center Drive, Vista, CA 92084
(b) Estimated response times to the proposal territory:
. . 6.5
.
. . 7.5
.
Priority_ _ _ minutes; non-priority _ _ _ minutes

POLICE PROTECTION SERVICES: NOTE: Complete the following section only if the police protection
provider is proposed to change.
1• Which police agency currently serves the proposal territory?

(a) Location / address of nearest police station: _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __

(b) Estimated response times to the proposal territory: priority_ _ minutes; non-priority _ _ minutes

2. Which police agency would serve the proposal territory if this jurisdictional change is approved?

(a ) Location/ address of nearest police station:._ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __

(b) Estimated response times to the proposal territory:
Priority_ _ _ minutes; non-priority_ _ _ minutes

SAN DIEGO LAFCD-CHANGE DF ORGANIZATION or REORGANIZATION APPLICATION
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CAMPAIGN CONTRIBUTION DISCLOSURE PROVISIONS
LAFCOs are subject to the campaign disclosure
provisions detailed in Government Code Section
84308, and the Regulations of the Fair Political
Practices Commission (FPPC), Section 18438.
Please mrefully read the following infonnation to
determine if the provisions apply to you. If you
determine that the provisions are applicable, the
Campaign Disclosure Fonn must be completed and
returned to San Diego LAFCO with your application.

1. No LAFCO commissioner shall accept, solicit, or
direct a contribution of more than S250 from any
party1 or agent2 while a change of organization
proceeding is pending, and for three months
subsequent to the date a final decision is rendered by
LAFCO. This prohibition commences when your
application has been filed, or the proceeding is
otherwise initiated.

2. A party to a LAFCO proceeding shall disclose on
the record of the proceeding any contribution of more
than $250 made to any commissioner by the party, or
agent, during the preceding 12 months. No party to a
LAFCO proceeding, or agent, shall make a
contribution to a commissioner during the proceeding
and for three months following the date a final decision
is rendered by L\FCO.
3. Prior to rendering a decision on a L-\FCO
proceeding, any co1TIITI1Ss1oner who received
contribution of more than $250 within the preceding
12 months from any party, or agent, to a proceeding
shall disclose that fact on the record of the proceeding,
and shall be disqualified from participating in the
proceeding. However, if any commissioner receives a
contribution
that
otherwise
would
require
disqualification, and returns the contribution within 30
days of knowing about the contribution and the
relevant proceeding, that commissioner shall be
permitted to participate in the proceeding.

To determine whether a campaign contribution of more
than $250 has been made by you or your agent to a
commissioner within the preceding 12 months, all
contributions made by you or your agent during that
period must be aggregated.
Names of current LAFCO commissioners are available
at http://www.sdlafco.org/document/CommRoster.pdf
If you have questions about Government Code Section
84308, FPPC regulations, or the Campaign Disclosure
Form, please contact San Diego L\FCO at 9335
Hazard Way, Suite 200, San Diego, CA 92123, (858)
614-7755.

CAMPAIGN CONTRIBUTION DISCLOSURE FORM
(a) Proposed change(s) of organization:

Annexation to City of Vista, Detachment from
Buena Sanitation and Vista Fire Protection
(b) Name and address of any party, or agent, who has
contributed more than $250 to any commissioner within
the preceding l 2 months:

].

___________________

2. - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

(c) Date and amount of contribution:
Date _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ Amount$ _ _ _ __
Date _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ Amount$ _ _

(d) Name of commissioner to whom contribution was
made:

].

__________________

2. _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __
(e) I certify that the above information is provided to
the best of my knowledge.

OhA\

1

"Party" is defined as any person who files an
application for, or is the subject of, a proceeding.
2 "Agent" is defined as a person who represents a
party in connection with a proceeding. If an individual
acting as an agent also is acting as an employee or
member af a law, architectural, engineering, or
consulting firm, or a similar entity or corporation, both
the individual and the entity or corporation are agents.
When a closed corporation is a party to a proceeding,
the majority shareholder is subject to these provisions.

SAN DIEGO LAFCO-CHANGE OF ORGANIZATION or REORGANIZATION APPLICATION

To be completed by LAFCO:

Proposal:
Ref. No.
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DISCLOSURE OF POLITICAL EXPENDITURES
Effective January 1, 2008, expenditures for
political purposes, which are related to a change
of organization or reorganization proposal that
will be or has been submitted to LAFCO, are
subject to the reporting and disclosure
requirements of the Political Reform Act of
1974 and the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Act of
2000.

Please carefully read the
following
information to determine if reporting and
disclosure provisions apply to you.

•

•

•

Any person or combination of persons
who, for political purposes, directly or
indirectly contributes Sl,000 or more, or
expend $1,000 or more in support of, or in
opposition to a proposal for a change of
organization or reorganization that will be
submitted to the Commission, shall disclose
and report to the Commission to the same
extent and
subject to
the
same
requirements of the Political Reform Act
of 1974 (Government Code Section 81000
et seq.) as provided for local initiative
measures, and Section 56700.1 of the
Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Act of 2000.
Pursuant to Government Code Section
57009, any person or combination of
persons who directly or indirectly
contributes $1,000 or more, or expends
$1,000 or in support of, or in opposition
to, the conducting authority proceedings
for a change of organization or
reorganization, must comply with the
disclosure requirements of the Political
Reform Act of 197 4, (Government Code
section 81000 et seq.). Applicable reports
must be filed with the Secretary of State
and the appropriate city or county clerk.
Copies of the report must also be filed
with the Executive Officer of San Diego
LAFCO.
A roster of current San Diego LJ\FCO commissioners is
a\'ailable from the LAFCO office: 9335 Hazard Way, Suite 200,
San Diego, CA 92123, (858) 614-7755, or from
http://www.sdlafco.org/document/CommRoster.pdf

SAN DIEGO LAFCD-CHANGE OF ORGANIZATION or REORGANIZATION APPLICATION

EVALUATION CHECKLIST FOR DISCLOSURE OF
POLITICAL EXPENDITURES
The following checklist is provided to assist
you in determining if the requirements of
Government Code Sections 81000 et seq.
apply to you. For further assistance contact the
Fair Political Practices Commission at 428 J
Street, Suite 450, Sacramento, CA 95814, (866)
275-3772 or at http://www.fppc.ca.gov.
1. Have you directly or indirectly made a
contribution or expenditure of $1,000 or
more related to the support or opposition
of a proposal that has been or will be
submitted to LAFCO?

D

Yes

IEJ

No

Dote of contribution, _ _ _ _ _ _ _ Amount $ _ __
Nome/Ref. No. of LAFCO proposal _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __

Dote proposal submitted to LAFCO _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __

2.

Have you, in combination with other
person(s), directly or indirectly contributed
or expended $1,000 or more related to
the support or opposition of a proposal
that has been or will be submitted to
LAFCO?

D

Yes

IEJ

No

Dote of contribution, _ _ _ _ _ _ _ Amount $ _ __
Nome/ Ref. No. of LAFCO proposal _ _ _ _ _ _ __

Dote proposal submitted to LAFCO _ _ _ _ _ _ __

3.

_

If you have filed a report in accordance
with FPPC requirements, has a copy of the
report been filed with San Diego LAFCO?

D

Yes

IEJ

No
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PROPERTY-OWNER CONSENT FORM FOR INCLUSION OF PROPERTY
Note: Processing of jurisdictional boundary change proposals, which involve uninhabited1 territory,
can be expedited by approximately 60 days if all affected landowners consent to the proposal.
If you wish to take advantage of this option, please return the completed PROPERTY-OWNER CONSENT
FORM FOR INCLUSION OF PROPERTY to San Diego LAFCO with your application for a jurisdictional boundary
change. If consenting signatures of 100% of the affected property owners are affixed and
LAFCO does not receive any opposition from subject agencies, the Commission may consider the
proposal without public notice, public hearing and/or an election.
1

Territory included within a proposed boundary change that includes less-thanl 2
registered voters is considered uninhabited (Government Code 56045).

The undersigned owners(s) of property hereby consent(s) to inclusion of that property within a
proposed change of organization or reorganization consisting of:
(Please list all proposed actions)
Annexation to:

1._=C'_D
_,_r....Lt-.!J.y:____:o~·--Lt---L-Y;..,t..1......-<,l.L7.L..·li.L--_ _ _ _ _ _ _ __
a ,· 01 o'l- 1/;'.S lA2._....:v!::::.. . ·:......:..-,t..Y_~=-----~-=-:...:.....~-------------I

3. _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __

Detachment from: 1.

Cb1.,,·.J7J1

{Pt=

~14 u _D,-e-10

v/. .sr11 ~, rC...
,fa)

/J-r:) fee-ri'o..J
O.;~J},~·r

2a.,uJLj of\,$4,.J 91-ef/r' ,wd r ,',<M rlr-c.. ft:pltif/t>V
3. _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ ,0 l~JF,tc

Assessor's Parcel Number(s)

G_

{l o o -Jo --o()

- J-c)o- ~ 9- oo
3. _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __

4. _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __

5------------------:-:-:----::---;-;:::-=-:-:-~h:-::::=--;;-f===
Attach additional s eets i necessary

SAN DIEGO LAFCO-CHANGE OF ORGANIZATION or REORGANIZATION APPLICATION
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PROPERTY-OWNER CONSENT FORM FOR INCLUSION OF PROPERTY
Note: Processing of jurisdictional boundary change proposals, which involve uninhabited 1 territory,
can be expedited by approximately 60 days if all affected landowners consent to the proposal.
If you wish to take advantage of this option, please return the completed PROPERTY-OWNER CONSENT
FORM FOR INCLUSION OF PROPERTY to San Diego LAFCO with your application for a jurisdictional boundary
change. If consenting signatures of JOO% of the affected property owners are affixed and
LAFCO does not receive any opposition from subject agencies, the Commission may consider the
proposal without public notice, public hearing and/or an election.
1 Territory included within a proposed boundary change that includes less-thanl 2
registered voters is considered uninhabited (Government Code 56045).

The undersigned owners(s) of property hereby consent(s) to inclusion of that property within a
proposed change of organization or reorganization consisting of:
(Please list a ll proposed actions)
Annexation to:

l. _--'C!_=-_/1-,_·y+---_c:,_;;:;_,_,,,,.,----"--~-/--=.S_¾
_ _ _ _ __

2. ______________________________
3. ______________________________

Detachment from: , •_

__,_f!---------'o__
~_u vt...1~+~7-v~~o~P~./--S_v1-_vt.J
__t)_/~C,---,..S..__O
_ _ __

2. ______________________________
3. ______________________________

Assessor's Parcel Number/s)

3. _ ___________________________ ________
4. ____________________________________
5. ___________________________ ________ _
Attach additional sheets if necessary

ECEIVED
SAN DIEGO LAFCO-CHANGE OF ORGANIZATION or REORGANIZATION APPLICATION

FEB 2 0 2018
Community
Development
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SUBJECT AGENCY SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION FORM
'mt?, be completed and signed by each local agency that will gain or lose territory
P{<~>J&jJ,;f/,isdictional boundary change. Attach additional sheets if nece.uary.
Read Miller
gnalure

ol agency represenfofive

Print name

President
Title
Telephone

Date

A. JURISDICTIONAL INFORMATION:
Name of agency:
Vista Fire Protection District

1. Is the proposal territory within the agency's sphere of Influence?

YeslEJ NoC

2. Upon LAFCO approval, will the proposal territory be Included within an assessment
district and be subJect to assessment for new or extended servlcesi

Yes[:] Nom]

3. Does the agency hove plans to establish any new assessment district that would
include the proposal territory?

YesD NolEJ

4. Will the proposal territory assume any existing bonded indebtedness?

YesD Nomi

II yes, indicate any taxpayer cost: $_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __
5. Will the proposal territory be subject to any special taxes, benefit charges, or fees?

YesD NolEJ

II yes, please provide details of all costs: _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __

6. Is the agency requesting an exchange of property tax revenues as o result of this

YesD NolEJ

proposal~
7. Is this proposed jurisdictional change subject to o master property tax agreement or
master enterprise district resolution~

San Diego LAFCO

101

YesD Nol!]

Application for Latent Powers Expansion and/or Activation

SUBJECT AGENCY SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION FORM
NOTE: A copy of this form must be completed and signed by each local agency that will gain or lose territory
as a re ult of the propo_sed jurisdictional boundary change. Attach additional sheets if necessary.

John Conley

Sig

f re of agency representaµve

t?{~

o~

Title
760-643-5388

Print name

C1-w.~·~w
D~~~ ?v~ ~
7

Telephone

August23,2018
Date

A. JURISDICTIONAL INFORMATION:
Name of agency:
City of Vista

1• Is the proposal territory within the agency's sphere of influence?

YeslEJ NoD

2. Upon annexation, will the proposal territory be included within an assessment district

YesD NolEJ

and be subject to assessment for new or extended services?

3. Does the agency have plans to establish any new assessment district that would

YesD NolEJ

include the proposal territory?

4. Will the proposal territory assume any existing bonded indebtedness?

YesD No[E]

If yes, indicate any taxpayer cost: $____________ _______

5. Will the proposal territory be subject to any special taxes, benefit charges, or fees?

Yes[E] NoD

Lighting
and
Maint.
Dist.
___
_ Landscape
_____
___
_ __ _
If yes, p Iease prov1"d e d e t 01-1s o f a 11 cos t s: _

6. Is the agency requesting an exchange of property tax revenues as a result of this

YesD No[E]

proposal?

7. Is this proposed jurisdictional change subject to a master property tax agreement or

Yes[E] NoD

master enterprise district resolution?

8. FOR CITY ANNEXATIONS: Does the proposal territory contain existing commercial

YesD No[E]

development that generates retail soles of ten million dollars or more per year?

9. FOR CITY ANNEXATIONS: If any part of the proposal territory is under a Williamson
Act contract, please contact the LAFCO office for special instructions regarding
petition or resolution of application requirements.
EXPEDITED PROPOSAL PROCESSING: Processing of jurisdictional boundary change proposals can be
expedited by approximately 60 days if all affected landowners consent to the waiver of protest and
termination (conducting authority) proceedings and subject agencies do not oppose the waiver. If you do
NOT want to waive these proceedings, then attach a written statement to the subject agency information
form containing a signature, date, and declaration of opposition to a waiver of such proceedings.

SAN DIEGO LAFCO-CHANGE OF ORGANIZATION or REORGANIZATION APPLICATION
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SUBJECT AGENCY SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION FORM
NOTE: A copy of this form must be completed and signed by each local agency that will gain or lose territory
as a result of the proposed ;urisdictional boundary change. Attach additional sheets if necessary.

Greg Mayer
Print name

Title

760-643-5408
Telephone

August23,2018
Date

A. JURISDICTIONAL INFORMATION:
Name of agency:
Buena Sanitation District
1.

Is the proposa l territory within the agency's sphere of influence?

YeslBl NoD

2.

Upon annexation, will the proposal territory be included within an assessment district
and be subject to assessment for new or extended services?

YesO Noe]

3.

Does the agency have plans to establish any new assessment district that would
include the proposal territory?

YesD NolBl

4.

Will the proposal territory assume any existing bonded indebtedness?

YesD NolBl

II yes, indicate any taxpayer cost: $___________________
5.

Will the proposal territory be subject to any special taxes, benefit charges, or fees?

YesD NolBl

If yes, please provide details of all costs: _ _ __ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __

6.

Is the agency requesting an exchange of property tax revenues as a result of this
proposal?

YesD NolBl

7.

Is this proposed jurisdictional change subject to a master property tax agreement or
master enterprise district resolution?

YeslBl NoD

8.

FOR CITY ANNEXATIONS: Does the proposal territory contain existing commercial
development that generates retail sales of ten million dollars or more per year?

YesD NolBl

9.

FOR CITY ANNEXATIONS: If any part of the proposal territory is under a Williamson
Act contract, please contact the LAFCO office for special instructions regarding
petition or resolution of application requirements.
EXPEDITED PROPOSAL PROCESSING: Processing of ;urisdictional boundary change proposals con be
expedited by approximately 60 days if oil affected landowners consent to the waiver of protest and
termination (conducting authority) proceedings and subiect agencies do not oppose the waiver. If you do
NOT wont to waive these proceedings, then attach o written statement to the subiect agency information
form containing o signature, dote, and declaration of opposition to o waiver of such proceedings.

SAN DIEGO LAFCO-CHANGE DF ORGANIZATION or REORGANIZATION APPLICATION
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B. SEWER SERVICE:
1.

What is the agency's current wastewater treatment capacity (expressed in million
gallons per day and equivalent dwelling units)? 10.67 MGD / 53,350 EDU's

2. What is the average volume of influent currently being treated by the agency
(expressed in million gallons per day and equivalent dwelling units)? _ _ _ _ __
6 .15 MGD / 30,750 EDU's

3. (a) What is the agency's peak flow volume (expressed in million gallons per day)?
12MGD
(b) What is the agency's peak flow capacity (expressed in million gallons per day)?
25MGD
(c) Has the agency exceeded the flow (peak) capacity within the past two years?
(d) II yes, please describe the frequency and volume of incidents that exceeded the
agency's peak capacity: _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __

4. (a) Has the agency issued a letter of sewer availability for the proposal territory?

DYES IEINO

DYES IEINO

(b) II yes, please provide a copy of the letter. (This documentation should be
completed by the agency no longer than 6 months prior to submittal to LAFCO.)

5. (a) How many future equivalent dwelling units have been reserved or committed for
proposed projects? _N_/_A_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __
(b) Can all projects that have received commitments of sewer availability (e.g., "will
serve letters") be accommodated with planned capacity?

IEIYES ONO

6. (a) Does the agency have the necessary contractual and/or operational treatment

IEIYES ONO

capacity to provide sewer service to the proposal territory?
(b) II yes, please specify the proposal territory 's estimated sewer demand and the
agency's available sewer capacity (expressed in million gallons per day and
equivalent dwelling units):
Demand = 0.004 MGD
Available Capacity = 22 ,600 EDU's
(c) II no, please describe the agency's plans to upgrade capacity to resolve any
capacity related issues: _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __

7. Will the proposal territory be annexed to a sewer improvement district?

DYES~NO

8. (a) The distance for connection of the proposal territory to the agency's existing
sewer system is 25

feet.

(b) Describe the location of the connection to the agency's existing sewer system:
Buena Vista Drive adjacent to western boundary of project.

SAN DIEGO LAFCO-CHANGE OF ORGANIZATION or REORGANIZATION APPLICATION
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C. WATER SERVICE:
1.

(a) Does the subject agency have adequate water supply and sufficient contractual
and/or operational capacity available to serve the proposal territory?

0YES0NO

(b) If yes, describe the proposal territory's estimated water demand and the agency's
available water supply and capacity (expressed in acre-feet or million gallons per
day):

(c) If no, what plans does the agency have to increase its water capacity?

2.

Specify any improvements (on and off-site) that will be necessary to connect and
serve the anticipated development. Indicate the total cost of these improvements and
method of financing (e.g., general property tax, assessment district, landowner or
developer fees): _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __

0YES0NO

3.

(a) Has the agency issued a letter of water availability for the proposal territory?

0YES0NO

(b) If yes, please provide a copy of the letter. (This documentation should be
completed by the agency no longer than 6 months prior to submittal to LAFCO.)
4.

(a) The distance for connection of the proposal territory to the agency's existing
water system is _______feet.
(b) Describe the location of the connection to the agency's existing water system:

5.

(a) Is the agency currently under any drought-related conditions and/or restrictions?
(b)

6.

II yes,

describe

the

conditions

and

specify

any

related

DYESDNO

restrictions:

(a) Wil l the proposal territory utilize reclaimed water?

0YES0NO

(b) If yes, describe the proposal territory's reclaimed water use and the agency's
available reclaimed water supply and capacity (expressed in acre-feet or million
gallons per day):

(c) The distance for connection of the proposal territory to the agency's existing
reclaimed water system is _______feet.
(d) Describe the location of the connection to the agency's existing reclaimed water
system:._ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __
(e) If no, has the agency considered availability of reclaimed water to the proposal
territory?

0YES0NO

(f) What restrictions prevent use of reclaimed water? _ _ _ _ __ _ __ _ _ __

7.

Will the proposal territory be annexed to an improvement district?

SAN DIEGO LAFCO-CHANGE OF ORGANIZATION or REORGANIZATION APPLICATION
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REORGANIZATION REQUEST, SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION
STONEMARK ESTATES REORGANIZATION, CITY OF VISTA

The subject application for Reorganization would enclose an area of approximately 140 acres, which
would become a further "island" territory within the Sunset Island area of the County's jurisdiction. In
accordance with Government Code Section 56744, the Commission is prohibited from the creation of
additional "island" territories that are completely surrounded a city. Section 56375(m) allows the
Commission to waive such restriction if it finds that the application of the restrictions would be
detrimental to the orderly development of the community and that the area that would be enclosed by
the incorporation is so located that it cannot be reasonably annexed to another city or incorporated as a
new city. Following is supplemental information in support of the City of Vista's request to waive such
restriction under Section 56375(m):
A. Application of the restrictions would be detrimental to the orderly development of the
community.
The City of Vista prefers that the entire island area affected by the subject Reorganization
request be annexed into the City. City staff surveyed the affected island territory and
determined that the majority of property owners that responded do not support annexation
into Vista; therefore, the City has not included the affected island territory in the Reorganization
request. The survey letter and survey results are included in the materials submitted with the
City's application.
The City desires to annex the subject five properties in order to provide sewer service to an
approved development within the annexed territory. The approved development, known as the
Stonemark Estates Tentative Subdivision Map (PDS2006-3100-5479) creates nineteen singlefamily homes and a private street on approximately 25 acres, and was approved by the County's
Board of Supervisors on May 6, 2015. The Final Map for the project is in process and will be
recorded by the County prior to completion of the annexation. The City and County are in
agreement as to the processing of the final map, security for the required public and private
improvements, and development of the property in conformance with the approved Tentative
Subdivision Map.
At the time of approval of the Stonemark project, the City of Vista was not accepting
annexations; therefore, the applicant requested annexation to Buena Sanitation District to
obtain sewer service for the project, which was granted on September 13, 2016. Because the
project area gravity flows into the City of Vista's sewer system, the Buena Sanitation District and
the City exercise a flow transfer agreement to provide service to the subject area. The City now
prefers to eliminate the flow transfer agreement between the sewer districts by annexing the
subject parcels into the City of Vista. The orderly development of the community is contingent
upon the provision of sewer service by the agency serving the affected area.
B. The incorporation is so located that it cannot be reasonably annexed to another city or
incorporated as a new city.
The affected island territory is within Vista's Sphere of Influence and consists of approximately
140 acres. The subject territory would be surrounded by the City of Vista on all four sides

following approval of the Reorganization request and, therefore, could not annex to another
city. The affected island territory consists of 72 parcels ranging in size from approximately 0.5 to
4 acres, developed with single-family homes. The County and City General Plan designations
allow for minimum one-acre parcels in this area. Based upon the size and land use of the
affected area, it is anticipated that the territory could not incorporate as a new city.

RESOLUTION NO. 2018-19
A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CHARTERED CITY OF VISTA,
CALIFORNIA, MAKING APPLICATION TO THE LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION
COMMISSION FOR THE ANNEXATION/REORGANIZATION OF 31.8 ACRES
LOCATED EAST OF BUENA VISTA DRIVE, SOUTH OF MAR VISTA DRIVE, AND
NORTH OF PARK HILL ROAD; APNS 169-200-09, 169-200-10, 169-200-11,
169-200-12 AND 169-200-20

STONEMARK ANNEXATION, CITY OF VISTA
PLANNING CASE NO. P18-0014

The City Council of the City of Vista does resolve as follows:
1.

Findings. The City Council hereby makes the following findings:

A.
The City of Vista intends to make application to the Local Agency Formation
Commission (LAFCO) for the reorganization of five parcels totaling Approximately 31.8 acres,
Assessor's Parcel Numbers (APNs) 169-200-09, 169-200-10, 169-200-11, 169-200-12, and
169-200-20.
B.
APN 169-200-20 is a vacant 25.8 acre parcel that has an approved Tentative
Subdivision Map (TSM) on the property which was granted by the County of San Diego on May
6, 2015. The proposal to annex this parcel recognizes the prior County approval, associated
conditions, and the rights granted to the property under the TSM. The City anticipates
completion of a Final Map by the County of San Diego prior to LAFCO action on the application .
C.
The properties described above have a General Plan Land Use Designation of
RR (Rural Residential).
D.
The proposed pre-zoning designation for the properties of A-1 is consistent with
the RR General Plan Land Use Designation.
E.
The proposed reorganization is consistent wtth City Council Policy 300-1 O and
General Plan Land Use & Community Identity (LUCI) Element policies LUCI 13.1 through 13.5
regarding annexations.
F.

The reorganization consists of the following actions:

i.
Annex APNs 169-200-09, 169-200-10, 169-200-11, 169-200-12, and
169-200-20 into the City of Vista and detach the properties from the Buena Sanitation District
and the Vista Fire Protection District, as shown in Exhibit "A".
ii.
The subject properties shall be incorporated into, and subject to
assessment by, the City's Lighting and Landscape Maintenance and Street Maintenance
Districts.
G.
This proposal is made pursuant to the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local
Government Reorganization Act of 2000, as amended commencing with Section 56000 of the
Government Code of the State of California.

P18-0014 LAFCO Reso -Alt

RESOLUTION NO. 2018-19
CITY COUNCIL OF THE CHARTERED CITY OF VISTA
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H.
The reorganization will not require that a deficit offset payment be made by the
property owners, since a net annual surplus in General Fund revenues is projected.
I.
The Planning Commission is an advisory body to the City Council with respect
to annexation requests.

J.
The Planning Commission recommended that the City Council make an
application to LAFCO at a duly noticed public hearing on February 6, 2018, with approval of
Planning Commission Resolution No. 2018-04.
K.
The City Council held a duly noticed public hearing to consider the
Annexation/Reorganization and pre-zoning application on February 27, 2018.

L.
The proposed Annexation/Reorganization and pre-zoning application is exempt
from further review under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) in accordance with
CEQA Guidelines section 15319 (Annexations of Existing Facilities) because the project site, in
its current state, comprises one vacant parcel and two single-family home parcels, and the
density of the existing uses and the approved development plan for the vacant parcel are
consistent with the current zoning and proposed pre-zoning.
M.
At said public hearing, staff reports, both written and oral were received in
evidence and all persons desiring to speak on the proposed project were heard. At the
conclusion of said hearing, after consideration of all evidence presented, the City Council
reached a decision on the matter as set forth .

2.

Action.
A.

The above recitations are true and correct.

B.
The City Manager or his designee is directed to prepare all application
materials, with assistance of the property owner, that are necessary for the Local Agency
Formation Commission of the County of San Diego to undertake proceedings for the annexation
proposed herein.
C.
The City Clerk is hereby authorized and directed to file a certified copy of this
Resolution with the applicable fees required by Section 54902.5 of the California Government
Code, in the form of a check from the property owner, to the executive officer of the Local
Agency Formation Commission of the County of San Diego.

P18-0014 LAFCO Reso-Alt

RESOLUTION NO. 2018-19
CITY COUNCIL OF THE CHARTERED CITY OF VISTA
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3.
Adoption. PASSED AND ADOPTED at a meeting of the City Council held on February
27, 2018, by the following vote:
AYES:

Mayor Ritter, Aguilera, Franklin, Green

NOES:

None

ABSTAIN: None

'JUDY ~ R , MAYOR

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

ATTEST:

DAROLD PIEPER, CITY ATTORNEY

KATHY VALDEZ, CITY CLERK

------====-=-By:~\~
Exhibits:
Area subject to reorganization - APNs 169-200-09, 169-200-10, 169-200-11, 169-20012, and 169-200-20

A

I certify under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California
that the foregoing is a true and correct copy of the original.

8/g_3/c5t216
Date

P18-0014 LAFCO Reso-Alt

Exhibit A: Area subject to Reorganization - APNs 169-200-09, 169-200-10, 169-200-11, 169-200-12, and 169-200-20
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CITY OF VISTA
May 8, 2018

BHA, Inc.
5115 Avenida Encinas
Suite-L
Carlsbad, CA 92008-4387
PROJECT:

1240 Buena Vista Drive, APN169-200-20
County TM-5479, Vista SLTR-1221, Vista SEW15-0514
Stonemark Estates ( 19-Lot Residential Development)
PAS Investors, LP
Sewer Basin: OV1 (66)
Application Submittal: 4/30/2018
These Conditions Expire on: May 10, 2018

SUBJECT:

COV Sewer Conditions of Approval (COA)
Date Requested: 4/30/2018; Expiration Date: 5/10/2020

SEWER ENGINEERING INFORMATION, TERMS, REQUIREMENTS, FEES, CHARGES, &
CONDITIONS
Gentlemen:
The purpose of this letter is to inform you (the applicant & developer) that the district has reviewed the
subject county '19-Lot Residential Tentative Map' and the 'Project Facility Availability' application dated
October 14, 2015, and expiring two year after the date of approval. District determined that the project
design must satisfy the following Requirements, Terms, Fees, and Conditions of Approval to be eligible
for sewer services from the City of Vista (COV) and the Buena Sanitation District (BSD).
1.

Sewer Service Availability:
a.

The proposed residential development project is located outside of both jurisdictional
boundaries of the City of Vista and the Buena Sanitation District. Given this condition or
circumstance, neither the City of Vista, nor the Buena Sanitation District can provide sewer
services for this development. Therefore, sewer service to this proposed residential
development is contingent upon Developer/Applicant.

b.

Filing, executing, and recording an 'In-evocable Offer of Annexation' (IOA) into the City of
Vista Agmt.

c.

Annexing the proposed parcel (development) into the Buena Sanitation District,

d.

Including annexing, as part of LAFCO annexation, all other surrounding/adjacent parcels,
which septic sewer systems are impacted by the development.

e.

Annexing and paying all normal and customary City of Vista, Buena Sanitation District,
State, and LAFCO fees and charges, which are due at the time of application for annexation
(Ref. San Diego County Ordinance No.24).

P: 760-726-1340; www.cityofvista.com, F: 760-639-6101
200 Civic Center Drive, Vista, California 92084-6275
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f.

2.

Developer applying for a Flow Transfer Agreement between the City of Vista and the Buena
Sanitation District. Plus paying all applicable Flow Transfer application fees.

Sewer Capacity Availability:
a.

This project site is within the Oceanside-Vista (OV) Sewer Basin OV1, and sewer is being
provided under an existing 'Sewerage Flow Transfer Agreement between City of Vista and
City of Oceanside' (Ref. Doc.No.84-173, dated October, 10, 1984) .

b.

This Flow Transfer Agreement provides sufficient sewer capacity for the proposed
residential development and adjacent properties.

c.

The project peak sewer capacity estimate based on the approved Tentative Subdivision
Map submittal dated October 10, 2015, will be based on the current City of Vista Municipal
Codes (Ref. VMC Sections 14.01.030, 06.120, & 130), which is 1.7 EDUs maximum for
each lot.
Note: The current sewer capacity charge per EDU is available at City's Development
Services Counter, and is due and payable immediately prior to issuance of the building
permit. The capacity charge is subject to change based on the charge schedule and plans
submitted at the time the building permit is issued. Prorated sewer service charges are
initially billed for the current fiscal year and thereafter collected on the property tax roll (Ref.
VMC 14.06.040 & 14.06.090, & 100). The capacity charge is subject to change based on
the charge schedule at the time the building permit is issued.

3.

Sewer Capacity Commitment: Commitment to provide sewer services is made by the District's
Board and/or City Council, and is subject to compliance with Sewer District's conditions, terms,
rules, and regulations, posting required securities/bonds, and payment of all pertinent fees and
charges.

4.

Public Sewer Facilities Availability: An existing 8-in PVC (Dwg-3722, 2005-Yr) public sewer main
along Buena Vista Drive is available for connection. Refer to the existing record drawings and the
existing CCTV inspection logs and videos for location and condition of the existing pipes,
respectively. Connection of private sewer laterals into an existing public defective or substandard
sewer pipe will not be permitted.

5.

'Public' Sewer Main Extension:

6.

a.

Developer shall extend and construct approximately 1400 If of 8-inch PVC public sewer
main along the proposed private Street-A to provide sewer service to the proposed
residential development. Manhole installation at each end of the sewer main will be
required.

b.

Construction Sewer Improvement plans are to be designed per public standards, and
prepared by a California Registered Professional Civil Engineer, and construction and
inspection of the 'public' sewer main is to be done per Public Standards and/or as directed
by the City Engineer, including Pre- & Post-CCTV inspection (Ref. VMC 14.08).

c.

Each proposed detached building shall have an individual, gravity flow, private sewer
lateral and cleanout fronting and connecting to the private sewer main. Long laterals will
not be permitted

d.

Additional requirements may apply pending a formal and complete detailed submittal of the
private/public sewer improvement plans. The exact location & geometrics of the proposed
private/public sewer facilities design shall be as determined by the City Engineer during
formal plan review process.

Project Impact on adjacent Private Septic Systems:
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a.

Surrounding adjacent parcels are served by existing private septic systems. The County
has setback requirements for proposed cut slopes and retaining walls near septic systems.
It shall be the responsibility of the developer to comply with County Department of
Environmental and Health (DEH) for any cut slope restrictions impacting the surrounding
adjacent septic systems. Below is the link to the County of San Diego's website for septic
systems. Click the link at the bottom of the page "Design Manual for Onsite Wastewater
Systems". This will provide you the latest requirements
http://www. sdcounty. ca. govldehlwaterllu septic systems. html,

b.

Also, the Geotechnical/Soils Report shall address the impact of cut-slopes near adjacent
septic systems in order to prevent potential sewage migration across cut-slopes. Also, the
Geotechnical/Soils Report shall address the removal & backfill of the septic system.

7.

'Public Sewer Facility Reimbursement':
This project does not qualify for public sewer
reimbursement. All cost incurred for the removal and replacement of the 'off-site' public sewer
facilities shall be borne by the developer (Ref. VMC14.08-050, & 16.56.150).

8.

'Public' Sewer Easements: Developer shall
a.

Abandon any surplus public sewer easements in accordance with district procedures cannot vacate prior to construction of the sewer improvements. Must vacate prior to
approval of the as-built plans.

b.

Dedicate the full width of the proposed private roadway as a public sewer easement.

c.

Dedicate sewer easements to surrounding adjacent properties as needed.

d.

Developer shall not plant trees or shrubs over the public sewer easement (refer to the 'VSD
Restrictions for Sewer & Drainage Easements', Doc#1991-0433396, Recorded August 23,
1991.

e.

Developer shall not plant trees or shrubs over the public sewer easement (refer to the 'BSD
Restrictions for Sewer & Drainage Easements', Doc#1993-0146496, Recorded March 9,
1993.

9.

Proposed Trail: The proposed 6-foot wide trail along Lots 14, 15, 16, and 17 shall not connect to
the existing sewer maintenance access road.

10.

Final Map Requirements:

11.

a.

Developer shall abandon any surplus public sewer easements in accordance with district
procedures. However, developer cannot vacate any public sewer easement prior to
construction of the sewer improvements. All public sewer easements must be vacated
prior to approval of the as-built plans.

b.

The GENERAL NOTES shall include the following notes:
i)

All easements dedicated within the Final Map shall be subject to the 'VSD
Restrictions for Sewer & Drainage Easements', Doc#1991-0433396, Recorded
August 23, 1991 (Doc#1993-0146496, Recorded March 9, 1993, for BSD).

ii)

make note that all parcels/lots within the Final Map shall be subject to the
'Irrevocable Offer of Annexation to the City of Vista Agreement', Doc#2015Recorded:
2015

Statewide General Discharge Requirements for Sanitary Systems Compliance: Developer is to
comply with the SWRCB requirements to prevent Sanitary Sewer Overflows (SSOs) and Spills.
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Compliance can be met by complying with the conditions and requirements noted above, and by
performing the required pre- and post-CCTV inspection, and installing approved sewer manholes.
12.

Bonds and Securities: All sewer facility improvements are to be separately bonded with the Buena
Sanitation District. All other normal and customary fees and charges shall apply, and are required
to be paid during the plan review process.

13.

Developer & Engineer Acknowledgment of the Sanitation Engineering Information, Terms,
Requirements, Fees, Charges, & Conditions, as listed above: Please sign below as proof you
have read these conditions of approval, and that you have no objections. Once I receive a copy
of this letter with your signatures and dated, I will release the signed 'Project Facility Commitment'
Letter.
Date:
Developer (signature):
Print Name:
Print Title:

Date:
Engineer: (signature):
Print Name:
Print Title:
RCE No. :

14.

Exp. Date:

Disclaimer: This letter is issued for planning purposes only, and is not a representation, expressed
or implied, that the district will provide sewer services at a future date. Commitment to provide
sewer services is made by the District's Board, and is subject to compliance with district's
conditions, terms, fees, charges, rules, and regulations. For questions regarding these conditions
of approval , please contact Tony Tirado, P.E, at 1. 760.643.5432 (email: ttirado@cityofvista.com).

Sincerely yours,

///---PY
.>

Antonio Tirado, P. E., Civil Engineer
City of Vista - Buena Sanitation District
Cc

Elmer Alex, Principal Engineer
Greg Mayer, District Engineer
File
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Compliance can be met by complying with the conditions and requirements noted above, and by
performing the required pre- and post-CCTV inspection, and installing approved sewer manholes.
12.

Bonds and Securities: All sewer facility improvements are to be separately bonded with the Buena
Sanitation District. All other normal and customary fees and charges shall apply, and are required
to be paid during the plan review process.

13.

Developer & Engineer Acknowledgment of the Sanitatjon Engineering Information, Terms,
Regujrements. Fees. Charges. & Conditions. as Usted above: Please sign below as proof you
have read these conditions of approval, and that you have no objections. Once I receive a copy
of this letter with your signatures and dated, I will release the signed 'Project Facility Commitment'
Letter.

C

\..

Developer (signature::,.
Print Name: ~ kl c~ ,-,
Print Title:

-~>t~t;;J ~

0,

e\ ,_, ,-\-

Engineer: (signature):

.~:

D

-

r ---...,.

-

~

Date:

~\:,
\ _,.... s;.i.~

,.v~_.. t::.if' ,:...~

r

z~-~-«:

Print Name:
Print Title: __c_-~·,_0_;_(_--t=A~~~,"!~,...·1.<l~c:-. . - _c::...,_ _ _ _ __
RCE No.: __.f,:'_·_o__
e,_."!,--~--_ _Exp. Date:

14.

Disclaimer: This letter is Issued for planning purposes only, and is not a representation, expressed
or implied, that the district will provide sewer services at a future date. Commitment to provide
sewer services is made by the District's Board, and is subject to compliance with district's
conditions, terms, fees, charges, rules, and regulations. For questions regarding these conditions
of approval, please contact Tony Tirado, P.E, at 1. 760.643.5432 (email: ttirado@cityofvista.com).

Sincerely yours,

/.d---P_;y.
>

Antonio Tirado, P.E., Civil Engineer
City of Vista - Buena Sanitation District
Cc

_l_l/.........,:11,...._~...,.,v.__

Elmer Alex, Principal Engineer
Greg Mayer, District Engineer
File
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County of San Diego, Planning & Development Services

PROJECT FACILITY AVAILABILITY - SEWER
ZONING DIVISION
Please type or use pen

PAS Investors, LP

(858)779-9095

Owner's Name

ACCT_ _ __

Phone

ACT_ _ _ __

5505 Cancha De Golf
Street

Owner's Mailing Address

TASK'-----

Rancho Santa Fe, CA 92091
City

[&]

DISTRICT CASHIER'S USE ONLY

[&]

8
B.

181
D
D
D

TO BE COMPLETED BY APPLICANT
Assessor's Parcel Number(s)
(Add extra If necessary)

D
D

Major Subdivision (TM)
Certificate of Compliance:_ _ _ __
Minor Subdivision (TPM)
Boundary Adjustment
Specific Plan or Specific Plan Amendment
Rezone (Reclassification) from._ _ _ _ _ _to_ _ _ _ _ _.zone
Major Use Permit (MUP), purpose: _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __
Time Extension ...Case No.__.T""M-"'54;:..:.7.:.9:..::RP"'"L"'-6_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __
Expired Map .. . Case No _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __
Other_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __

§

AMT$_ _ __

DATE._ _ __
Zip

State

SECTION 1. PROJECT DESCRIPTION
A.

s

ORG_ _ _ __

Residential . . . . Total number of dwelling units---1~9_ _ _ _ _ __
Commercial. . .. Gross floor area._ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __
Industrial .. ... . . Gross floor area._ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __
Other .... . •.... Gross floor area._ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __

C. Total Project acreage 25.77 Total lots__1""'9_ _Smallest proposed lot""'o=.s-'-1__

Yes No
D. Is the project proposing its own wastewater treatment plant?
Is the project proposing the use of reclaimed water?

D
D

~
~

169-200-20

Thomas Guide Page

1107

Grid

Buena Vista Drive, Vista CA 96005
Project address
Street

H3
-----

North County Metro, 96005
Community Planning Area/Subregion

Zip

Owner/Applicant agrees to pay all necessary construction costs and dedicate all district required easements to extend service to the projecL
OW R/APPLIC NT MUST CO PLETE ALL CONDITIONS REQUIRED BY THE DISTRICT.
Applicant's Signature:

Shana Crawford oate:_A~p_r_il_3_0_,2_0_1_8_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __

Address: BHA, Inc. - 5115 Avenida Encinas, Suite L, Carlsbad, CA 92008 Phone: 760-931-8700

------------------

0 n com letion of above, resent to the district that rovides sewer rotection to com lete Section 2 below.

SECTION 2: FACILITY AVAILABILITY

TO BE COMPLETED BY DISTRICT

District name BUENA SANITATION DISTRICT

A.

B.

Service area OV01 (69-70)

IE!' Project is in the District.

D
D
D

Project is not in the District but is within its Sphere of Influence boundary, owner must apply for annexation.
Project is not in the District and is not within its Sphere of Influence boundary.
Project is not located entirely within the District and a potential boundary issue exists with the _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ District.

ar" Facilities to serve the project 0 ARE D ARE NOT ,eaeene1, e111uu11ad te lie available wlMIIA 14'.a na11t i )HFI! based on the
ea,itmfacility plans of the district. Explain in space below or on attached. Number of sheets attached:_ _ _ _ _ __

D

Project will not be served for the following reason(s): _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __

C.

oz( District conditions are attached.

D.

~How far will the plpellne(s) have to be extended to serve the project? _1-,_4=0_0--L=F_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __

D
D

Number of sheets attached: _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __
District has specific water reclamation conditions which are attached. Number of sheets attached: _ _ _ _ _ __
District will submit conditions at a later date.

This Project Facility Availability Form is valid until final discretionary action is taken pursuant to the application for the proposed project or until it is
withdrawn, unless a shorter expiration date is otherwise noted.

~/4~l1,--,-z~
6-)u,9-:-:,:-:,·Ll........,.
· -~~_ _ _ _ _T_ONY

~Authorized si(n;(Jfe

EXPIRES: 5110/2020

TIRADO , PE (CIVIL ENGINEER)

Print Name and Title

1. 760.643-5432

Phone

MAY 8 1 2018

Date

CITY OF VISTA CASE No LD15-111

THIS DOCUMENT IS NOT A COMMITMENT OF FACILITIES OR SERVICE BY THE DISTRICT On completion of Section 2 by the district, applicant is
to submit this form with application to: Planning & Development Services, Zoning Counter, 5510 Overland Ave. Suite 110 San Diego, CA 92123
PDS-399S (Rev. 01/05/2017)
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RECORDING REQUESTE[) BY

OF~IAL RECORDS

Ernest

CITY OF VISTA

ronenburg , Jr.,

SAN DIE O COUNTY RECORDER
FEES : $0.00 (SB2 Atkins : $0.00)
PCOR: N/A
PAGES : 8

WHEN RECORDED MAIL TO·

CITY OF VISTA
200 CIVIC CENTER DRIVE
VISTA, CA 92084-6275
ATTN: CITY CLERK

Feo Exem t: Government Code Section 27383

APN: 169-200-20

IRREVOCABLE OFFER OF ANNEXATION TO THE CITY OF VISTA
AND AGREEMENT TO PAY FUTURE ANNEXATION FEES
1240 Buena Vista Drive (Buena Sanitation District)

THIS AGREEMENT is entered into as of April 6. 2017, by and between the City of Vista, a chartered
municipal corporation, ("CITY") and, PAS INVESTORS LP. a California limited partnership
("Owner/Developer")
RECITALS

1.
Owner/Developer has applied to Buena Sanitation District ("District") for sewer service for the real
property hereinafter described ("Property") now under Owner/Developer's ownership
2.
The Property 1s w1th 1n the Local Agency Formation Commission sphere of influence for the City of
Vista, but the Property is not within the city limits.
3.

It has been determined to be 1n the public interest to provide sewer service to this Property

2.
An irrevocable offer of annexation of the Property to the City of Vista is a requirement for the provision
of sewer service by the District.
NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS HEREBY AGREED AS FOLLOWS:

SECTION 1.Owner/Developer makes an irrevocable offer to annex the Property to the City and to take all
actions necessary to accomplish that annexation upon request by City. For purposes of calculating any votes
or protests, this Agreement shall constitute and shall be counted as a written approval or consent to an
annexation application initiated by the City or which has received the written support of the Vista City Manager
or Vista City Council. Additionally, Owner/Developer agrees to pay all applicable annexation fees (Including
City fees, LAFCO fees , and State Board of Equalization fees) at the time the annexation is initiated by the Vista
City Council, or at such other time as shall be authorized by the City in advance of the annexation of the
Property. These fees , without limitation, include all application fees , processing fees, and "deficit offset"
payments described in that certain Codicil to the Master Property Tax Agreement, dated February 27 , 2004 ,
which supplements the Master Property Tax Agreement of November 20, 1984 between the City and the
County of San Diego, as shall be amended from time to time ("Property Agreement"). A copy of the Property
Agreement is on file with the City Clerk of the City. Owner/Developer agrees and accepts that the payment of
such fees, unless waived by the City, constitutes a precondition to the annexation of the Property.
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RECORDING REQUESTED BY

CITY OF VISTA
WHEN RECORDED MAIL TO

CITY OF VISTA
200 CIVIC CENTER DRIVE
VISTA, CA 92084-6275
ATTN: CITY CLERK
Fee Exem t: Government Code Section 27383

APN: 169-200-20
IRREVOCABLE OFFER OF ANNEXATION TO THE CITY OF VISTA
AND AGREEMENT TO PAY FUTURE ANNEXATION FEES
1240 Buena Vista Drive (Buena Sanitation D1st1 1ct)

THIS AGREEMENT Is entered into as of April 6. 2017, by and between the City of Vista, a chartered
municipal corporation , ("CITY") and, PAS INVESTORS LP, a Califorrna l11111ted partnership
("Owner/Developer") .
RECITALS
1.
Owner/Developer has applied to Buena Sanitation District ("District") for sewe r service for the real
property hereinafter described ("Property") now under Owner/Developer's ownership.
2.
The Property Is within the Local Agency Formation Commission sphere of influence for the City of
Vista , but the Property Is not within the city limits.
3.

It has been determined to be in the public interest to provide sewer service to th is Property.

2.
An irrevocable offer of annexation of the Property to the City of Vista is a requirement for the provision
of sewer service by the District.
NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS HEREBY AGREED AS FOLLOWS:
SECTION 1.Owner/Developer makes an irrevocable offer to annex the Property to the City and to take all
actions necessary to accomplish that annexation upon request by City. For purposes of calculating any votes
or protests, this Agreement shall constitute and shall be counted as a written approval or consent to an
annexation application initiated by the City or which has received the written support of the Vista City Manager
or Vista City Council. Additionally , Owner/Developer agrees to pay all applicable annexation fees (including
City fees , LAFCO fees , and State Board of Equalization fees) at the time the annexation is initiated by the Vista
City Council, or at such other time as shall be authorized by the City in advance of the annexation of the
Property. These fees , without limitation, include all application fees, processing fees , and "deficit offset"
payments described in that certain Codicil to the Master Property Tax Agreement, dated February 27, 2004 ,
which supplements the Master Property Tax Agreement of November 20, 1984 between the City and the
County of San Diego, as shall be amended from time to time ("Property Agreement"). A copy of the Property
Agreement is on file with the City Clerk of the City. Owner/Developer agrees and accepts that the payment of
such fees , unless waived by the City, constitutes a precondition to the annexation of the Property .
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Irrevocable Offer of Annexation to City of Vista and Agreement to Pay Future Annexation Fees
1240 Buena Vista Drive (Buena Sanitation District)
APN I 69-200-20
Page 2
SECTION 2. Owner/Developer shall acquire any necessary off-site easements, shall construct the mainline
sewer and lateral to a point on the Property as determined by the City Department of Engineering, and shall be
responsible for all costs including engineering, permits, inspection and any other costs related to the physical
construction of the sewer. Owner/Developer shall comply will all rules, regulations, ordinances or statutes
currently in effect or as may be amended from time to time.
SECTION 3. Owner/Developer shall pay sewer capacity fees, sewer service fees, and permit fees to the
District and the City as required from time to time . Sewer service charges will be billed as determined by the
District, and shall be paid within thirty (30) days of the billing date. If within that 30 day period, said sum has not
been paid , the Owner/Developer and their successors in interest hereby authorize the filing of a law suit in a
court of competent Jurisdiction by the City and/or District. Parties refusing to pay their sewer service charge
within the specified time shall, in addition be liable for any and all cost of suit and reasonable attorney's fees
incurred by the City and/or District in initiating any legal action pursuant to the terms of this Agreement.
SECTION 4. Owner/Developer irrevocably agrees to grant to the District, without compensation , an on-site
sanitary sewer easement, if necessary in the sole discretion of the District, for the future extension of the
sewer.
SECTION 5. Subdivision and/or development shall be compatible with the General Plan of the City and shall
be in conformance with City development standards , including City review and approval of the site
development plan and payment of any development fees not required by the County but required by the City,
such as drainage fees and traffic mitigation fees .
SECTION 6. District will provide sewer service upon satisfaction of the conditions set forth in this Agreement,
applicable law, and other requirements which are standard preconditions to the provision of sewer service.
SECTION 7. A description of the Property upon which said irrevocable offer of annexation is imposed is
described in Exhibit A, attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference.
SECTION 8. The obligations of this Agreement shall constitute covenants or servitudes which shall run with
the land comprising the Property and shall be binding on the successors and assigns of Owner/Developer,
including all estates and interests in the Property. City is deemed the beneficiary of the terms and provisions of
this Agreement (and of the covenants running with the land) for its own behalf. Notwithstanding the foregoing,
a decision to initiate or support an application for annexation to the Local Agency Formation Commission
("LAFCO") is reserved to the sole discretion of the City, and this Agreement does not contain any
representation or commitment that the City will initiate or support such an application in the future . LAFCO
must approve any annexation to tt:ie City.
SECTION 9. This Agreement shall continue in effect until such time as the Property is annexed to the City or
this Agreement is terminated as hereinafter specified, whichever occurs first.
SECTION 10. This Agreement may be terminated by the City by giving Owner/Developer, its heirs, successors
or assigns, five (5) days advance written notice if [1] Owner/Developer fails to pay the fees described in
paragraphs One (1 ), Two (2), Three (3) or Five (5) above , or [2] the annexation is not approved for any reason.
[Continued on page 3.]
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Irrevocable Offer of Annexation to City of Vista and Agreement to Pay Future Annexation Fees
1240 Buena Vista Drive (Buena Sanitation District)
APN : 169-200-20
Page 3
The undersigned Owner/Developer, jointly and severally, join in all the promises herein contained, and agree
to this Irrevocable Offer of Annexation to City of Vista and Agreement to Pay Future Annexation Fees with
respect to the Property.
"OWNER/DEVELOPER"

"CITY"
CITY OF VISTA, a chartered municipal corporation

PAS INVESTORS LP, a California limited
partnership
/_t,i/'\ BY: GREAT OAK FINANCIAL, LLC ,
7- '
a California limited liability company
~ its: General Partner

By

f)J.j~

-

PATRICK JOHNN,Cfry MANAGER

~

'-

;6--:::::>-

DARIO DE Luc
NAME/TITLE
BY: _ _._.,___ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ __
ROBE T COLUCCI, CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER
Name/Title
(When signing as Corporation necessary signatures are
President OR Vice President AND Secretary OR
Assistant Secretary.)

NOTE· A CALIFORNIA ALL PURPOSE NOTARY ACKNOWLEDGMENT MUST BE ATTACHED FOR ALL SIGNATURES ABOVE

ATTEST:
KATHY VALDEZ, CITY CLERK
By: ~ ~ \

l ::hJ._&_....

AP~EDASTo
G
/ur(l,.~
F~

DAR0'5fl;, CITY ATTORNEY

By:

(.}
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CALIFORNIA ALL-PURPOSE ACKNOWLEDGMENT

CIVIL CODE§ 1189

•

A notary public or other officer completing this certificate verifies only the identity of the individual who signed the
document to which this certificate is attached, and not the truthfulness, accuracy, or validity of that document.

)

State of California
County of

on

Ju I~

~n Di l-1) 0
:tf:h I 2of=J

)
before me,

~G-~6\,_lo_r_~0_l_"-_Lu_c,_tt...-_k_KJ_------'-"1_o_ht
_ ___,r~-.P_v1_b_/( ~

Date

Here Insert Name and Title of the Officer

J_a_(~_O__J)~,(,~LJ
__{_A.._ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __

personally appeared _ _

Name(s) of Signer(s)

who proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the person(s) whose name(s) is/are
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the same in
his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and that by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s),
or the entity upon behalf of which the person(s) acted, executed the instrument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws
of the State of California that the foregoing paragraph
is true and correct.
WITNESS my hand and official seal.

Signature

fa~~

..,

Signature of Notary Public

Place Notary Sea/ Above
---------------OPTIONAL--------------Though this section is optional, completing this information can deter alteration of the document or
fraudulent reattachment of this form to an unintended document.
Description of Attached Document
Title or Type of Document: _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ Document Date: _ _ _ _ _ _ __
Number of Pages: _ __ Signer(s) Other Than Named Above: _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ __

Capacity(ies) Claimed by Signer(s)
Signer's Name: _ _ _ __ _ __ _ _ __
I Corporate Officer - Title(s): _ _ _ _ _ __
I Partner Limited C General
Individual
U Attorney in Fact
Trustee
D Guardian or Conservator
I Other: _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __
Signer Is Representing : _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __

n

Signer's Name: _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ __
_Corporate Officer - Title(s): _ _ _ _ _ __
: .J Partner ,_ Limited
General
r 7 Individual
Attorney in Fact
D. Trustee
.~ Guardian or Conservator
D Other: _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __
Signer Is Representing: _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __

~ ·
©2014 National Notary Association· www.NationalNotary.org • 1-800-US NOTARY (1-800-876-6827)

2/27/2018

PH1

Item #5907

17 of 27

CALIFORNIA ALL-PURPOSE ACKNOWLEDGMENT

CIVIL CODE§ 1189

A notary public or other officer completing this certificate verifies only the identity of the individual who signed the
document to which this certificate is attached, and not the truthfulness, accuracy, or validity of that document.

who proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the pers~hose nam~istae!t
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he/stcfi'\bgY executed the same in
h1slb@/~
uthorized capacitl£!if@. and that by his~At.bdff' signatur~n the instrument the perso~
or the entity upon behalf of which the perso~cted, executed the instrument.
I certify under PEN
of the State of Ca · o
is true

~

j

OF PERJURY under the laws

that the foregoing paragraph

SANDRA L. HARGIS
CVmml11lon ti 2075917
Notary Public - California
San Diego County
1
11 2
0 1

ccco ,Ml ST!1'!!!& '! JuJ lrJi II

•

U

Place Notary Seal Above

- - - - - - - -- - -- -- --oPTIONAL--- -- - - -- - - - - - - Though this section is optional, completing this information can deter alteration of the document or
fraudulent reattachment of this form to an unintended document.
Description of Attached Document
Title or Type of Document: _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ Document Date: _ _ _ __ _ __
Number of Pages: _ __ Signer(s) Other Than Named Above: _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __
Capacity(ies) Claimed by Signer(s)
Signer's Name: _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __
0 Corporate Officer - Title(s): _ _ _ _ _ __
0 Partner - 0 Limited O General
0 Individual
O Attorney in Fact
=i Trustee
O Guardian or Conservator
:::J Other: _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _
Signer Is Representing: _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __

------- ------- - - - - - -\<:,'G1:(,~

'(,l(,."C(,~ ~=

"'4"<.:(;~"<,;(,"<.:<,"C,{,"'g,~

Signer's Name: _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _
0 Corporate Officer - Title(s): _ _ _ _ _ __
n Partner - I_l Limited O General
0 Individual
O Attorney in Fact
[ J Trustee
O Guardian or Conservator
0 Other: _ __ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ __
Signer Is Representing: _ __ __ _ __ _

~"C{,.'<.,(,'V,(.."<.(.."G.(;~"<,;(;"f,;(,"f,l(~

'<l;l/,"f~'(,l<:,~~'<.:<;'(,!(;'W,--V,(,~'<g(,'<

©2014 National Notary Association• www.NationalNotary.org • 1-800-US NOTARY (1-800-876-6827)
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CIVIL CODE§ 1189

CALIFORNIA ALL-PURPOSE ACKNOWLEDGMENT

•

A notary public or other officer completing this certificate verifies only the identity of the individual who signed the
document to which this certificate is attached, and not the truthfulness, accuracy, or validity of that document.
State of California
County of
On

Jud~

&

Y\

)

bf~ u

=th ( 2.cJ!"'t

)
beforeme,

Gabr-;-l-l~ Luc&\.J·-rr-o

Date
personally appeared

•

Nah..rlj

Here Insert Name and Title of the Officer

---~_k_(_r---=Co'---I_U_l_C_I_________________
Name(s) of Signer(s)

who proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the person(s) whose name(s) is/are
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the same in
his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and that by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s),
or the entity upon behalf of which the person(s) acted, executed the instrument.
I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws
of the State of California that the foregoing paragraph
is true and correct.
WITNESS my hand and official seal.

Signature

~

, ~
..,,
Signature of Notary Public

Place Notary Seal Above

---------------OPTIONAL--------------Though this section is optional, completing this information can deter alteration of the document or
fraudulent reattachment of this form to an unintended document.
Description of Attached Document
Title or Type of Document: _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ Document Date: _ _ _ _ _ _ __
Number of Pages: _ _ _ Signer(s) Other Than Named Above: _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ __ __
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EXHIBIT "A"
LEGAL DESCRIPTION
THE LAND REFERRED TO HEREIN BELOW IS SITUATED IN THE CITY OF SAN DIEGO , IN THE
COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO, STATE OF CALIFORNIA, AND IS DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:
A PORTION OF LOT 6 OF SECTION 31, TOWNSHIP 11 SOUTH , RANGE 3 WEST, SAN
BERNARDINO MERIDIAN , TOGETHER WI TH A PORTION OF LOT 12 AND LOT 13 OF RANCHO
MAR VISTA MAP NO. 2051 , FILED IN THE OFFICE OF THE COUNTY RECORDER OF SAN
DIEGO COUNTY AUGUST 12, 1927, IN THE COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO , STATE OF CALIFORNIA,
MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS .
COMMENCING AT THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF THE
SOUTHWEST QUARTER OF SECTION 31 , TOWNSHIP 11 RANGE 3 WEST, THENCE ALONG
THE NORTHERLY LINE OF SAID LOT 6 AND THE NORTHEASTERLY LINE OF THE
SOUTHWEST QUARTER SOUTH 89°46'03" WEST A DISTANCE OF 1,626.84 FEET TO THE TRUE
POINT OF BEGINNING , THENCE SOUTH 46°11 '40" WEST 752.11 FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF
A TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE TO THE NORTHWEST AND HAVING A RADIUS OF 2,053.00
FEET, THENCE SOUTHWESTERLY ALONG SAID CURVE THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF
12°13'17" AN ARC DISTANCE OF 437.91 FEET, THENCE SOUTH 00°13'57" EAST, 190.61 FEET
TO THE NORTHERLY LINE OF VISTA TRACT 85.2 ACCORDING TO MAP NO. 11860, FILED IN
THE OFFI CE OF THE COUNTY RECORDER OF SAN DIEGO COUNTY JULY 16, 1987, THENCE
WESTER LY ALONG SAID NORTHERLY LINE SOUTH 89°45'40" WEST , A DISTANCE OF 354.59
FEET TO THE EAST LINE OF LOT 4 ACCORDING TO MAP NO. 11860, THENCE NORTHERLY
ALONG SAID EASTERLY LINE NORTH 00 °25'05" EAST, 164.92 FEET TO THE NORTHEASTERLY
CORNER OF SAID LOT 4; THENCE WESTERLY ALONG THE NORTHERLY LINE OF SAID LOT 4
SOUTH 89 °44'43" WEST 200.00 FEET TO THE LINE OF LOT 13 OF SAID MAP NO. 2051;
THENCE NORTHERLY ALONG SAID EASTERLY LINE NORTH 00 °25'00" EAST, 1.58 FEET;
THENCE LEAVING SAID EASTERLY LINE SOUTH 73°33"57" WEST, 201 . 73 FEET TO THE
NORTHEASTERLY RIGHT-OFWAY LINE OF BUENA VISTA DRIVE AS SHOWN ON SAID
RANCHO MAR VISTA MAP NO. 2051 AND THE BEGINNING OF A NON-TANGENT 120.00 FOOT
RADIUS CURVE CONCAVE SOUTHWESTERLY, A RADIAL BEARING TO SAID CURVE BEARS
NORTH 33°24'54" EAST; THENCE NORTHWESTERLY ALONG SAID RIGHTOF-WAY LINE AND
SAID CURVE THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 17°26'10' AN ARC LENGTH OF 36.52 FEET TO
THE MOST SOUTHERLY CORNER OF PARCEL 4 AS SHOWN ON PARCEL MAP NO. 4348,
FILED IN THE OFFICE OF THE COUNTY RECORDER OF SAN DIEGO COUNTY DECEMBER 30,
1975; THENCE EASTERLY ALONG THE SOUTHEASTERLY LINE OF SAID PARCEL 4 NORTH
73°33'57" EAST 236.38 FEET TO THE SOUTHEASTERLY CORNER OF SAID PARCEL 4, THENCE
NORTHERLY ALONG THE EASTERLY LINE OF SAID PARCEL 4 NORTH 00°25'05" EAST 444.74
FEET TO THE NORTHEASTERLY CORNER OF PARCEL 3 OF SAID PARCEL MAP NO. 4348 ;
THENCE WESTERLY ALONG THE NORTHERLY LINE OF SAID PARCEL 3 SOUTH 80°55'32"
WEST, 676.60 FEET TO THE NORTHWESTERLY CORNER OF SAID PARCEL MAP NO. 4348;
THENCE NORTH 13°43'38" WEST , 173.50 FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT CURVE
CONCAVE TO THE EAST AND HAVING A RADIUS OF 180.00 FEET; THENCE NORTHERLY
ALONG SAID CURVE THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 12°01 '41" AN ARC DISTANCE OF 37.79
FEET, THENCE NORTH 01°41'56" WEST, 148.45 FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT
CURVE CONCAVE TO THE EAST AND HAVING A RADIUS OF 107.43 FEET; THENCE
NORTHERLY ALONG SAID CURVE THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 27°02'24" AN ARC
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DISTANCE OF 50.70 FEET TO THE NORTHWESTERLY CORNER OF LOT 12 OF SAID MAP NO.
2051; THENCE EASTERLYALONG THE NORTHERLY LINE OF SAID LOT 12 SOUTH 89°39'01 "
EAST, 710.62 FEET TO THE SOUTHEASTERLY CORNER OF LOT 11 OF SAID MAP NO. 2051 ,
THENCE NORTHERLY ALONG THE EASTERLY LINE OF SAID LOT 11 NORTH 00°25'05"
EXCEPT, 46.37 FEET TO THE NORTHWESTERLY CORNER OF LOT 6 OF SAID SECTION 31 ,
THENCE EASTERLY ALONG THE NORTHERLY LINE OF SAID LOT 6 NORTH 89°46'03" EAST,
1,435.35 FEET TO THE TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING.
SAID PARCEL BEING DESCRIBED IN PARCEL "A" OF CERTIFICATE OF COMPLIANCE
RECORDED JANUARY 19, 2001, AS FILE NO. 2001-31665 OF OFFICIAL RECORDS , AND
CORRECTION TO SAID CERTIFICATE RECORDED OCTOBER 11, 2002 AS FILE NO. 884675 OF
OFFICIAL RECORDS .
APN : 169-200-20
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PAGES: 5
CITY OF VISTA
200 CIVIC CENTER DRIVE
VISTA, CA 92084-6275
ATTN : CITY CLERK
Fee Exem t: Government Code Section 27383

APN : 169-200-11
IRREVOCABLE OFFER OF ANNEXATION TO THE CITY OF VISTA
AND AGREEMENT TO PAY FUTURE ANNEXATION FEES
1314 Buena Vista Drive (Buena Sanitation District)

THIS AGREEMENT is entered into as of April 6, 2017, by and between the City of Vista, a chartered
mun icipal corporation , ("CITY") and, JOAQUIN GONZALEZ SANCHEZ and SERAFIN GONZALEZ
SANCHEZ ("Owner/Developer").
RECITALS

1.
Owner/Developer has applied to Buena Sanitation District ("District") for sewer service for the real
property hereinafter described ("Property") now under Owner/Developer's own ership
2.
The Property is within the Local Agency Formation Commission sphere of influence for the City of
Vista, but the Property is not within the city limits.
It has been determined to be in the public interest to provide sewer service to this Property.

3

2.
An irrevocable offer of annexation of the Property to the City of Vista is a requi rement for the provision
of sewer service by the District.
NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS HEREBY AGREED AS FOLLOWS:
SECTION 1.Owner/Developer makes an irrevocable offer to annex the Property to the City and to take all
actions necessary to accomplish that annexation upon request by City. For purposes of calculating any votes
or protests, this Agreement shall constitute and shall be counted as a written approval or consent to an
annexation application initiated by the City or which has received the written support of the Vista City Manager
or Vista City Council. Additionally, Owner/Developer agrees to pay all applicable annexation fees (Including
City fees , LAFCO fees, and State Board of Equalization fees) at the time the annexation is initiated by the Vista
City Council. or at such other time as shall be authorized by the City in advance of the annexation of the
Property. These fees, without limitation , include all application fees, processing fees , and ''deficit offset"
payments described in that certain Codicil to the Master Property Tax Agreement, dated February 27, 2004 ,
which supplements the Master Property Tax Agreement of November 20, 1984 between the City and the
County of San Diego, as shall be amended from time to time ("Property Agreement"). A copy of the Property
Agreement is on file with the City Clerk of the City. Owner/Developer agrees and accepts that the payment of
such fees, unless waived by the City, constitutes a precondition to the annexation of the Property .

00025574 3

about:blai~

12712018

EXHIBIT 5
PH1

RECORDING REQUESTED BY
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CITY OF VISTA
200 CIVIC CENTER DRIVE
VISTA, CA 92084-6275
ATTN: CITY CLERK
Fee Exem t: Government Code Section 27383

APN: 169-200-11
IRREVOCABLE OFFER OF ANNEXATION TO THE CITY OF VISTA
AND AGREEMENT TO PAY FUTURE ANNEXATION FEES
13 i 4 Buena Vista Drive (Buena Sa111tat1on Di strict)

THIS AGREEMENT is entered into as of April 6, 2017, by and between the City of Vista, a chartered
municipal corporation , ("CITY") and, JOAQUIN GONZALEZ SANCHEZ and SERAFIN GONZALEZ
SANCHEZ ("Owner/Developer").
RECITALS

1.
Owner/Developer has applied to Buena Sanitation District ("District") for sewer service for the real
property hereinafter described ("Property") now under Owner/Developer's ownership .
2.
The Property is within the Local Agency Formation Commission sphere of influence for the City of
Vista, but the Property is not within the city limits.
3.

It has been determined to be in the public interest to provide sewer service to this Property.

2.
An irrevocable offer of annexation of the Property to the City of Vista is a requirement for the provision
of sewer service by the District.
NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS HEREBY AGREED AS FOLLOWS:

SECTION 1.Owner/Developer makes an irrevocable offer to annex the Property to the City and to take all
actions necessary to accomplish that annexation upon request by City. For purposes of calculating any votes
or protests, this Agreement shall constitute and shall be counted as a written approval or consent to an
annexation application initiated by the City or which has received the written support of the Vista City Manager
or Vista City Council. Additionally, Owner/Developer agrees to pay all applicable annexation fees (including
City fees, LAFCO fees, and State Board of Equalization fees) at the time the annexation is initiated by the Vista
City Council, or at such other time as shall be authorized by the City in advance of the annexation of the
Property. These fees, without limitation, include all application fees, processing fees, and "deficit offset"
payments described in that certain Codicil to the Master Property Tax Agreement, dated February 27 , 2004 ,
which supplements the Master Property Tax Agreement of November 20, 1984 between the City and the
County of San Diego , as shall be amended from time to time ("Property Agreement"). A copy of the Property
Agreement is on file with the City Clerk of the City . Owner/Developer agrees and accepts that the payment of
such fees, unless waived by the City, constitutes a precondition to the annexation of the Property.
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SECTION 2. Owner/Developer shall acquire any necessary off-site easements, shall construct the mainline
sewer and lateral to a point on the Property as determined by the City Department of Engineering , and shall be
responsible for all costs including engineering , permits, inspection and any other costs related to the physical
construction of the sewer. Owner/Developer shall comply will all rules , regulations , ordinances or statutes
currently in effect or as may be amended from time to time .
SECTION 3. Owner/Developer shall pay sewer capacity fees , sewer service fees , and permit fees to the
District and the City as required from time to time . Sewer service charges will be billed as determined by the
District, and shall be paid w ithin thirty (30) days of the billing date . If within that 30 day penod , said sum has not
been paid , the Owner/Developer and their successors in interest hereby authorize the filing of a law suit in a
court of competent jurisdiction by the City and/or District. Parties refusing to pay their sewer service charge
within the specified time shall, m addition be liable for any and all cost of suit and reasonable attorney's fees
incurred by the City and/or District in initiating any legal action pursuant to the terms of th is Agreement.
SECTION 4. Owner/Developer irrevocably agrees to grant to the Distnct, without compensation , an on-site
sanitary sewer easement, if necessary in the sole discretion of the District , for the future extension of the
sewer.
SEC TION 5. Subdivision and/or development shall be compatible with the General Plan of the City and shall
be in conformance with City development standards, including City review and approval of the site
development plan and payment of any development fees not required by the County but required by the City,
such as drainage fees and traffic mitigation fee s.
SECTION 6. D1stnct will provide sewer service upon satisfaction of the conditions set forth m this Agreement ,
applicable law, and other requirements which are standard preconditions to the provision of sewer service.
SECTION 7. A description of the Property upon which said irrevocable offer of annexation is imposed is
described as follows : PARCEL 3 OF PARCEL MAP 4348, BEING A DIVISION OF LOT 12 AND 13 OF
RANCHO MAR VISTA AS PER MAP NO. 2051 , RECORDED AS PER MAP NO. 434, RECORDED AUGUST
17rH 1927, ACCORDING TO GRANT DEED TO JOAQUIN GONZALEZ SANCHEZ AND SERAFIN
GONZALEZ SANCHEZ RECORDED JANUARY 6, 2014. PER DOCUMENT NO. 2014-0005308.
SECTION 8. The obligations of this Agreement shall constitute covenants or servitudes which shall run with
the land comprising the Property and shall be binding on the successors and assigns of Owner/Developer,
including all estates and interests in the Property. City is deemed the beneficiary of the terms and provisions of
this Agreement (and of the covenants running with the land) for its own behalf. Notwithstanding the foregoing ,
a decision to in itiate or support an application for annexation to the Local Agency Formation Commission
("LAFCO") is reserved to the sole discretion of the City , and th is Agreement does not contain any
representation or comm itment that the City will initiate or support such an application in the future. LAFCO
must approve any annexation to the City.
SECTION 9. This Agreement shall continue in effect until such time as the Property is annexed to the City or
this Agreement is terminated as hereinafter specified , whichever occurs first.
SECTION 10. This Agreement may be terminated by the City by giving Owner/Developer, its heirs, successors
or assigns, five (5) days advance written notice if [1] Owner/Developer fails to pay the fees described in
paragraphs One (1) . Two (2) , Three (3) or Five (5) above , or [2] the annexation is not approved for any reason .
[Continued on page 3.]
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The undersigned Owner/Developer, jointly and severally, join in all the promises herein contained, and agree
to this Irrevocable Offer of Annexation to City of Vista and Agreement to Pay Future Annexation Fees with
respect to the Property.

"CITY"

"OWNER/DEVELOPER"

CITY OF VISTA, a chartered municipal corporation

JOAQUIN GONZALEZ SANCHEZ and SERAFIN
GONZALEZ SANCHEZ

By:

~

~

PATRICK JOHNSN,CrrYMANAGER

JOAQUIN GONZALEZ SANCHEZ/ OWNER

:~~

SERAFIN GONZALEZ SANCHEZ/ OWNER
Name/Title
(When signing as Corporation necessary signatures are
President OR Vice President AND Secretary OR
Assistant Secretary.)
NOTE· A CALIFORNIA ALL PURPOSE NOTARY ACKNOWLEDGMENT MUST BE ATTACHED FOR ALL SIGNATURES ABOVE

ATTEST:
KATHY VALDEZ, CITY CLERK
By:

~~ lUd-..

t
:::r;;;d~ e1~

APPROVED AS TO FORM:
DAROLD PIEPER, CITY ATTORNEY
By:
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CIVIL CODE § 1189

A notary public or other officer completing this certificate verifies only the identity of the Individual who signed the
document to which this certificate is attached, and not the truthfulness, accuracy, or validity of that document.

who proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the persofl(s),twhose na~
i~
subscri~ed J.O t he within instrument and acknowledged to me that he/~ ~
executed the same in
h i ~ u t horized capaci~
and that by his418/~ signature.(Sd..!ln the instrument the perso~ .
or the entity upon behalf of which 'i'he perso'l{d'acted , executed the instrument_
I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws
of the State of Cahfo I that the foregoing paragraph
is true and COl:llile*rl'-. /

Place Notary Seal Above

- - - - - - - -- - - - - - - OPTIONAL _ __ _ _ __ _ __ __ _ __
Though this section is optional, completing this information can deter alteration of the document or
fraudulent reattachment of this form to an unintended document.
Description of Attached Document
Title or Type of Document: _ _ _ _ _ __ ______ Document Date: _ _ _ _ _ _ __
Number of Pages: _ _ _ Signer(s) Other Than Named Above: _ _ __ __ _ _ _ _ _ __
Capacity(ies) Claimed by Signer(s)
Signer's Name: __________
D Corporate Officer - Title(s): _ _ _ _ _ __
D Partner - D Limited D General
0 Individual
D Attorney in Fact
D Trustee
D Guardian or Conservator
D Other: - -- - -- - · - -- - - - - Signer Is Representing: _ _ _ _ __ _ __
~ ~ ~ ' ( ; ( , .~

Signer's Name: _ ____________

D Corporate Officer - Title(s): _ _ _ _ _ __

n Partner -

L1 Limited D General
D Attorney in Fact
1-J Trustee
D Guardian or Conservator
D Other: _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ __
Signer Is Representing: _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __

D Individual

~'<;c(.;(J."C(;'<.:<;'<,;(,"C<,'<.<,"C<,.'Q(,' <;<,~~~--«<,.~-c,<,'1~'<,;:(,~;l<;;(;,~~'C<,'<M-~<.:4,~'«<;~ ~<4<,..~
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ACKNOWLEDGMENT
A notary public or other officer completing this
certificate verifies only the identity of the individual
who signed the document to which this certificate is
attached, and not the truthfulness, accuracy, or
validity of that document.
State of California
County of
San Diego

on

November 1, 2017

before me, K. Maddox, a Notary Public
(insert name and title of the officer)

personally appeared Joaquin Gonzalez Sanchez and Serafin Gonzalez Sanchez
who proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the person(s) whose name(s) is/are
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the same in
his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and that by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the
person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the person(s) acted, executed the instrument.
I certify under PENAL TY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

~
?

a

; ••••• ,Mv
Signatur

2/27/2018
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Notary Public • CalHornla
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Community Development
Interoffice Memorandum

Date:

February 27, 2018

To:

Mayor and City Council

From:

John Conley, Director

Subject:

PH1, Stonemark Annexation/Reorganization, Alternative Resolution

CC:

Patrick Johnson, City Manager
Jonathan Stone, Asst. City Attorney

The Stonemark Annexation/Reorganization currently includes three sepa rate
properties, as follow:
• A 25-acre site that is unaddressed and approved for subdivision of nineteen
lots (APN 169-200-20)
• A single-family home at 1314 Buena Vista Drive (APN 169-200-11)
• A single-family home at 1316 Buena Vista Drive (APN 169-200-12)
An additional property owner (Reedy) th at is contiguous to the project sit e has
requested to be included in the City's an nexation application, which wou ld add t wo
parcels under t his ownership:
• A single-family home at 1308 Buena Vista Drive (APN 169-200-10)
• A vacant one-acre lot that is unaddressed off Buena Vista Drive (APN 169200-09)
This property owner desires to obtain sewer service to these parcels in the future,
which requi res annexation.
Staff has prepared an alternative resolution (which is attached) inclusive of these two
additional parcels, if the City Council agrees to the property owner's request. Staff
has confirmed with LAFC0 that the addition of these two residential properties to the
City's application would not trigger any new requirements, assuming each property
owner consents to the City's application.
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CITY OF VISTA
CALIFORNIA

INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST
AND EXEMPTION PURSUANT TO STATE CEQA GUIDELINES§ 15183
P18-OO14

PROJECT NAME:

Stonemark Estates Reorganization

PROJECT LOCATION:

East of Buena Vista Drive and south of Mar Vista Drive, APNs 169200-09, -10, -11, -12, and -20.

PROJECT APPLICANT:

City of Vista
Community Development Department
Planning Division
200 Civic Center Drive
Vista, California 92084-6275
Contact: John Conley, Director
(760) 643-5388
jcon ley@cityofvista.com

LEAD AGENCY:

City of Vista
Community Development Department
Planning Division
200 Civic Center Drive
Vista, California 92084-6275

This Initial Study Checklist has been prepared pursuant to the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA) (Public Resources Code, Section 21000, et seq.) and the State CEQA Guidelines
(California Code of Regulations, Section 15000, et seq.).

This page intentionally blank
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City of Vista

Chapter 1

INTRODUCTION
Overview
The City of Vista's (City) Planning Division has prepared this Initial Study (IS) to evaluate the potential
environmental consequences associated with the proposed project. As part of the approval
process, the proposed project is required to undergo an environmental review pursuant to the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). One of the main objectives of CEQA is to disclose to
the public and decision makers the potential environmental effects of proposed activities. CEQA
requires that the lead agency prepare an Initial Study to determine if additional environmental
review is needed. The City's Planning Division is the lead agency for the proposed project under
CEQA, and the Division has determined that an exemption is appropriate pursuant to Section 15183
of the CEQA Guidelines.

Authority
The preparation of this IS is governed by two principal sets of documents: CEQA (Public Resources
Code Section 21000, et seq.) and the State CEQA Guidelines (California Code of Regulations
Section 15000, et seq.). Specifically, the State CEQA Guidelines guide preparation of the IS; Section
15063 describes the requirements for initial studies, and Section 15183 describes the conditions
for the particular exemption relied upon for the proposed project. Where appropriate and supportive
to an understanding of the issues, reference will be made to either the CEQA statute or State CEQA
Guidelines. This IS contains all of the contents required by CEQA, which includes a project
description, a description of the environmental setting, discussion of potential environmental
impacts, consistency with plans and policies, and names of preparers.

Scope
This IS evaluates the proposed project's effects on the following resource topics:
• aesthetics
• land use planning
• agricultural resources
• mineral resources
• air quality
• noise
• biological resources
• population and housing
• cultural resources
• public services
• geology and soils
• recreation
• greenhouse gas emissions
• transportation/traffic
• hazards and hazardous materials
• utilities and service systems
• hydrology and water quality
• mandatory findings of significance
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Chapter 2 - Envlronmentol Setting and Project Description

Chapter 2

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING
AND PROJECT DESCRIPTION
Project Overview
The proposed project is a Reorganization to annex approximately 31. 75 acres into the city of Vista,
detach the territory from the Vista Fire Protection District, and detach a portion of the territory from
the Buena Sanitation District.

Existing Environmental Setting
The project site is located within the Sunset Island area of unincorporated San Diego County. The
Sunset Island describes an area of unincorporated land surrounding Sunset Drive that is bounded
by the cities of Vista and Oceanside. The project site comprises five parcels that are located east
of Buena Vista Drive and south of Mar Vista Drive, and accessed directly from Buena Vista Drive
between Mar Vista Drive and Keys Place. The parcels are all surrounded by existing large-lot singlefamily homes and agricultural uses.
The project site consists of five legal parcels, a 25.8-acre vacant parcel (APN 169-200-20), a oneacre vacant parcel (APN 169-200-10), a 2.3-acre single-family home addressed as 1314 Buena
Vista Drive (APN 169-200-11), a 1.3-acre single-family home addressed as 1308 Buena Vista Drive
(APN 169-200-09), and a 1.4-acre single-family home addressed as 1316 Buena Vista Drive (169200-12). A Tentative Subdivision Map (known as the Stonemark Estates Subdivision) was approved
on the 25.8-acre vacant property by the County of San Diego (County) in 2015 for a subdivision of
19 lots ranging in size from 0.5 acres to 4.3 acres (Tract 54 79-1). The existing County zoning allows
for one-acre minimum lot sizes in this area, but in approving the project, the County relied on a lot
averaging ordinance for the final lot design of the Tentative Subdivision Map (TSM).
At the time of the TSM approval, the property was annexed into the Buena Sanitation District (BSD)
for sewer service to the Stonemark project. Annexation into the BSD required that the property
owner (P.A.S. Investors, L.P.) execute an Irrevocable Offer of Annexation (IOA) to the City of Vista,
which was completed in 2017. In addition, due to potential grading impacts to the septic leach field
on the adjacent residential property (1314 Buena Vista Drive), the adjacent parcel is required to
connect to sewer service at the time of development of the Stonemark project. that the owner of
that property (Sanchez) also signed an IOA to annex into the city. Following recordation of the IOA
by Sanchez, the remaining two affected property owners requested to join the annexation in public
hearings conducted by the City of Vista.
Based on the location and topography of these properties, sewer flows from this area gravity flow
into the City of Vista's sewer system, which requires a flow transfer agreement between the Buena
Sanitation District and the City. Because the City desires to eliminate the flow transfer agreement
between the sewer districts, and the City controls both districts, the City prefers to annex these
properties at this time.
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Project Description
The City of Vista proposes to annex the five properties from the County into the city of Vista and
detach from the Vista Fire Protection District and the Buena Sanitation District, which is referred to
as an Annexation/Reorganization. The City's action includes pre-zoning the properties to
Agricultural (A-1), which allows single-family residential and ancillary land uses with a minimum lot
size of one acre.
Any existing land use entitlements on the properties at the time of annexation transfer with the
Annexation/Reorganization; therefore, the City must honor the prior approved TSM for the
Stonemark project, and allow development of this property in accordance with the TSM. The
approved TSM grants development of a subdivision of 19 single-family residential lots and a private
cul-de-sac street extending east from Buena Vista Drive. Lots would range in size from 0.5 to 4.3
acres. Although 13 of the 19 new lots would not meet the minimum lot size for the A-1 Zone (of
one acre), they would be permitted under the prior approval, as the County relied upon a lot
averaging allowance that permitted some smaller lots in exchange for preservation of open space
on a portion of the site. The approved TSM preserves an existing canyon and drainage extending
east to west across the southerly portion of the site. The TSM also includes a trail connection from
the private cul-de-sac to Park Hill Road to the south. The adjacent residential properties at 1308,
1314 and 1316 Buena Vista Drive would remain in their existing developed condition and no
improvements (other than sewer connection) are proposed to these properties as part of the
Annexation/Reorganization request.
The-25.8-acre Stonemark property would be subdivided into 19 lots; therefore, the overall density
of the subdivision would not exceed one dwelling unit per acre consistent with both the City's and
County's General Plan designations for the site. The annexation, detachment, and pre-zoning would
be subject to final approval from LAFC0 following the City Council's action on the proposal. The
proposed Annexation/Reorganization request recognizes the entitlement established by the
County's approval of the Stonemark TSM and does not propose to modify, alter, or eliminate any
conditions placed on the prior approval.
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Chapter 3

INITIAL STUDY
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Project Information
Project Title:

Stonemark Estates Reorganization

Lead Agency Name and Address:

City of Vista
Community Development Department
Planning Division
200 Civic Center Drive
Vista, CA 92084-6275

Contact Person and Phone Number:

John Conley, Director
(760) 643-5388

Project Location:

East of Buena Vista Drive and south of Mar Vista
Drive, APNs 169-200-09, -10, -11, -12, and -20

Project Applicant:

City of Vista
Community Development Department
Planning Division
200 Civic Center Drive
Vista, California 92084-6275

Contact Person and Phone Number:

Same as above

Description of Project:

See Chapter 2, Project Description.

Surrounding Land Uses and Setting:

See Chapter 2, Project Description.
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Summary of Findings
The Vista General Plan was last updated in 2012, establishing a blueprint for future land
development within the city. The General Plan applies to all of the incorporated portions of the city,
as well as all areas covered by the Sphere of Influence. The General Plan directs population growth
and plans for infrastructure needs, development, and resource protection. The 2012 update
included revisions to existing elements and adoption of new General Plan elements, which set the
goals and policies that guide future development. These include the Land Use and Community
Identity (LUCI) Element, the Circulation Element, and the Resource Conservation and Sustainability
Element, among others. The General Plan also includes a land use map, circulation network map,
natural resources map, and other goals, policies and implementing guidelines.
The 2012 General Plan update included the preparation of a Program Environmental Impact Report
(EIR) (SCH# 2009121028), which comprehensively evaluated the environmental impacts that
would result from implementation of the General Plan. This included information related to existing
site conditions, analyses of the types and magnitude of project-level and cumulative environmental
impacts, and feasible mitigation measures that could reduce or avoid environmental impacts.
The Stonemark Estates Reorganization is consistent with the analysis performed for the Vista
General Plan Program EIR, as well as the County General Plan EIR (SCH# 2002111067) and the
environmental analysis supporting the County's approval of the Stone mark Estates TSM (PDS20063100-5479). A comprehensive environmental evaluation has been completed for the project, as
documented in the attached IS Checklist, as well as in the County's § 15183 Exemption Checklist,
which is incorporated by reference herein. The evaluation in this document concludes that the
project qualifies for an exemption from additional environmental review because it is consistent
with the development density and use characteristics established by both the Vista and County
general plans, and analyzed by the Vista General Plan Program EIR.
In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15183, the project qualifies for an exemption because
the following findings can be made:
1.

The project is consistent with the development density established by existing zoning,
community plan, or general plan policies for which an EIR was certified.
The project would annex 31. 75 acres from the unincorporated County into Vista. The County
previously approved a TSM for 19 lots on an approximately 25-acre parcel within the project
site. The resulting lot configuration (of the annexation and approved subdivision) would be
consistent with the Rural Residential land use designation established by the Vista General
Plan and the certified General Plan Program EIR.

2.

There are no project specific effects which are peculiar to the project or its site, and which
the General Plan Program EIR failed to analyze as significant effects.
The project site is no different from other properties in the surrounding area, and there are
no project specific effects which are peculiar to the project or its site. The project site is
located in an area developed with similarly sized, estate residential lots with accessory uses.
The approved future development project could result in potential impacts to cultural
resources that could occur as a result of undiscovered cultural resources unearthed during
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grading; however, the County's prior approval included mitigating conditions addressing this
potential impact. The mitigation measures conditioned upon the project are equivalent to
mitigation included in the General Plan Program EIR.
3.

There are no potentially significant off-site and/or cumulative impacts which the General
Plan Program EIR failed to evaluate.
The proposed project is consistent with the density and use characteristics of the
development considered by the General Plan Program EIR and the future development
would represent a small part of the growth that was forecast for build-out of the General
Plan. The General Plan Program EIR considered the incremental impacts of the proposed
project, and as evidenced in the administrative record, no potentially significant off-site or
cumulative impacts have been identified which were not previously evaluated.

4.

There is no substantial new information which results in more severe impacts than
anticipated in the General Plan Program EIR.
As explained in the IS Checklist below and the County's CEQA Guidelines§ 15183 Exemption
Checklist (incorporated by reference), no new information has been identified which would
result in a determination of a more severe impact than what was anticipated in the General
Pian Program El R.

5.

The project will undertake feasible mitigation measures specified in the General Plan
Program EIR.
The proposed project will undertake feasible mitigation measures that are conditioned upon
t he Stonemark Estates TSM, as required under the County of San Diego's prior approval. As
noted above, these measures are equivalent to the mitigation included in the General Plan
Program EIR. Annexation of the remaining residential parcels would not create any new
significant environmental impacts.

'1 -13 · (8
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I. Aesthetics
Would the project:

Chapter 3 - Initial Study Environmental Checklist

I

Potentially
Significant
Impact

I

Less than
Significant
with
Mitigation

I

Less than
Significant
Impact

I

No Impact

a.

Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic
vista?

D

D

D

[gJ

b.

Substantially
scenic
resources,
damage
including, but not limited to, trees, rock
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a
state scenic highway?

D

D

D

[gJ

Substantially degrade the existing visual
character or quality of the site and its
surroundings?

D

D

D

[gJ

Create a source of substantial light or glare,
which would adversely affect day or nighttime
views in the area?

D

D

D

[gJ

c.

d.

DISCUSSION

a. The project site would be visible from public roads and trails; however, the site is not located
within a designated scenic vista in the General Plan.
b. The site is not located within the viewshed of a State scenic highway.
c. The project includes a future development of 19 single-family residential lots on approximately
25 acres, which equates to a density of less than one unit per acre. The remaining parcels
include a small undeveloped lot and three lots developed with single-family homes and
accessory uses, on which no changes or new development are proposed. The future
development would be consistent with the existing semi-rural community character and would
not substantially degrade the visual quality of the site or its surroundings. Annexation of the
subject parcels would not otherwise affect aesthetics.
d. The project is conditioned to comply with the County of San Diego's light pollution requirements
to prevent light spillover and minimize impacts to dark skies.
The proposed project would not result in any potentially significant impacts to aesthetics beyond
what was adequately analyzed in the General Plan Program EIR.
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11. Agriculture and Forestry Resources
Would the project:

I Significant
Potentially
Impact

I Significant
Less than
I Significant
Less than
with
Mitigation

Impact

I Impact
No

Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or
Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as
shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the
California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use?

D

D

D

~

b.

Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a
Williamson Act contract?

D

D

D

~

C.

Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of,
forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code
section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public
Resources Code section 4526), or timberland zoned
Timberland Production (as defined by Government
Code Section 51104(g))?

D

D

D

~

d.

Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest
land to non-forest use?

D

D

D

~

e.

Involve other changes in the existing environment,
which, due to their location or nature, could result in
conversion of Farmland to nonagricultural use?

D

D

D

~

a.

DISCUSS/ON

a. The project supports a small area of Farmland of Local Importance; however, according to the
Local Agricultural Resource Assessment (LARA) Model maintained by the County of San Diego,
the site is not a significant agricultural resource.
b. The site is not located within or adjacent to a Williamson Act contract. The site is currently prezoned A-1 (Agricultural) in the City of Vista and, therefore, would permit future agricultural uses
accessory to the residential use. The existing parcels proposed for annexation and the larger
lots within the future development could accommodate agricultural uses.
c. There are no timberland production zones on or near the project site.
d. The project site is not located near any forest lands.
e. The project site is not located near any important farmlands or active agricultura l production
areas that qualify as important agricultural resources per City of Vista or County of San Diego
guidelines.
The proposed project would not result in any potentially significant impacts to agriculture and
forestry resources that were not adequately analyzed in the General Plan Program EIR.
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I

Ill. Air Quality

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Would the project:

I

Lessthan

Significant
with
Mitigation

I

Less than
Significant
Impact

I

No
Impact

a.

Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the
applicable air quality plan?

D

D

D

~

b.

Violate any air quality standard or contribute
substantially to an existing or projected air quality
violation?

D

D

D

~

Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of
any criteria pollutant for which the project region is
non-attainment under an applicable federal or state
ambient air quality standard (including releasing
emissions which exceed qualitative thresholds for
ozone precursors?)

D

D

D

~

d.

Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations?

D

D

D

~

e.

Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial
number of people?

D

D

D

~

c.

DISCUSS/ON

a. The project includes a future development that was approved by the County of San Diego, which
was anticipated and considered by the San Diego Association of Governments (SAN DAG) in the
growth projections used for the Regional Air Quality Strategy (RAQS) and the State
Implementation Plan (SIP). As such, the future development would not conflict with the
applicable air quality plans. In addition, the operational emissions from the future development
are below screening levels and would not violate any applicable air quality standards.
Annexation of the subject parcels into the City of Vista would not otherwise affect the applicable
air quality plans.
b. Grading operations associated with the future development on the site would be subject to the
City's Grading Ordinance and the conditions of approval levied by the County, and include
required best management practices to control dust. Emissions from the construction phase of
the future development were determined to be below the screening level criteria established by
the County at the time of approval of the future development project. The annexation of the
subject parcels into the City of Vista would not otherwise affect air quality.
c. The future development was not determined to exceed County screening thresholds at the time
of approval. Annexation of the remaining parcels would not otherwise increase any criteria
pollutant.
d. The future development would add new residential homes to the area, but the project site was
not determined to be located within one-quarter mile of any point source of significant emissions
per the County's review at the time of approval. In addition, the future development would not
expose sensitive receptors to significant pollutant concentrations.
e. Objectionable odors associated with development of the approved subdivision were evaluated
by the County at the time of approval and determined to be insignificant. Annexation of the
subject parcels would not otherwise create new odors.
The proposed project would not result in any potentially significant impacts to air quality that were
not adequately analyzed in the General Plan Program EIR.
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IV. B10
. Iog1ca
. I Resources
Would the proiect·
,
·

a.

b.

c.

d.

e.

f.

P?te_n~1ally
L~ss_~han
I S1grnf1cant
· I Significant
Less than
I S1grnf1cant
I No
·th
Impact

w1
M·t·g
11 at·10n

Impact

Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or
through habitat modifications, on any species
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status
species in local or regional plans, policies, or
regulations, or by the California Department of Fish
and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

D

D

D

Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian
habitat or other sensitive natural community
identified in local or regional plans, policies, and
regulations or by the California Department of Fish
and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

D

D

D

Have a substantial adverse effect on federally
protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the
Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to marsh,
vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal,
filling, hydrological interruption, or other means?

D

D

D

Interfere substantially with the movement of any
native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or
with established native resident or migratory wildlife
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery
sites?

D

D

D

Conflict with any local policies or ordinances
protecting biological resources, such as a tree
preservation policy or ordinance?

D

D

D

Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat
Conservation Plan (HCP), Natural Community
Conservation Plan (NCCP), or other approved local,
regional, or state habitat conservation plan?

D

D

D

Impac

t

DISCUSSION

a. The future development site was cleared under a previous County permit (AD 02-043) and
mitigated. No further biological impacts or mitigation are identified. Annexation of the subject
parcels would not adversely affect any biological species under the jurisdiction of state or federal
wildlife agencies. The future development is conditioned to comply with the Migratory Bird
Treaty Act.
b. No wetlands or jurisdictional waters are documented on the site in the County's § 15183
Exemption Checklist.
c. No wetlands or jurisdictional waters are documented on the site in the County's § 15183
Exemption Checklist.
d. The project site is surrounded by residential development and is not considered part of a
regional wildlife corridor. The County determined that the future development site would not
assist in local wildlife movement because it lacks in connecting vegetation and visual continuity
with other potential habitat areas in the vicinity of the site. Further, the City of Vista does not
identify any portion of the project site as a biologically sensitive area.
e. The City of Vista maintains a number of goals and policies in the Resource Conservation and
Sustainability (RCS) Element of the General Plan that promote the conservation of biological
resources. Annexation of the subject parcels would not conflict with the policies or natural
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f.

resource mapping included in the RCS Element of the General Plan.
The City of Vista does not have an approved HCP/NCCP. The City maintains a number of goals
and policies in the Resource Conservation and Sustainability (RCS) Element of the General Plan
that promote the conservation of biological resources. Annexation of the subject parcels would
not conflict with the policies or natural resource mapping included in the RCS Element of the
General Plan.

The proposed project would not result in any potentially significant impacts to biological resources
that were not adequately analyzed in the General Plan Program EIR.
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V. Cultural Resources
Would the project:

a.

I Significant
Lessthan
I Significant
Potent;ally
I Significant
Less than
I No Impact
with
Impact
Impact
Mitigation

Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historical resource as defined in

D

D

D

181

Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of an archaeological resource pursuant
to §15064.5?

D

D

D

181

C.

Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological
resource or site or unique geological feature?

D

D

D

181

d.

Disturb any human remains, including those interred
outside of formal cemeteries?

D

D

D

181

§15064.5?
b.

DISCUSSION

a. The County's § 15183 Exemption Checklist determined that the prior residence on the future
development site is not historically significant. No other potential impacts to historic resources
would occur as a result of the proposed project.
b. The County's § 15183 Exemption Checklist determined that there no significant cultural
resource sites located on the future development site; however, due to the potential for
discovery of unidentified cultural resources during grading activities associated with the
approved development, the project has been conditioned to require monitoring. The cultural
resource monitoring conditions imposed on the approved development project are equivalent
to mitigation measures included in the General Plan Program EIR and are binding upon the
approved Tentative Subdivision Map.
c. The project site does not contain any unique geologic features, as determined in the County's §
15183 Exemption Checklist.
d. The County's § 15183 Exemption Checklist determined that due to the potential for discovery
of unidentified paleontological resources during grading activities associated with the approved
development, the project has been conditioned to require monitoring. The paleontological
resource monitoring conditions imposed on the approved development project are equivalent
to mitigation measures included in the General Plan Program EIR and are binding upon the
approved Tentative Subdivision Map.
The proposed project would not result in any potentially significant impacts to cu ltural resources
that were not adequately analyzed in the General Plan Program EIR, or mitigated as conditions of
the Stonemark Estates Tentative Subdivision Map.
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I

VI. Geology and Soils

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Would the project:

a.

I

Less than
Significant
with
Mitigation

I

Less than
Significant
Impact

I

No
Impact

Expose people or structures to potential substantial
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or
death involving:
Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as
delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State
Geologist for the area or based on other
substantial evidence of known fault? Refer to
Division of Mines and Geology Special Pub 42.

D

D

D

~

2.

Strong seismic ground shaking?

D

D

~

3.

Seismic-related
liquefaction?

D

D
D

D

~

4.

Landslides?

D
D

D
D

D
D

~

1.

ground

failure,

including

~

b.

Result in substantial soil erosion, or the loss of topsoil?

C.

Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable,
or that would become unstable as a result of the
Project, and potentially result in on- or off-site
landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction
or collapse?

D

D

D

~

Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 181-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994), creating
substantial risks to life or property?

D

D

D

~

Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use
of septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal
systems where sewers are not available for the
disposal of waste water?

D

D

D

~

d.

e.

DISCUSS/ON

a. (1.) The project site is not located in a fault hazard zone as determined in the County's§ 15183
Exemption Checklist. (2.) The project is required to adhere to the California Building Code, which
would mitigate any potential seismic structural impacts. (3.) The project is not located with a
potential liquefaction area, underlain by poor artificial fill, or located within a floodplain, as
determined by the County's§ 15183 Exemption Checklist. (4.) The project site is not located in
a landslide susceptibility area as determined in the County's§ 15183 Exemption Checklist.
b. The approved development project is conditioned to comply with the City's Grading Ordinance,
which would ensure that the grading design addresses soil conditions, drainage, and all
associated best management practices. The annexation of the subject parcels would notfurther
affect existing soil conditions.
c. The project site is not located on or near geologic formations that are unstable or would
potentially become unstable, as determined in the County's§ 15183 Exemption Checklist.
d. The project site is located in an area that may include expansive soils. The project is required
to adhere to the California Building Code and the City's Grading Ordinance, which require
evaluation of the soil conditions to determine suitability for proposed improvements.
Compliance with applicable construction standards would mitigate any potentially expansive soil
conditions.
P 18-00 I 4 - Stonemark Estates Reorganization
Initial Study Checklist

3-10

City of Vista

Chapter 3 - Initial Study Environmental Checklist

e. The future development project includes new laterals and mains for all new residential homes
to connect to the public sewer system. Annexation of the subject parcels would allow for future
connection to the public sewer system in the event any existing septic system fails; therefore,
no impacts related to septic systems would occur.
The proposed project would not result in any potentially significant impacts to geologic resources
that were not adequately analyzed in the General Plan Program EIR.
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I

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Would the project:

a.

b.

I

Less than
Significant
with
Mitigation

I

Less than
Significant
Impact

I

No
Impact

Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or
indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the
environment?

D

D

D

~

Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation
adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of
greenhouse gases?

D

D

D

~

DISCUSS/ON

a. The County's § 15183 Exemption Checklist determined that the approved development would
not exceed the County's screening threshold for greenhouse gas emissions. No other potential
impacts related to greenhouse gas emissions would occur as a result of the proposed project.
b. The County's§ 15183 Exemption Checklist determined that the approved development would
not conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing
greenhouse gases. The approved development would be consistent with the applicable RR land
use designation in the General Plan, which would be consistent with the City's Climate Action
Plan.
The proposed project would not result in any potentially significant impacts related to greenhouse
gas emissions that were not adequately analyzed in the General Plan Program EIR.
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VIII. .Hazards
Materials

and

Hazardous

I Potentially
Significant
Impact

I Less than
Si~~ific_ant with
M1t1gat1on

I Less than
Significant
Impact

IN

1:

act
p

Would the project:

a.

b.

c.

d.

e.

f.

g.

h.

Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through the routine transport,
use or disposal of hazardous materials?

D

D

D

Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through reasonably foreseeable
upset and accident conditions involving the
release of hazardous materials into the
environment?

D

D

D

Emit hazardous emissions or handle
hazardous or acutely hazardous materials,
substances, or waste within one-quarter mile
of an existing or proposed school?

D

D

D

Be located on a site which is included on a list
of hazardous materials sites compiled
pursuant to Government Code Section
65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a
significant hazard to the public or the
environment?

D

D

D

For a Project located within an airport land use
plan or, where such a plan has not been
adopted, within two miles of a public airport
or public use airport, would the Project resu lt
in a safety hazard for people residing or
working in the Project area?

D

D

D

For a Project within the vicinity of a private
airstrip, would the Project result in a safety
hazard for people residing or working in the
Project area?

D

D

D

Impair implementation of or physically
interfere with an adopted emergency
response plan or emergency evacuation
plan?

D

D

D

Expose people or structures to a significant
risk of loss, inj ury or death involving wildland
fires, including where wildlands are adj acent
to urbanized areas or where residences are
intermixed with wild lands?

D

D

D

DISCUSS/ON

a. The County's§ 15183 Exemption Checklist determined that the approved development would
not create a significant hazard to the environment. The approved development project is
conditioned to survey for lead and asbestos prior to any structure demolition. No other potential
impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials would occur as a result of the proposed
project.
b. The project consists of an approved residential subdivision and annexation of five parcels into
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c.
d.
e.
f.
g.

h.

the City of Vista. The approved subdivision was evaluated for the potential to create a significant
hazard through reasonably foreseeable accident conditions at the time of approval and none
were identified. All hazardous material handling related to construction activities would be
regulated through compliance applicable local, state and federal regulations and adherence
with the project's conditions of approval.
The project site is not located within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school.
The County's § 15183 Exemption Checklist determined that the project site is not located on a
site compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5.
The County's§ 15183 Exemption Checklist determined that the project site is not located within
an Airport Land Use Plan or within two miles of an existing public airport.
The project site is not located within one mile of a private airstrip.
The proposed project consists of an annexation and reorganization, which would not affect any
existing Emergency Response Plan. As the approved development is within the density and land
use characteristics of the General Plan, no impacts to emergency response are anticipated.
The County's § 15183 Exemption Checklist determined that the project site is not located
adjacent to wildlands that have the potential to support wildfires. Further, the approved
development project is conditioned to comply with regulations relating to emergency access,
water supply, and defensible space, as approved by the County of San Diego. The proposed
project is not anticipated to affect emergency response times to the project area.

The proposed project would not result in any potentially significant impacts to hazards and
hazardous materials that were not adequately analyzed in the General Plan Program EIR.

P 18-0014 · Stonemarlc Estates Reorganization
Initial Study Checklist

3-14

City of Visto

Chapter 3 - Initial Study Environmental Checklist

I Significant
Less than
I Significant
Potentially
I Significant
Less than

IX. Hydrology and Water Quality

Impact

Would the project:

with
Mitigation

Impact

I No
Impact

Violate any water quality sta ndards or waste discharge
requ irements, including but not limit ed to increasing
pollutant discharges to receiving waters?

D

D

D

IX!

Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge
such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer
volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table
level (e.g., the production rate of pre-existing nearby
wells would drop to a level which would not support
existing land uses or planned uses for which permits
have been granted)?

D

D

D

IX!

Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the
site or area, including through the alteration of the
course of a stream or river, in a manner which would
result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site?

D

D

D

IX!

Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the
site or area, including through the alteration of the
course of a stream or river, or substantially increase
the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner
wh ich would resu lt in flooding on- or off-site?

D

D

D

IX!

Create or contribute runoff water, wh ich would exceed
the capacity of existing or planned storm water
drainage systems or provide substantial additional
sources of pol luted runoff?

D

D

D

IX!

f.

Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?

D

D

D

IX!

g.

Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as
mapped on a federa l Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood
Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation
map?

D

D

D

IX!

h.

Place with in a 100-year flood hazard area structures,
which would impede or redirect flood flows?

D

D

D

IX!

i.

Expose people or structures to a significant risk of
loss, inj ury or death involving flooding, including
flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam?

D

D

D

IX!

Contribute to inundation by seiche, tsunami, or
mudflow?

D

D

D

IX!

a.

b.

C.

d.

e.

j.

DISCUSS/ON

a. The County's§ 15183 Exemption Checklist and approval of the future development conditioned
improvements to the storm water system consistent with an approved Storm Water
Management Plan, which provides calculations and design details conforming to the applicable
waste discharge permits. Annexation of the subject parcels would not further affect the existing
drainage system.
b. The proposed project would not affect existing groundwater resources. The approved
development was evaluated by the County at the time of approval and the project was not
determined to impact groundwater resources, as specified in the County's§ 15183 Exemption
P 18-0014 - Stonemarlc Estates Reorganization
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c.

d.
e.
f.
g.

h.
i.
j.

Chapter 3 - Initial Study Environmental Checklist

Checklist.
The County's§ 15183 Exemption Checklist and approval of the future development conditioned
improvements to the drainage system consistent with an approved Storm Water Management
Plan, which provides calculations and design details conforming to the applicable waste
discharge permits. Annexation of the subject parcels would not further affect the existing
drainage system.
Refer to Response "c" above.
Refer to Response "c" above.
Refer to Response "c" above.
The project site does not contain any floodplains mapped by FEMA. The approved development
design does not place housing in any area determined to have potential for inundation during a
flood event.
Refer to Response "g" above.
The County's § 15183 Exemption Checklist determined that the project site is not located in any
identified special flood hazard area, including any mapped dam inundation area.
The County's§ 15183 Exemption Checklist determined that the project site is not located in an
area subject to inundation by seiche, tsunami or mudflow.

The proposed project would not result in any potentially significant impacts to hydrology and water
quality that were not adequately analyzed in the General Plan Program EIR.
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X. Land Use and Planning
Would the proiect·
,
·

I SPotentially
I SL~gss_f~hant
I s·Less.f.than
. .f.
nt
1gn1 ,cant
Impact

I

!Can

·th
wt
M·t·
11gat·10n

1gn1 ,cant
Impact

a.

Disrupt or divide the physical arrangement of an
established community?

D

D

D

b.

Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or
regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the
Project (including, but not limited to the
Comprehensive Plan, specific plan, local coastal
program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental
effect?

D

D

D

Be incompatible with existing land use in the vicinity?

D

D

D

c.

IN

0

Impac

t

DISCUSS/ON

a. The proposed project would change jurisdictional boundaries for five existing parcels, which
would not change the physical arrangement of the community. The approved development
project was determined to be compatible with surrounding development, as specified in the
County's § 15183 Exemption Checklist.
b. The proposed project would comply with both the County of San Diego and the Vista general
plans, and their associated environmental review under CEQA, as discussed in the Summary of
Findings section of this IS Checklist.
c. The approved development project was determined to be compatible with surrounding
development, as specified in the County's § 15183 Exemption Checklist.
The proposed project would not result in any potentially significant impacts to land use and planning
that were not adequately analyzed in the General Plan Program EIR.
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I

XI. Mineral Resources

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Would the project:

a.

b.

I

Less than
Significant
with
Mitigation

I

Lessthan
Significant
Impact

INo

Impact

Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral
resource that would be of value to the region and the
residents of the state?

D

D

D

~

Result in the loss of availability of a locally important
mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local
Comprehensive Plan, specific plan or other land use
plan?

D

D

D

~

DISCUSS/ON

a. The County's § 15183 Exemption Checklist determined that the approved development would
not result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource. The remainder of the project
site is substantially developed with single-family homes and accessory uses, which would not
be compatible with mineral extraction activities.
b. The project site is not located in any designated mineral resource recovery area in the Vista
General Plan or the County General Plan.
The proposed project would not result in any potentially significant impacts to mineral resources
that were not adequately analyzed in the General Plan Program EIR.
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XII.Noise
Would the project result in:

Chapter 3 - Initial Study Environmental Checklist

I

Potentially
Significant
Impact

I

Less than
Significant
with
Mitigation

I

Less than
Significant
Impact

I

No
Impact

a. Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in
excess of standards established in the local general
plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other
agencies?

D

D

D

181

b. Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive
groundbo~ne vibration or groundborne noise levels?

D

D

D

!XI

c. A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels
in the project vicinity above levels existing without the
project?

D

D

D

181

d. A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing
without the project?

D

D

D

~

e. For a project located within an airport land use plan, or,
where such a plan has not been adopted, within two
miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the
project expose people residing or working in the project
area to excessive noise levels?

D

D

D

~

f. For a project in the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the
project expose people residing or working in the project
area to excessive noise levels?

D

D

D

!XI

DISCUSS/ON

a. The County's § 15183 Exemption Checklist determ ined that the approved development project
would not generate any noise impacts exceeding applicable standards. The proposed project
would not result in any additional noise impacts beyond the approved development.
b. The County's § 15183 Exemption Checklist determ ined that the approved development project
would not generate any vibration impacts exceeding applicable standards.
c. The County's § 15183 Exemption Checklist determined that the approved development project
would not generate any substantial permanent noise increase in the vicinity of the project site.
d. The County's § 15183 Exemption Checklist determined that the approved development project
would not generate any substantial periodic noise increase in the vicinity of the project site with
adherence to the conditions of approval imposed on the Tentative Subdivision Map.
e. The project site is not located within an airport land use plan or within two miles of a public
airport.
f. The project site is not located within one mile of a private airstrip.
The proposed project would not result in any potentially significant noise impacts that were not
adequately analyzed in the General Plan Program EIR.
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XIII.

I

Population and Housing

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Would the project:
a.

b.

c.

I

Less than
Significant
with
Mitigation

I

Less than
Significant
Impact

I

No
Impact

Induce substantial population growth in an area,
either directly (for example, by proposing new homes
and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through an
extension of roads or other infra-structure)?

D

D

D

[81

Displace substantial numbers of existing housing,
necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere?

D

D

D

[81

Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating
the construction of replacement housing elsewhere?

D

D

D

[81

DISCUSSION

a. The proposed project would not induce substantial population growth because the approved
development and the annexing parcels are all consistent with the land use and density allowed
by the General Plan. The project does not propose changes that could increase population
growth.
b. The proposed project would not displace substantial numbers of existing housing because the
approved development would build nineteen new homes in place of one home being
demolished. The remaining parcels proposed for annexation do not propose demolition of
existing housing units.
c. Refer to response "b" above.
The proposed project would not result in any potentially significant impacts to population and
housing that were not adequately analyzed in the General Plan Program EIR.
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XIV.

Public Services

a. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical
impacts associated with the provision of new or physically
altered governmental facilities, or need for new or
physically altered governmental facilities, the construction
of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in
order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response
times or other performance objectives for any of the
following public services:

1.

Fire protection?

2.

Police protection?

3.

Schools?

4.

Maintenance of public facilities including roads?

5.

Other public facilities?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

D
D
D
D
D

Less than
Significant
with
Mitigation

D
D
D
D
D

Less than
Significant
Impact

D
D
D
D
D

No
Impact

181
~
~
~

~

DISCUSS/ON

a. The County's § 15183 Exemption Checklist determined that the proposed project would not
resu lt in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or physically
altered government facilities. Further, the approved development was determined to have
adequate public services. The proposed annexation of the subject parcels would not adversely
impact public services, as the providers that would serve the project site have all indicated that
service levels would remain unaltered.
The proposed project would not result in any potentially significant impacts to public services that
were not adequately analyzed in the General Plan Program EIR.
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.f.
than
ISPotentially
. t I s·Less
than t
Is·Less
IN
.1gn1"f"1can
1gn1
·th 1can
1gn1"f"1cant

Recreat1on
.

O

Impact

Would the proiect·
~
·

a.

b.

w1
M·t·
1 1gat ·10n

Impact

Would the project increase the use of existing
neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational
facilities such that substantial physical deterioration
of the facility would occur or be accelerated?

D

D

D

Does the project include recreational facilities or
require the construction or expansion of recreational
facilities, which might have an adverse physical effect
on the environment?

D

D

D

1mpact

DISCUSS/ON

a. The approved development would increase the use of public parks and recreational resources;
however, the project is required to pay park impact fees for each new residential unit to
compensate for the increased use of city parks and associated recreational facilities.
Annexation of the subject parcels would not further impact existing park and recreational
facilities.
b. The approved development includes the construction of a public trail, which was evaluated in
the County's § 15183 Exemption Checklist. No adverse physical effect on the environment
would occur from the trail development that was not analyzed in the prior environmental
evaluation.
The proposed project would not result in any potentially significant impacts to recreational
resources that were not adequately analyzed in the General Plan Program EIR.
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XVI.

Transportation/Traffic

Would the project:

I Significant
Less than
I Significant
Potentially
I Significant
Less than
Impact

a. Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy
establishing measures of effectiveness for the
performance of the circulation system, taking into
account all modes of transportation including mass
transit and non-motorized travel and relevant
components of the circulation system, including but not
limited to intersections, streets, highways and
freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass
transit?
b. Conflict with an applicable congestion management
program, including, but not limited to level of service
standards and travel demand measures, or other
standards established by the county congestion
management agency for designated roads or
highways?
c. Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including
either an increase in traffic levels or a change in
location that results in substantial safety risks?
d. Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature
(e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or
incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?

with
Mitigation

Impact

I No
Impact

D

D

D

~

D

D

D

~

D

D

D

~

D

D

D

~

e. Resu lt in inadequate emergency access?

D

D

D

~

f. Conflict with adopted policies plans, or programs
supporting alternative transportation (e.g., bus
turnouts, bicycle racks)?

D

D

D

~

DISCUSSION

a. As discussed in the County's § 15183 Exemption Checklist, the approved development would

b.

c.
d.

e.

f.

generate 190 average daily trips (ADT), which would not exceed the screening threshold
established by County transportation guidelines. The City's Circulation Element includes both
Buena Vista Drive and Mar Vista Drive as Semi-Rural Streets. The approved development would
not generate traffic that would exceed level of service thresholds on these streets, as identified
in the Circulation Element. Annexation of the subject parcels would not further impact traffic.
The County's § 15183 Exemption Checklist determined that the estimated 190 ADT from the
approved development would not exceed 2,400 ADT, which is the threshold for study required
under the regional Congestion Management Plan (SAN DAG).
The proposed project is located outside of an Airport Influence Area and is not located within
two miles of a public airport.
The approved development would not alter traffic patterns, roadway design, place incompatible
uses on existing roadways, or create curves, slopes or walls which would impede adequate sight
distance on a road, as determined in the County's§ 15183 Exemption Checklist. Annexation of
the subject parcels would not further alter transportation facilities.
The Vista Fire Department has reviewed the approved development plans and specifications for
the Tentative Subdivision Map and has determined that there is adequate emergency access.
The approved development includes conditions addressing fire access. Annexation of the
subject parcels would not further affect emergency access.
The approved development would not conflict with adopted policies, plans or programs
supporting alternative transportation, as determined in the County's § 15183 Exemption
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Checklist.
The proposed project would not result in any potentially significant impacts to transportation or
traffic that were not adequately analyzed in the General Plan Program EIR.
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XVII. Utilities and Service Systems
Would the project:

Chapter 3 - Initial Study Environmental Checklist

I Significant
Less than
I Significant
Potentially
I Significant
Lessthan
I Impact
No
with
Impact
Impact
Mitigation

a.

Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the
applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board?

D

D

D

~

b.

Require or result in the construction of new water or
wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of
existing facilities, the construction of which could
cause significant environmental effects?

D

D

D

~

Require or result in the construction of new storm
water drainage facilities or expansion of existing
facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental effects?

D

D

D

~

Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the
project from existing entitlements and resources, or
are new or expanded entitlements needed?

D

D

D

~

Result in a determination by the wastewater
treatment provider, which serves or may serve the
project that it has adequate capacity to serve the
project's projected demand in addition to the
provider's existing commitments?

D

D

D

~

Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted
capacity to accommodate the project's solid waste
disposal needs?

D

D

D

~

Comply with federa l, state, and local statutes and
regulations related to solid waste?

D

D

D

~

c.

d.

e.

f.

g.

DISCUSSION

a. The approved development was annexed into the Buena Sanitation District at the time of
approval, which is the sewer agency currently responsible for providing service to the project
and is permitted to operate by the RWQCB. The proposed project would annex the project into
the City of Vista, which would be the sewer service provider following annexation. Both Buena
and Vista are licensed by RWQCB to treat wastewater flows from the project site. The approved
development consists of single-family residential, which would not generate wastewater
exceeding accepted treatment standards.
b. The County's § 15183 Exemption Checklist discussed the sewer facility improvements
associated with the approved development and determined that such improvements would
have no significant environmental impacts. Annexation of the subject parcels may require
additional public and private sewer improvements to serve future development, which would be
subject to future review under CEQA at the time of design and construction. Annexation of the
subject parcels would not affect the approved sewer design for the Tentative Subdivision Map.
c. The County's§ 15183 Exemption Checklist and approval of the future development conditioned
improvements to the storm water drainage system consistent with an approved Storm Water
Management Plan, which provides calculations and design details conforming to the applicable
waste discharge permits. Annexation of the subject parcels would not further affect the existing
drainage system.
d. The County's § 15183 Exemption Checklist determined that adequate water supplies are
ava ilable from Vista Irrigation District to serve the approved development. Annexation of the
subject parcels would not further affect water supply.
P18-0014 - Stonemarlc Estates Reorganization
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e. The County's§ 15183 Exemption Checklist determined that adequate sewer capacity would be
provided for the approved development by the Buena Sanitation District. The proposed project
would annex the subject parcels into the City of Vista and sewer service would ultimately be
provided by the City of Vista. The City of Vista has evaluated the downstream sewer facilities
and capacity of the lines serving the project area and determined that adequate sewer capacity
is available to serve the approved development and the additional parcels included in the
annexation request.
f. The County's§ 15183 Exemption Checklist determined that adequate landfill capacity exists to
serve the approved development. Annexation of the subject parcels would not further affect
landfill capacity.
g. The approved development is conditioned to comply with all applicable solid waste regulations.
Annexation of the subject parcels would not further affect solid waste.
The proposed project would not result in any potentially significant impacts to utilities and service
systems that were not adequately analyzed in the General Plan Program EIR.
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MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

XVIII. Mandatory Findings of Significance
Would the proiect·
,
·
a.

b.

c.

I P?te_n~ially
S1gn1f1cant
Impact

I ~f;:i~::~t
·th
w1
M·t·g
1 1 at·10n

I L~ss_~han
S1gn1f1cant
Impact

Does the project have the potential to degrade the
quality of the environment, substantially reduce the
habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or
wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining
levels, threaten to eliminate plant or wildlife
community, reduce the number or restrict the range
of rare or endangered plant or wildlife or eliminate
important examples of the major periods of
California history or prehistory?

D

D

D

Does the project have impacts that are individually
limited,
but
cumulatively
considerable
("Cumulatively considerable" means that the
incremental effects of a project are considerable
when viewed in connection with the effects of past
projects, the effects of other current projects, and
the effects of probable future projects)?

D

D

D

Does the project have environmental effects, wh ich
will cause substantial adverse effects on human
beings, either directly or indirectly?

D

D

D
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Section 15150 of the State CEQA Guidelines permits an environmental document to incorporate by
reference other documents that provide relevant data. The documents listed below are hereby
incorporated by reference. The pertinent material is summarized throughout this Initial Study where
that information is relevant to the analysis of impacts of the proposed project.
California Department of Conservation. 2004. San Diego County Important Farmland Map.
California Department of Conservation, Division of Mines and Geology. 1982 reprinted 1993.
Mineral Land Classification: Aggregate Materials in the Western San Diego County
Production-Consumption Region. Special Report 153.
City of Vista. 2013. GIS City-Wide Map - http:j/gis.cityofvista.com/vista. Accessed January.
City of Vista. 2003, Appendix G revised 2011.

Stormwater Standards

Manual.

Accessed

January 2013.
City of Vista. Various. Municipal and Development Codes.
City of Vista. 2012. Vista General Plan 2030 Update, and Program EIR. Adopted and certified
February 28.
City of Vista. 2010. General Plan Background Report - Geology, Soils and Mineral Resources.
November 26.
County of San Diego. 2014. Statement of Reasons for Exemption from Additional Environmental
Review and§ 15183 Checklist, Stonemark Estates. September 6.
U.S. Soil Conservation Service, Dept. of Agriculture. 1993. Soil Service Manual.
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John Conley, AICP
Community Development Director, City of Vista
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NOTICE OF EXEMPTION
TO:

Recorder/County Clerk
Attn: James Scott
1600 Pacific Highway, M.S. A33
San Diego, CA 92101

FROM :

[?O[brn@
F.mest J Dronenburg. Jr . Recorder Count) Cleik

NOV 17 2014

County of San Diego
Planning & Development Services, M.S. 0650
Attn : Project Planning Division Section Secretary

SUBJECT:

BY

J. Vargas
DEPU"TY

FILING OF NOTICE OF EXEMPTION IN COMPLIANCE WITH PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE SECTION
21108 OR 21152

Project Name:

Stonemark Estates, PDS6006-3100-5479, PDS2013-AD-13-034

Project Location:

Buena Vista Drive just south of Mar Vista Drive, North County Metropolitan Subregional Plan
Area, unincorporated San Diego County

Project Applicant:

Dario De Luca, PAS Investors LP Address: 5505 Cancha de Golf, Rancho Santa Fe, CA 92091
Telephone Number: 858-779-9095

Project Description:

The project is a Tentative Map and Administrative Permit to divide a 25. 77-acre property into 19
residential lots. Access to the site would be provided by a private cul-de-sac connecting to Buena
Vista Drive and a public trail connecting to Park Hill Drive. Water would be provided by the Vista
Irrigation District. The project requires LAFCO approval for annexation into the Buena Sanitation
District for sewer service. Earthwork would consist of balanced cut and fill of approximately
92,000 cubic yards. The project is consistent with density requirements of the General Plan. An
Administrative Permit for Lot Area Averaging is proposed in order to allow the proposed lot size.

Agency Approving Project:

County of San Diego

County Contact Person:

Beth Ehsan

Date Form Completed:

September 17, 2014

Telephone Number: 858-694-3103

This is to advise that the County of San Diego __,_P=la:.:...:n.:...:.nr:.:...:·n.,.g-'C=o=-m..:..;.:.;..m=is=s=io=n..___ _ _ _----=--=--------- (County
decision-making body) has approved the above described project on ..:.N=o=-=v-=e-'-'-m=b=e-'-r"""1-'-4~20=-1-'-4-'------------( date/item#) and found the project to be exempt from the CEQA under the following criteria:
1.

Exempt status and applicable section of the CEQA ("C") and/or State CEQA Guidelines ("G"): (check only one)
0 Declared Emergency [C 21080{b)(3); G 15269{a)]
0 Emergency Project [C 21080(b)(4); G 15269(b)(c)]
O Statutory Exemption. C Section:
D Categorical Exemption . G Section:
0 G 15061(b)(3) - It can be seen with certainty that there is no possibility that the activity in question may have a significant effect on the
environment and the activity is not subject to the CEQA.
D G 15182 - Residential Projects Pursuant to a Specific Plan
181 G 15183-Projects Consistent with a Community Plan, General Plan, or Zoning
D Activity is exempt from the CEQA because it is not a project as defined in Section 15378.
2. Mitigation measures 181 were D were not made a condition of the approval of the project.
3. A Mitigation reporting or monitoring plan 181 was D was not adopted for this project.
Statement of reasons why project is exempt: The project is consistent with the General Plan for which an environmental impact report was certified, and
meets all required find ings in CEQA section 15183, as detailed in the Statement of Reasons for Exemption from Add itional Environmental Review and
15183 Checklist dated September 16, 2014.
The following is to be filled in only upon formal project approval by the appropriate County of San Diego decision-making body.

Signature:

_'/5,_~.;;..:._--'-~----------------.. _

Telephone:·· (858) 6.94"-3103·

Name (Print): -=B=e=th:.:....:E"-'h=sa:.:n"'------------------- Title: Project Manager
This Notice of Exemption has been signed and filed by the County of San Diego.

.;

~.

This notice must be filed with the Recorder/County Clerk as soon as possible after project approval by the decision-making body. The Recorder/County Clerk must po~~
notice within 24 hours of receipt and for a period of not less than 30 days At the tennination of the posting 17eriou:-tt,1! Recorder/Ctlunty Clerk musnetum 1hls nottce'tt> Hie_
Department address listed above along with evidence of the posting period. The originating Department must then retain the returned notice for a period of !JftJ(yan
twelve months Reference: CEQA Guidelines Section 15062.
- ·1 U f •

•

.

C!Countp of ~an ilBtego

MARK WARDLAW
Dlreclor

PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT SERVICES
DARREN GRETLER

5510 OVERLAND AVENUE, SUITE 110, SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA 92123
INFORMATION (858) 694-2960
TOLL FREE (800) 411-0017
www.adcounty.ca.gov/pda

Assistant Director

Statement of Reasons for Exemption from
Additional Environmental Review and 15183 Checklist
Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15183
Date:
Project Title:
Record ID:
Plan Area:
GP Designation:
Density:
Zoning:
Min. Lot Size:
Special Area Reg.:
Lot Size:
Applicant:
Staff Contact:

September 16, 2014
Stonemark Estates
PDS2006-3100-5479, LOG NO. PDS2006-3910-0608018
North County Metro
SR-1
1 DU/1,2,4 acres
A70
1 acre
none
0.51 to 4.32 acres with Lot Area Averaging
Dario De Luca, 5505 Cancha de Golf, Rancho Santa Fe, CA 92091 (858) 7550216
Beth Ehsan - (858) 694-3103
Beth.Ehsan@sdcounty.ca.gov

Project Description
The project is a major subdivision to divide a 25.77-acre property into 19 lots. The site is located on
Buena Vista Drive just south of Mar Vista Drive, in the North County Metro Subregional Plan Area.
Access to the site would be provided by a private cul-de-sac connecting to Buena Vista Drive. Water
would be provided by the Vista Irrigation District. The project requires LAFCO approval for annexation
into the Buena Sanitation District for sewer service. Earthwork would consist of balanced cut and fill of
approximately 92,000 cubic yards.
The site is subject to the Semi-Rural General Plan Regional Category, Land Use Designation SR-1.
Zoning for the site is A 70, Limited Agriculture. The project is consistent with density requirements of
the General Plan, and an Administrative Permit for Lot Area Averaging allows the proposed lot size.

Overview
California Public Resources Code section 21083.3 and California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
Guidelines Section 15183 provide an exemption from additional environmental review for projects that
are consistent with the development density established by existing zoning, community plan or general
plan policies for which an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) was certified, except as might be
necessary to examine whether there are project-specific significant effects which are peculiar to the
project or its site. Section 15183 specifies that examination of environmental effects shall be limited to
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those effects that: (1) Are peculiar to the project or the parcel on which the project would be located,
and were not analyzed as significant effects in a prior EIR on the zoning action, general plan, or
community plan, with which the project is consistent, (2) Are potentially significant off-site impacts and
cumulative impacts which were not discussed in the prior EIR prepared for the general plan, community
plan or zoning action, or (3) Are previously identified significant effects which, as a result of substantial
new information which was not known at the time the EIR was certified, are determined to have a more
severe adverse impact than discussed in the prior EIR. Section 15183(c) further specifies that if an
impact is not peculiar to the parcel or to the proposed project, has been addressed as a significant
effect in the prior EIR, or can be substantially mitigated by the imposition of uniformly applied
development policies or standards, then an additional EIR need not be prepared for that project solely
on the basis of that impact.

General Plan Update Program EIR
The County of San Diego General Plan Update (GPU) establishes a blueprint for future land
development in the unincorporated County that meets community desires and balances the
environmental protection goals with the need for housing , agriculture, infrastructure, and economic
vitality. The GPU applies to all of the unincorporated portions of San Diego County and directs
population growth and plans for infrastructure needs, development, and resource protection. The GPU
included adoption of new General Plan elements , which set the goals and policies that guide future
development. It also included a corresponding land use map, a County Road Network map, updates to
Community and Subregional Plans, an Implementation Plan, and other implementing policies and
ordinances. The GPU focuses population growth in the western areas of the County where
infrastructure and services are available in order to reduce the potential for growth in the eastern areas.
The objectives of this population distribution strategy are to: 1) facilitate efficient, orderly growth by
containing development within areas potentially served by the San Diego County Water Authority
(SDCWA) or other existing infrastructure; 2) protect natural resources through the reduction of
population capacity in sensitive areas; and 3) retain or enhance the character of communities within the
unincorporated County. The SDCWA service area covers approximately the western one third of the
unincorporated County. The SDWCA boundary generally represents where water and wastewater
infrastructure currently exist. This area is more developed than the eastern areas of the unincorporated
County, and would accommodate more growth under the GPU.
The GPU EIR was certified in conjunction with adoption of the GPU on August 3, 2011. The GPU EIR
comprehensively evaluated environmental impacts that would result from Plan implementation,
including information related to existing site conditions, analyses of the types and magnitude of projectlevel and cumulative environmental impacts, and feasible mitigation measures that could reduce or
avoid environmental impacts.

Summary of Findings
The Stonemark Estates project, PDS2006-3100-5479, is consistent with the analysis performed for the
GPU EIR. Further, the GPU EIR adequately anticipated and described the impacts of the proposed
project, identified applicable mitigation measures necessary to reduce project specific impacts, and the
project
implements
these
mitigation
measures
(see
http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/PDS/gpupdate/docs/BOS Aug2011/EIR/FEIR 7.00 Mitigation Measures 2011.pdf for complete list of GPU Mitigation Measures.
A comprehensive environmental evaluation has been completed for the project as documented in the
attached § 15183 Exemption Checklist. This evaluation concludes that the project qualifies for an
exemption from additional environmental review because it is consistent with the development density
and use characteristics established by the County of San Diego General Plan, as analyzed by the San
Diego County General Plan Update Final Program EIR (GPU EIR, ER #02-ZA-001, SCH
#2002111067), and all required findings can be made.
Stonemark Estates
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In accordance with CEQA Guidelines §15183, the project qualifies for an exemption because the
following findings can be made:

1.

The project is consistent with the development density established by existing zoning,
community plan or general plan policies for which an EIR was certified.
The project would subdivide a 25. 77-acre property into 19 lots, which is consistent with the SR-1
development density established by the General Plan and the certified GPU EIR.

2.

There are no project specific effects which are peculiar to the project or its site, and
which the GPU EIR Failed to analyze as significant effects.
The subject property is no different than other properties in the surrounding area, and there are
no project specific effects which are peculiar to the project or its site. The project site is located
in an area developed with similarly sized, estate residential lots with associated accessory uses.
The property does not support any peculiar environmental features, and the project would not
result in any peculiar effects.
In addition, as explained further in the 15183 Checklist below, all project impacts were
adequately analyzed by the GPU EIR. The project could result in potentially significant impacts
to archaeological resources. However, applicable mitigation measures specified within the GPU
El R have been made conditions of approval for this project.

3.

There are no potentially significant off-site and/or cumulative impacts which the GPU EIR
failed to evaluate.
The proposed project is consistent with the density and use characteristics of the development
considered by the GPU EIR and would represent a small part of the growth that was forecast for
build-out of the General Plan. The GPU EIR considered the incremental impacts of the
proposed project, and as explained further in the 15183 Exemption Checklist below, no
potentially significant off-site or cumulative impacts have been identified which were not
previously evaluated.

4.

There is no substantial new information which results in more severe impacts than
anticipated by the GPU EIR.
As explained in the 15183 exemption checklist below, no new information has been identified
which would result in a determination of a more severe impact than what had been anticipated
by the GPU EIR.

5.

The project will undertake feasible mitigation measures specified in the GPU EIR.
As explained in the 15183 exemption checklist below, the project will undertake feasible
mitigation measures specified in the GPU EIR. These GPU EIR mitigation measures will be
undertaken through project design, compliance with regulations and ordinances, or through the
project's conditions of approval.

'lf!G/tr./
Signature

Date

Beth Ehsan

Project Manager
Title

Printed Name
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CEQA Guidelines §15183 Exemption Checklist
Overview
This checklist provides an analysis of potential environmental impacts resulting from the
proposed project. Following the format of CEQA Guidelines Appendix G, environmental effects
are evaluated to determine if the project would result in a potentially significant impact triggering
additional review under Guidelines section 15183.
•

Items checked "Significant Project Impact" indicates that the project could result in a
significant effect which either requires mitigation to be reduced to a less than significant
level or which has a significant, unmitigated impact.

•

Items checked "Impact not identified by GPU EIR" indicates the project would result in a
project specific significant impact (peculiar off-site or cumulative that was not identified in
the GPU EIR.

•

Items checked "Substantial New Information" indicates that there is new information
which leads to a determination that a project impact is more severe than what had been
anticipated by the GPU EIR.

A project does not qualify for a §15183 exemption if it is determined that it would result in: 1) a
peculiar impact that was not identified as a significant impact under the GPU EIR; 2) a more
severe impact due to new information; or 3) a potentially significant off-site impact or cumulative
impact not discussed in the GPU EIR.
A summary of staff's analysis of each potential environmental effect is provided below the
checklist for each subject area. A list of references , significance guidelines, and technical
studies used to support the analysis is attached in Appendix A. Appendix B contains a list of
GPU EIR mitigation measures.

Stonemark Estates
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Impact not
identified by GPU
EIR

Substantial
New
Information

D

D

D

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but
not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic
buildings within a state scenic highway?

D

D

D

c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or
quality of the site and its surroundings?

D

D

D

D

D

D

Significant
Project
Impact

1. Aesthetics - Would the Project:
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare,
which would adversely affect day or nighttime views in
the area?

Discussion
1(a)
The project would be visible from public roads and trails; however, the site is not located
within a viewshed of a scenic vista.

1(b)

The property is not within the viewshed of a County or state scenic highway. The project
site also does not support any significant scenic resources that would be lost or modified
through development of the property.

1(c)

The project would be consistent with existing community character. The project is
located in an area characterized by semi-rural residential uses. The addition of 19 new
residential lots would not substantially degrade the visual quality of the site or its
surroundings.

1(d)

Residential lighting would be required to conform with the County's Light Pollution Code
to prevent spillover onto adjacent properties and minimize impacts to dark skies.

Conclusion
As discussed above, the project would not result in any significant impacts to aesthetics;
therefore, the project would not result in an aesthetics-related impact which was not adequately
evaluated by the GPU EIR.

2. Agriculture/Forestry Resources
- Would the Project:
a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or
Farmland of Statewide or Local Importance as shown on
the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and
Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency,
or other agricultural resources, to a non-agricultural use?

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a
Williamson Act contract?

Stonemark Estates
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Project
Impact

Impact not
identified by GPU
EIR

Substantial
New
Information

D

D

D

D

D

D
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c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of,
forest land, timberland, or timberland zoned Timberland
Production?
d) Result in the loss of forest land, conversion of forest
land to non-forest use, or involve other changes in the
existing environment, which, due to their location or
nature, could result in conversion of forest land to nonforest use?
e) Involve other changes in the existing environment,
which, due to their location or nature, could result in
conversion of Important Farmland or other agricultural
resources, to non-agricultural use?

D

D

D

D

D

D

D

D

D

Discussion
2(a)
The project supports a small area of Farmland of Local Importance; however, according
to the LARA model, the site is not a significant agricultural resource.
2(b)

The project site is not located within or adjacent to a Williamson Act contract. The site is
currently zoned A70 and would remain A70 with the proposed project, and the larger
lots, from 1.38 to 4.32 acres, would accommodate agricultural use.

2(c)

There are no timberland production zones on or near the property.

2(d)

The project site is not located near any forest lands.

2(e)

The project site is not located near any important farmlands or active agricultural
production areas that qualify as important agricultural resources per County guidelines.

Conclusion
As discussed above, the project would not result in any significant impacts to agricultural
resources; therefore, the project would not result in an agriculture-related impact which was not
adequately evaluated by the GPU EIR.

3. Air Quality - Would the Project:
a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the San
Diego Regional Air Quality Strategy (RAQS) or
applicable portions of the State Implementation Plan
(SIP)?
b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute
substantially to an existing or projected air quality
violation?
c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of
any criteria pollutant for which the project region is nonattainment under an applicable federal or state ambient
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Impact not
identified by GPU

EIR

Substantial
New
Information

D

D

D

D

D

D

D

D

D
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air quality standard (including releasing emissions which
exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)?
d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations?

D

D

D

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial
number of people?

D

D

D

Discussion
3(a)
The project proposes development that was anticipated and considered by SANDAG
growth projections used in development of the RAQS and SIP. As such, the project
would not conflict with either the RAQS or the SIP. In addition, the operational emissions
from the project are below screening levels, and will not violate any ambient air quality
standards.

3(b)

Grading operations associated with the construction of the project would be subject to
the Grading Ordinance, which requires the implementation of dust control measures.
Emissions from the construction phase would be minimal, temporary and localized,
resulting in pollutant emissions below the screening level criteria established by County
air quality guidelines for determining significance. In addition, the vehicle trips generated
from the project will result in 190 Average Daily Trips (ADTs). According to the Bay Area
Air Quality Management District CEQA Guidelines for Assessing the Air Quality Impacts
of Projects and Plans, projects that generate less than 2,000 ADT are below the
screening-level criteria established by the guidelines for criteria pollutants.

3(c)

The project would contribute PM10, NOx, and voes emIssIons from
construction/grading activities; however, the incremental increase would not exceed
established screening thresholds (see question 3(b above)).

3(d)

The project will introduce additional residential homes which are considered new
sensitive receptors; however, the project site is not located within a quarter-mile of any
identified point source of significant emissions. Similarly, the project does not propose
uses or activities that would result in exposure of these sensitive receptors to significant
pollutant concentrations and will not place sensitive receptors near any carbon monoxide
hotspots.

3( e)

The project could produce objectionable odors during construction and operation;
however, these substances, if present at all, would only be in trace amounts (less that 1
µg/m3).

Conclusion
As discussed above, the project would not result in any significant impacts to air quality;
therefore, the project would not result in an air quality-related impact which was not adequately
evaluated by the GPU EIR.

Significant
Project
Impact

Impact not
identified by
GPU EIR

Substantial
New
Information

4. Biological Resources - Would the Project:
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a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or
through habitat modifications, on any candidate,
sensitive, or special status species in local or regional
plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service?
b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian
habitat or other sensitive natural community identified in
local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the
California Department of Fish and Wildlife or US Fish
and Wildlife Service?
c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally
protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the
Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to , marsh,
vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling,
hydrological interruption, or other means?
d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any
native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or
with established native resident or migratory wildlife
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery
sites?
e) Conflict with the provisions of any adopted Habitat
Conservation Plan, Natural Communities Conservation
Plan, other approved local, regional or state habitat
conservation plan or any other local policies or
ordinances that protect biological resources?

D

D

D

D

D

D

D

D

D

D

D

D

D

D

D

Discussion
4(a)
The site was cleared of sensitive vegetation and mitigation was provided under a
previous permit, AD 02-043. No further biological mitigation is required; however, the
applicant will comply with the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, which does not allow take of
nesting migratory birds.

4(b)

No wetlands or jurisdictional waters were found onsite or offsite. The site was cleared of
sensitive vegetation and mitigation was provided under a previous permit, AD 02-043.
No further biological mitigation is required; however, the applicant will comply with the
Migratory Bird Treaty Act, which does not allow take of nesting migratory birds.

4(c)

The proposed project site does not contain any wetlands as defined by Section 404 of
the Clean Water Act; therefore, no impacts will occur.

4(d)

The project site is surrounded by residential development and is not considered
regionally important for wildlife dispersal. The site would not assist in local wildlife
movement as it lacks connecting vegetation and visual continuity with other potential
habitat areas in the general project vicinity.

Stonemark Estates
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4(e)

The project is consistent with the HLP Ordinance and Resource Protection Ordinance
(RPO) because the site was cleared of sensitive vegetation and mitigation was provided
under a previous permit, AD 02-043.

Conclusion
As discussed above, the project would not result in any significant impacts to biological
resources; therefore, the project would not result in a biology-related impact which was not
adequately evaluated by the GPU EIR.
Significant
Project
Impact

Impact not
identified by
GPU EIR

Substantial
New
Information

D

D

D

D

D

D

D

D

D

D

D

5. Cultural Resources - Would the Project:

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance
of a historical resource as defined in 15064.5?
b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance
of an archaeological resource pursuant to 15064.5?
c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique geologic feature?

D

d) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological
resource or site?
e) Disturb any human remains, including those interred
outside of formal cemeteries?

D

Discussion
5(a)
Based on an analysis of records and a survey of the property by County approved
archaeologist, Michael Tuma on January 4, 2008, it has been determined that the onsite
1931 residence is not historically significant. As such, impacts to the structure would not
be significant. The results of the survey and evaluation are provided in a cultural
resources report titled, "Archaeological Survey, Testing and Evaluation of Three Bedrock
Milling Feature Sites, and Evaluation of One-Built Environment Resource for the
Stonemark Estates Project in Unincorporated San Diego County, California", prepared
by Michael Tuma (May 2008). In addition, an Addendum to the study was completed
when the project was redesigned. The Addendum determined that there would be no
changes to the significance determination of the historic resource. The results of the
Addendum are provided in a letter report titled, "Stonemark Estates/PDS2006-31005479, ER no. [sic] 3910-0608018 APN: 169-200-20/Archaeology Report Addendum"
prepared by Michael Tuma (8/2/2013 submitted to the County of San Diego on
10/28/2013).

5(b)

Five archaeological resources (3 sites, 2 isolates) were identified on the property during
the archaeological survey. Based on a survey (1/4/2008) and evaluation of the
archaeological sites and isolates (2/20/2008, 2/21/2008) by County approved
archaeologist, Michael Tuma, it has been determined that the archaeological sites are
not significant resources. The results of the survey and evaluation are provided in a
cultural resources report titled, "Archaeological Survey, Testing and Evaluation of Three
Bedrock Milling Feature Sites, and Evaluation of One-Built Environment Resource for
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the Stonemark Estates Project in Unincorporated San Diego County, California",
prepared by Michael Tuma (May 2008). In addition, an Addendum to the study was
completed when the project was redesigned. The Addendum determined that there
would be no changes to the significance determination of the archaeological resources.
However, it was determined that the one site (CA-SDl-18743) that was originally located
within open space would now be impacted by the project. Because CA-SDl-18743 is not
a significant resource, mitigation is not required. The results of the Addendum are
provided in a letter report titled, "Stonemark Estates/PDS2006-3100-5479, ER no. [sic]
3910-0608018 APN: 169-200-20/Archaeology Report Addendum" prepared by Michael
Tuma (8/2/2013 submitted to the County of San Diego on 10/28/2013).
The Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) was contacted (11/2/2007) for a
listing of Native American Tribes whose ancestral lands may be impacted by the project.
The NAHC response was received on November 2, 2007, indicating that there are no
sites on record with the NAHC. The listed Tribes were contacted (11/19/2007) and only
Pala responded. The response from Pala stated that they did not have any comments
(11/29/2007); however, they requested if the project was modified to effect Tribal Lands
and/or the Tribal Traditional Use Area that updated information be provided and the
opportunity for Pala to respond to changes. Mindy Mojado of Saving Sacred Sites (San
Luis Rey) served as the Native American Monitor during ground disturbance associated
with the testing program.
Although the cultural resources were determined not significant, there is still the potential
for subsurface deposits because of dense vegetative cover on portions of the property
which limited ground visibility. In addition, there are several recorded archaeological
sites located within the vicinity of the project. As such, a grading monitoring program will
be made a condition of approval.
As considered by the GPU EIR, potential impacts to cultural resources will be mitigated
through ordinance compliance and through implementation of the following mitigation
measures:
grading monitoring under the supervision of a County-approved
archaeologist and a Native American observer and conformance with the County's
Cultural Resource Guidelines if resources are encountered. The GPU EIR identified
these mitigation measures as Cul-1.1 and Cul-2.5.

5(c)

The site does not contain any unique geologic features that have been listed in the
County's Guidelines for Determining Significance for Unique Geology Resources nor
does the site support any known geologic characteristics that have the potential to
support unique geologic features.

5(d)

A review of the County's Paleontological Resources Maps and data on San Diego
County's geologic formations indicates that the project is located partially on Eocene
Marine and Nonmarine geological formations that potentially contain unique
paleontological resources. Proposed grading would include more than 2,500 cubic yards
of excavation which has the potential to impact fossil deposits.
Accordingly, grading monitoring under the supervision
paleontologist will be a condition of project approval.

of a County qualified

As considered by the GPU EIR, potential impacts to paleontological resources will be
mitigated through ordinance compliance and through implementation of the following
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mitigation measures: grading monitoring under the supervision of a County-approved
paleontologist and conformance with the County's Paleontological Guidelines if
resources are encountered. The GPU EIR identified these mitigation measures as Cul-

3.1.
S(e)

Based on an analysis of records and archaeological surveys of the property, it has been
determined that the project site does not include a formal cemetery or any
archaeological resources that might contain interred human remains.

Conclusion
The project could result in potentially significant impacts to cultural resources; however, further
environmental analysis is not required because:

1.

No peculiar impacts to the project or its site have been identified.

2.

There are no potentially significant off-site and/or cumulative impacts which were not
discussed by the GPU EIR.

3.

No substantial new information has been identified which results in an impact which is
more severe than anticipated by the GPU EIR.

4.

Feasible mitigation measures contained within the GPU EIR will be applied to the
project.
Significant
Project
Impact

Impact not
identified by

GPU EIR

Substantial
New
Information

D

D

D

D

D

D

D

D

D

D

D

D

D

D

D

6. Geology and Soils - Would the Project:

a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death
involving: rupture of a known earthquake fault, strong
seismic ground shaking, seismic-related ground failure,
liquefaction, and/or landslides?
b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?
c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or
that would become unstable as a result of the project, and
potentially result in an on- or off-site landslide, lateral
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?
d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-8
of the Uniform Building Code (1994), creating substantial
risks to life or property?
e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of
septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems
where sewers are not available for the disposal of
wastewater?
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Discussion
6(a)(i) The project is not located in a fault rupture hazard zone identified by the Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zoning Act, Special Publication 42, Revised 1997, Fault-Rupture
Hazards Zones in California, or located within any other area with substantial evidence
of a known fault.

6(a)(ii) To ensure the structural integrity of all buildings and structures, the project must conform
to the Seismic Requirements as outlined within the California Building Code. Compliance
with the California Building Code and the County Building Code will ensure that the
project will not result in a significant impact.
6(a)(iii) The project site is not within a "Potential Liquefaction Area" as identified in the County
Guidelines for Determining Significance for Geologic Hazards. In addition, the site is not
underlain by poor artificial fill or located within a floodplain.
6(a)(iv)The site is not located within a "Landslide Susceptibility Area" as identified in the County
Guidelines for Determining Significance for Geologic Hazards.
6(b)

According to the Soil Survey of San Diego County, the soils on-site may be identified a
highly erodibility soil. However, the project will not result in substantial soil erosion or the
loss of topsoil because the project will be required to comply with the Watershed
Protection Ordinance (WPO) and Grading Ordinance which will ensure that the project
would not result in any unprotected erodible soils, will not alter existing drainage patters,
and will not develop steep slopes. Additionally, the project will be required to implement
Best Management Practices (BMPs) to prevent fugitive sediment.

6(c)

The project is not located on or near geological formations that are unstable or would
potentially become unstable as a result of the project.

6(d)

The project may be underlain by an expansive soil as defined within Table 18-I-B of the
Uniform Building Code (1994). However, the project will not result in a significant impact
because compliance with the Building Code and implementation of standard engineering
techniques will ensure structural safety.

6(e)

The project will rely on public water and sewer for the disposal of wastewater. No septic
tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems are proposed.

Conclusion
As discussed above, the project would not result in any significant impacts to/from geology/soils;
therefore, the project would not result in a geology-related impact which was not adequately
evaluated by the GPU EIR.

Significant
Project
Impact

Impact not
identified by
GPU EIR

Substantial
New
Information

D

D

D

7. Greenhouse Gas Emissions -Would the Project:

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or
indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the
environment?
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b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation
adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of
greenhouse gases?

D

D

D

Discussion
?(a)
The project would produce greenhouse gas (GHG) emIssIons through construction
activities, vehicle trips, electricity consumption, residential fuel combustion, water use
and solid waste generation. The project would not generate more than the 2,500 metric
tons of carbon dioxide equivalent (MT CO2e) Bright Line threshold established by the
County's Guidelines for Determining Significance for Climate Change. The screening
level for single-family residential development based on compliance with the Bright Line
threshold is 86 units. Therefore, because the project would be below the screening
criterion for this land use type, it is concluded that the construction and operational GHG
emissions for that project would not exceed 2,500 MT CO2e per year, and there would
be a less-than-cumulatively considerable impact. Furthermore, projects that generate
less than 2,500 MT CO2e per year of GHGs will also participate in emission reductions
because air emissions including GHGs are regulated either by the California Air
Resources Control Board (CARB) the Federal Government, or other entities.

?(b)

The County of San Diego adopted a Climate Action Plan (CAP) in June 2012. The CAP
provides direction for individual projects to reduce GHG emissions and includes
strategies that would help the County meet its GHG emission reduction targets. Because
the project is below the screening criterion established by the County Guidelines that are
supplementary to the CAP, the project is considered consistent with the CAP. In
addition, projects that are below the Bright Line threshold need to implement at least one
measure from the CAP. The project would be constructed to comply with the 2013 Title
24 standards which achieve 20% better energy efficiency compared to the 2008 Title 24
standards. The CAP includes a measure that recommends that a 15% improvement
over the 2008 standards be achieved. Therefore, the project would be consistent with
the CAP and would not conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for
the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases.

Conclusion
As discussed above, the project would not result in any significant impacts to greenhouse gas
emissions; therefore, the project would not result in a greenhouse gas-related impact which was
not adequately evaluated by the GPU EIR.
Significant
Project
Impact

Impact not
identified by

GPU EIR

Substantial
New
Information

D

D

D

D

8. Hazards and Hazardous Materials - Would the
Project:

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through the routine transport, storage, use, or
disposal of hazardous materials or wastes or through
reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions
involving the release of hazardous materials into the
environment?
b) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within
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one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school?
c) Be located on a site which is included on a list of
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to
Government Code Section 65962.5, or is otherwise known
to have been subject to a release of hazardous substances
and, as a result, would it create a significant hazard to the
public or the environment?

D

D

D

D

D

D

e) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would
the project result in a safety hazard for people residing or
working in the project area?

D

D

D

f) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an
adopted emergency response plan or emergency
evacuation plan?

D

D

D

D

D

D

D

D

D

d) For a project located within an airport land use plan or,
where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles
of a public airport or public use airport, would the project
result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in
the project area?

g) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss,
injury or death involving wildland fires, including where
wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where
residences are intermixed with wildlands?
h) Propose a use, or place residents adjacent to an existing
or reasonably foreseeable use that would substantially
increase current or future resident's exposure to vectors,
including mosquitoes, rats or flies, which are capable of
transmitting significant public health diseases or
nuisances?

Discussion
8(a)
The project will not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment because
it does not propose the storage, use, transport, emission , or disposal of Hazardous
Substances, nor are Hazardous Substances proposed or currently in use in the
immediate vicinity. Land use on the 25.7 acre Stonemark Estates project property
historically consisted of agricultural uses since the 1930's. A Modified Phase I, including
the Limited Phase II Environmental Site Assessment (Vinje & Middleton Engineering,
dated July 30, 2013 and submitted to the County on September 12, 2013), was
completed for the subject property to determine the extent, if any, of hazardous materials
contamination onsite as a result of the historic agricultural uses. The Modified Phase I &
II assessment included field sampling of surficial soils from five locations, at depths of six
to twelve inches below ground surface (bgs) on the property. The locations of the soil
sample borings were chosen to represent general application areas, water collection
areas and stained soil areas. All samples reported no concentrations above the
Preliminary Remediation Goals established for residential properties by the United
States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). The Modified Phase I & II findings
concluded that there is no human health exposure concern on the subject property.
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The project site contains a single family dwelling, detached garage, and various other
structures on site, constructed in the 1930's. Due to the age of the structures and the
potential for asbestos and/or lead to have been present in construction materials, the
completion of lead and asbestos surveys will be required prior to the structure
demolition.
B(b)

The project is not located within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school.

B(c)

Based on a site visit and a comprehensive review of regulatory databases (see attached
Hazards/Hazardous Materials references), the project site has not been subject to a
release of hazardous substances. Additionally, the project does not propose structures
for human occupancy or significant linear excavation within 1,000 feet of an open,
abandoned, or closed landfill, is not located on or within 250 feet of the boundary of a
parcel identified as containing burn ash (from the historic burning of trash), and is not on
or within 1,000 feet of a Formerly Used Defense Site.

B(d)

The proposed project is not located within an Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan
(ALUCP), an Airport Influence Area, or a Federal Aviation Administration Height
Notification Surface. Also, the project does not propose construction of any structure
equal to or greater than 150 feet in height, constituting a safety hazard to aircraft and/or
operations from an airport or heliport.

B(e)

The proposed project is not within one mile of a private airstrip.

8(f)(i) OPERATIONAL AREA EMERGENCY PLAN AND MULTI-JURISDICTIONAL HAZARD
MITIGATION PLAN: The project will not interfere with this plan because it will not
prohibit subsequent plans from being established or prevent the goals and objectives of
existing plans from being carried out.
8(f)(ii) SAN DIEGO COUNTY NUCLEAR POWER STATION EMERGENCY RESPONSE
PLAN: The property is not within the San Onofre emergency planning zone.
8(f)(iii) OIL SPILL CONTINGENCY ELEMENT: The project is not located along the coastal
zone.
8(f)(iv) EMERGENCY WATER CONTINGENCIES ANNEX AND ENERGY SHORTAGE
RESPONSE PLAN : The project would not alter major water or energy supply
infrastructure which could interfere with the plan.
8f)(v) DAM EVACUATION PLAN: The project is not located within a dam inundation zone.
6(9)

The proposed project is not located adjacent to wildlands that have the potential to
support wildland fires. In addition, the project will comply with the regulations relating to
emergency access, water supply, and defensible space specified in the Consolidated
Fire Code. Also, a Fire Service Availability Letter dated January 16, 2013 has been
received from the Vista Fire Protection District which indicates the expected emergency
travel time to the project site to be 5 minutes which is within the 5 maximum travel time
allowed by the County Public Facilities Element.

6(h)

The project does not involve or support uses that would allow water to stand for a period
of 72 hours or more (e.g. artificial lakes, agricultural ponds). Also, the project does not
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involve or support uses that will produce or collect animal waste, such as equestrian
facilities, agricultural operations (chicken coops, dairies etc.), solid waste facility or other
similar uses. Moreover, based on a site visit conducted by County staff, there are none
of these uses on adjacent properties.

Conclusion
As discussed above, there is a potential for lead and/or asbestos to be present in on-site
structures to be demolished; however, the project will be conditioned to conduct lead and
asbestos surveys prior to demolition. Therefore, the project would not result in a hazards-related
impact which was not adequately evaluated by the GPU EIR.
Significant
Project
Impact

Impact not
identified by
GPU EIR

Substantial
New
Information

D

D

D

D

D

D

D

D

D

D

D

D

D

D

D

D

D

D

g) Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed
the capacity of existing or planned storm water drainage
systems?

D

D

D

h) Provide substantial additional sources of polluted

D

D

D

9. Hydrology and Water Quality - Would the Project:
a) Violate any waste discharge requirements?
b) Is the project tributary to an already impaired water
body, as listed on the Clean Water Act Section 303(d) list?
If so, could the project result in an increase in any pollutant
for which the water body is already impaired?
c) Could the proposed project cause or contribute to an
exceedance of applicable surface or groundwater
receiving water quality objectives or degradation of
beneficial uses?
d) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere
substantially with groundwater recharge such that there
would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the
local groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of
pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level which
would not support existing land uses or planned uses for
which permits have been granted)?
e) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the
site or area, including through the alteration of the course
of a stream or river, in a manner which would result in
substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site?
f) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the
site or area, including through the alteration of the course
of a stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or
amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result in
flooding on- or off-site?
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runoff?
i) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as
mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood
Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation
map, including County Floodplain Maps?

D

D

D

which would impede or redirect flood flows?

D

D

D

k) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss,
injury or death involving flooding?

D

D

D

I) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss,
injury or death involving flooding as a result of the failure of
a levee or dam?

D

D

D

D

D

D

j) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures

m) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?

Discussion
9(a)
The project will require a NPDES General Permit for Discharges of Storm Water
Associated with Construction Activities. The project applicant has provided a Stormwater
Management Plan (SWMP) which demonstrates that the project will comply with all
requirements of the WPO. The project will be required to implement site design
measures, source control BMPs, and/or treatment control BMPs to reduce potential
pollutants to the maximum extent practicable. These measures will enable the project to
meet waste discharge requirements as required by the San Diego Municipal Permit, as
implemented by the San Diego County Jurisdictional Urban Runoff Management
Program (JURMP) and Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan (SUSMP).

9(b)

The project lies in the Los Monos hydrologic subareas, within the Carlsbad hydrologic
unit. The project does not contribute to an impaired water body according to the Clean
Water Act Section 303(d) list.

9(c)

As stated in responses 9(a) above, implementation of BMPs and compliance with
required ordinances will ensure that project impacts are less than significant.

9(d)

The project will obtain its water supply from the Vista Irrigation District that obtains water
from surface reservoirs or other imported sources. The project will not use any
groundwater. In addition, the project does not involve operations that would interfere
substantially with groundwater recharge.

9(e)

As outlined in the project's SWMP, the project will implement source control and
treatment control BMP's to reduce potential pollutants, including sediment from erosion
or siltation, to the maximum extent practicable from entering storm water runoff.

9(f)

The project will not significantly alter established drainage patterns or significantly
increase the amount of runoff for the following reasons: based on a Drainage Study
prepared by BHA, Inc. on September 11, 2013, drainage will be conveyed to either
natural drainage channels or approved drainage facilities.
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9(g)

The project does not propose to create or contribute runoff water that would exceed the
capacity of existing or planned storm water drainage systems.

9(h)

The project has the potential to generate pollutants; however, site design measures,
source control BMPs, and treatment control BMPs will be employed such that potential
pollutants will be reduced to the maximum extent practicable.

9(i)

Housing is not placed in FEMA mapped floodplains, County-mapped floodplains or
drainages with a watershed greater than 25 acres.

9U)

No 100-year flood hazard areas were identified on the project site or offsite improvement
locations.

9(k)

The project site lies outside any identified special flood hazard area.

9(1)

The project site lies outside a mapped dam inundation area for a major dam/reservoir
within San Diego County. In addition, the project is not located immediately downstream
of a minor dam that could potentially flood the property.

9(m)(i) SEICHE: The project site is not located along the shoreline of a lake or reservoir.
9(m)(ii) TSUNAMI: The project site is not located in a tsunami hazard zone.
9(m)(iii) MUDFLOW: Mudflow is type of landslide. See response to question 6(a)(iv).
Conclusion
As discussed above , the project would not result in any significant impacts to/from hydrology/
water quality; therefore, the project would not result in a hydrology-related impact which was not
adequately evaluated by the GPU EIR.
Significant
Project
Impact

Impact not
identified by
GPU EIR

Substantial
New
Information

D

D

0

D

D

0

10. Land Use and Planning -Would the Project:

a) Physically divide an established community?
b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or
regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project
(including, but not limited to the general plan, specific plan,
local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?

Discussion
10(a) The project does not propose the introduction of new infrastructure such as major
roadways, water supply systems, or utilities to the area.

10(b) The project would not conflict with any land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for
the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect, including policies of the
General Plan and Community Plan.
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Conclusion
As discussed above, the project would not result in any significant impacts to land use/planning.
The project's growth was anticipated by the GPU and is not induced by LAFCO's approval of
the sewer annexation or the associated extension of wastewater infrastructure and service to
the project. Therefore, the project would not result in a land use-related impact which was not
adequately evaluated by the GPU EIR.

Significant
Project
Impact

Impact not
identified by
GPU EIR

Substantial
New
Information

D

D

D

D

D

D

11. Mineral Resources - Would the Project:
a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral
resource that would be of value to the region and the
residents of the state?
b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important
mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local
general plan, specific plan or other land use plan?

11 (a) The project site has been classified by the California Department of Conservation Division of Mines and Geology as Resource Potentially Present. However, the project
site is surrounded by homes which are incompatible to future extraction of mineral
resources on the project site. A future mining operation at the project site would likely
create a significant impact to neighboring properties for issues such as noise, air quality,
traffic, and possibly other impacts. Therefore, the project will not result in the loss of a
known mineral resource because the resource has already been lost due to incompatible
land uses.
11 (b) The project site is not located in an Extractive Use Zone (S-82), nor does it have an
Impact Sensitive Land Use Designation (24) with an Extractive Land Use Overlay (25).
Conclusion
As discussed above, the project would not result in any significant impacts to mineral resources;
therefore, the project would not result in a mineral resource-related impact which was not
adequately evaluated by the GPU EIR.
Significant
Project
Impact

Impact not
identified by GPU
EIR

Substantial
New
Information

D

D

D

b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels?

D

D

D

c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise
levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without

D

D

D

12. Noise - Would the Project:
a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in

excess of standards established in the local general plan
or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other
agencies?
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the project?
d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing
without the project?
e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or,
where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles
of a public airport or public use airport, would the project
expose people residing or working in the project area to
excessive noise levels?
f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would
the project expose people residing or working in the
project area to excessive noise levels?

D

D

D

D

D

D

D

D

D

Discussion
12(a) The area surrounding the project site consists primarily of residential use with some
agriculture. The project will not expose people to potentially significant noise levels that
exceed the allowable limits of the General Plan, Noise Ordinance, or other applicable
standards for the following reasons:

General Plan - Noise Element: Policy 4b addresses noise sensitive areas and requires
projects to comply with a Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) of 60 decibels
(dBA). Projects which could produce noise in excess of 60 dB(A) are required to
incorporate design measures or mitigation as necessary to comply with the Noise
Element. Based on a review of the County's noise contour maps, the project is not
expected to expose existing or planned noise sensitive areas to noise in excess of 60
dB(A).
Noise Ordinance - Section 36-404: Non-transportation noise generated by the project is
not expected to exceed the standards of the Noise Ordinance at or beyond the project's
property line. The site is zoned A70 that has a one-hour average sound limit of 50 dBA
daytime. The adjacent properties are zoned A70 (County) and E-1 and SPI (Vista). The
project does not involve any noise producing equipment that would exceed applicable
noise levels at the adjoining property line.
Noise Ordinance - Section 36-410: The project will not generate construction noise in
excess of Noise Ordinance standards. Construction operations will occur only during
permitted hours of operation. Also, it is not anticipated that the project will operate
construction equipment in excess of an average sound level of 75dB between the hours
of 7 AM and 7 PM.
12(b) The project proposes residential uses which are sensitive to low ambient vibration.
However, the residences would be setback more than 600 feet from any public road or
transit Right-of-Way with projected noise contours of 65 dB or more; any property line for
parcels zoned industrial or extractive use; or any permitted extractive uses. A setback of
600 feet ensures that the operations do not have any chance of being impacted by
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels (Harris, Miller Miller and Hanson Inc.,
Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment 1995).
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12(c) As indicated in the response listed under Section 12(a), the project would not expose
existing or planned noise sensitive areas in the vicinity to a substantial permanent
increase in noise levels that exceed the allowable limits of any applicable noise
standards. Also, the project is not expected to expose existing or planned noise sensitive
areas to noise 10 dB CNEL over existing ambient noise levels.
12(d) The project does not involve any operational uses that may create substantial temporary
or periodic increases in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity. Also, general
construction noise is not expected to exceed the construction noise limits of the Noise
Ordinance. Construction operations will occur only during permitted hours of operation.
Also, the project will not operate construction equipment in excess of 75 dB for more
than an 8 hours during a 24 hour period.
12(e) The project is not located within an Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP) for
airports or within 2 miles of a public airport or public use airport.
12(f)

The project is not located within a one-mile vicinity of a private airstrip.

Conclusion
As discussed above, the project would not result in any significant impacts to/from noise;
therefore, the project would not result in a noise-related impact which was not adequately
evaluated by the GPU EIR.

Significant
Project
Impact

Impact not
identified by
GPU EIR

D

D

D

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing,
necessitating the construction of replacement housing
elsewhere?

D

D

D

c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing elsewhere?

D

D

D

Substantial
New
Information

13. Population and Housing - Would the Project:

a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, either
directly (for example, by proposing new homes and
businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of
roads or other infrastructure)?

Discussion
13(a) The project will not induce substantial population growth in an area because the project
does not propose any physical or regulatory change that would remove a restriction to or
encourage population growth in an area.

13(b) The project will not displace substantial numbers of existing housing since one home
would be demolished but 19 homes would be built.
13(c)

The proposed project will not displace a substantial number of people since one home
would be demolished but 19 homes would be built.
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Conclusion
As discussed above, the project would not result in any significant impacts to
populations/housing. The project's growth was anticipated by the GPU and is not induced by
LAFCO's approval of the sewer annexation or the associated extension of wastewater
infrastructure and service to the project. Therefore, the project would not result in a
population/housing-related impact which was not adequately evaluated by the GPU EIR.
Significant
Project
Impact

Impact not
identified by

GPU EIR

Substantial
New
Information

D

D

D

14. Public Services -Would the Project:
a) Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated
with the provision of new or physically altered governmental
facilities, need for new or physically altered facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant environmental
impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios,
response times or other performance service ratios for fire
protection, police protection, schools, parks, or other public
facilities?

Discussion
14(a) Based on the project's service availability forms, the project would not result in the need
for significantly altered services or facilities .
Conclusion
As discussed above, the project would not result in any significant impacts to public services;
therefore, the project would not result in a public services-related impact which was not
adequately evaluated by the GPU EIR.

Significant
Project
Impact

Impact not
identified by

GPU EIR

Substantial
New
Information

D

D

D

D

D

D

15. Recreation - Would the Project:
a) Would the project increase the use of existing
neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational
facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the
facility would occur or be accelerated?
b) Does the project include recreational facilities or require
the construction or expansion of recreational facilities,
which might have an adverse physical effect on the
environment?

Discussion
15(a) The project would incrementally increase the use of existing parks and other recreational
facilities; however, the project will be required to pay fees or dedicate land for local parks
pursuant to the Park Land Dedication Ordinance.
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15(b) The project includes a trail within the project footprint. Impacts from these amenities
have been considered as part of the overall environmental analysis contained elsewhere
in this document.
Conclusion
As discussed above, the project would not result in any significant impacts to recreation;
therefore, the project would not result in a recreation-related impact which was not adequately
evaluated by the GPU EIR.

Significant
Project
Impact

Impact not
identified by
GPU EIR

Substantial
New
Information

D

D

D

D

D

D

c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either
an increase in traffic levels or a change in location that
results in substantial safety risks?

D

D

D

d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature
(e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or
incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?

D

D

D

D

D

D

D

D

D

16. Transportation and Traffic - Would the Project:
a) Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy
establishing measures of the effectiveness for the
performance of the circulation system, taking into account
all modes of transportation including mass transit and nonmotorized travel and relevant components of the circulation
system, including but not limited to intersections, streets,
highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths and
mass transit?

b) Conflict with an applicable congestion management
program, including, but not limited to level of service
standards and travel demand measures, or other standards
established by the county congestion management agency
for designated roads or highways?

e) Result in inadequate emergency access?
f) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs

regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or
otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such
facilities?

Discussion
16(a) The project will result in an additional 190 ADT. However, the project will not conflict with
any established performance measures because the project trips do not exceed the
thresholds established by County guidelines. In addition, the project would not conflict
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with policies related to non-motorized travel such as mass transit, pedestrian or bicycle
facilities.
16(b) The additional 190 ADTs from the project do not exceed the 2400 trips (or 200 peak
hour trips) required for study under the region's Congestion Management Program as
developed by SANDAG.
16(c)

The proposed project is located outside of an Airport Influence Area and is not located
within two miles of a public or public use airport.

16(d) The proposed project will not alter traffic patterns, roadway design, place incompatible
uses (e.g., farm equipment) on existing roadways, or create curves, slopes or walls
which would impede adequate sight distance on a road .
16(e) The Vista Fire Protection District and the San Diego County Fire Authority have
reviewed the project and its Fire Protection Plan and have determined that there is
adequate emergency fire access.
16(f)

The project will not result in the construction of any road improvements or new road
design features that would interfere with the provision of public transit, bicycle or
pedestrian facilities. In addition, the project does not generate sufficient travel demand to
increase demand for transit, pedestrian or bicycle facilities.

Conclusion
As discussed above, the project would not result in any significant impacts to transportation/
traffic; therefore, the project would not result in a traffic-related impact which was not adequately
evaluated by the GPU EIR.

Significant
Project
Impact

Impact not
identified by
GPU EIR

Substantial
New
Information

D

D

D

D

D

D

D

D

D

D

D

D

17. Utilities and Service Systems - Would the Project:

a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the
applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board?
b) Require or result in the construction of new water or
wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant
environmental effects?
c) Require or result in the construction of new storm water
drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant environmental
effects?
d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the
project from existing entitlements and resources, or are
new or expanded entitlements needed?
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e) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment
provider, which serves or may serve the project that it has
adequate capacity to serve the project's projected demand
in addition to the provider's existing commitments?

D

D

D

accommodate the project's solid waste disposal needs?

D

D

D

g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and
regulations related to solid waste?

D

D

D

f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to

Discussion
17(a) The project would discharge domestic waste to a community sewer system that is
permitted to operate by the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB). A project
facility availability form has been received from the Buena Sanitation District that
indicates that there is adequate capacity to serve the project, contingent upon
annexation into the district.

17(b) The project involves new water and wastewater pipeline extensions. The project site is
located within the VSD sewer basin number OV1 (66), An existing 8-inch PVC public
sewer main along Buena Vista Drive is available for connection. Developer shall
construct an 8-inch public sewer main along the proposed private roadway
approximately 1,200 feet to provide sewer service to the proposed residential
development and one adjacent parcel, APN 169-200-11. APN 169-200-11 must be
connected to public sewer because project grading would impact the existing septic
system on that parcel. The parcel is already developed with a single family home. The
sewer connection point will be at the intersection of Buena Vista Drive and the proposed
private street. However, these extensions will not result in additional adverse physical
effects beyond those already identified in other sections of this environmental analysis.
17(c)

The project involves new storm water drainage facilities. However, these facilities will not
result in additional adverse physical effects beyond those already identified in other
sections of this environmental analysis.

17(d) A Service Availability Letter from the Vista Irrigation District has been provided which
indicates that there is adequate water to serve the project.
17(e) A Service Availability Letter from the Buena Sanitation District dated September 11,
2013 indicates that there is adequate wastewater capacity to serve the project. The
project is located outside of the Buena Sanitation District. The Sanitation District
boundary abuts the project on the south side. The project will be conditioned to annex
the site and APN 169-200-11 into the Buena Sanitation District. LAFCO has adopted a
Transitional (Zero) Sphere of Influence designation for the Buena Sanitation District,
which means that an amendment to the sphere of influence is not required . Based on an
estimated sewage generation rate of 250 gallons per day per home (from the 2008 City
of Vista and Buena Sanitation District Sewer Master Plan Update), the proposed 19 lots
and one adjacent home to be connected to sewer would generate 5,000 gallons per day
assuming no second dwelling units. Any lot that included a second dwelling unit would
generate an estimated 425 gallons per day. This project site is within the OceansideVista (OV) Sewer Basin 0V1, and sewer is being provided under an existing 'Sewerage
Flow Transfer Agreement between City of Vista and City of Oceanside' (Ref. Doc.No.84-
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173 dated October 10, 1984). This Flow Transfer Agreement provides sufficient sewer
capacity for the proposed residential development and adjacent properties.
17(f)

All solid waste facilities, including landfills require solid waste facility permits to operate.
There are five, permitted active landfills in San Diego County with remaining capacity to
adequately serve the project.

17(g) The project will deposit all solid waste at a permitted solid waste facility.
Conclusion
As discussed above, the project would not result in any significant impacts to utilities and
service systems; therefore, the project would not result in a utilities-related impact which was
not adequately evaluated by the GPU EIR.

Attachments:
Appendix A - References
Appendix B - Summary of Determinations and Mitigation within the Final Environmental Impact
Report, County of San Diego General Plan Update, SCH# 2002111067
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Appendix A
The following is a list of project specific technical studies used to support the analysis of each
potential environmental effect:
SWCA, Michael Tuma (May 2008). Archaeological Survey, Testing and Evaluation of Three Bedrock
Milling Feature Sites, and Evaluation of One-Built Environment Resource for the Stonemark Estates
Project in Unincorporated San Diego County, California.
SWCA, Michael Tuma (August 2, 2013). Stonemark Estates/PDS2006-3100-5479, ER no. [sic] 39100608018 APN: 169-200-20/Archaeology Report Addendum.
BHA, Inc., Ronald Holloway (September 11, 2013). Preliminary Hydrology and Hydraulic Report: County
of San Diego Tract #5479 at Buena Vista Dr, Vista CA APN 169-200-20.
BHA, Inc., Ronald Holloway (September 11, 2013). Major Storm Water Management Plan (Major SWMP)
For County of San Diego Tract #5479 at Buena Vista Drive, Vista CA.
Vinje & Middleton Engineering, Inc., S. Mehdi S. Shariat (June 24, 2013). Geotechnical Update Report
and Grading Plan Review: Proposed Stonemark Estates Residential Subdivision County of San Diego
Tract #5479 County of San Diego, California (A.P.N. 169-200-20).
Vinje & Middleton Engineering, Inc., Bradley W. Crawshaw Jr. (July 30, 2013) . Modified Phase I
Environmental Site Assessment, Preliminary Grading Plan RPL #3, County of San Diego Tract No. 5479,
Stonemark Estates, Buena Vista Drive, Vista, California 92081; Assessor's Parcel Number: 169-200-2000.

For a complete list of technical studies, references, and significance guidelines used to support
the analysis of the General Plan Update Final Certified Program EIR, dated August 3, 2011,
please visit the County's website at:
http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/PDS/gpupdate/docs/BOS Aug2011/EIR/FEIR 5.00 References 2011.pdf
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Appendix B
A Summary of Determinations and Mitigation within the Final Environmental Impact Report,
County of San Diego General Plan Update, SCH# 2002111067 is available on the Planning
and Development Services website at:
http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/pds/gpupdate/GPU FEIR Summary 15183 Reference.pdf
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ENVIRONMENTAL FINDINGS
Stonemark Estates, PDS2006-3100-5479, PDS2013-AD-13-034
1. In accordance with State CEQA Guidelines section 15183, find the project is exempt

from further environmental review for the reasons stated in the Notice of Exemption
dated September 17, 2014, because the project is consistent with the General Plan for
which an Environmental Impact Report dated August 2011 on file with Planning &
Development Services as Environmental Review Number 02-ZA-001 (GPU EIR) was
certified, there are no project specific effects which are peculiar to the project or its site,
there are no project impacts which the GPU EIR failed to analyze as significant effects,
there are no potentially significant off-site and/or cumulative impacts which the GPU EIR
failed to evaluate, there is no substantial new information which results in more severe
impacts than anticipated by the GPU EIR, and that the application of uniformly applied
development standards and policies, in addition to feasible mitigation measures included
as project conditions would substantially mitigate the effects of the project, as explained
in the 15183 Statement of Reasons dated September 16, 2014.
2. In accordance with State CEQA Guidelines section 15183(e )2, find that feasible
mitigation measures identified in the General Plan Update EIR will be undertaken.
3. Find that the proposed project is consistent with the Resource Protection Ordinance
(County Code, section 86.601 et seq.).
4. Find that plans and documentation have been prepared for the proposed project that
demonstrate that the project complies with the Watershed Protection, Stormwater
Management, and Discharge Control Ordinance (County Code, section 67.801 et seq.).
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