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the City of Rancho Cucamonga for further review, with an explanation of the revised re-zoning 
request, which would only allow for one additional dwelling to be constructed on the site.  On 
August 5, 2015, the City Planning Director responded by email with the following statement:  

“This project is still inconsistent with the City of Rancho Cucamonga General 
Plan and County General Plan. A large portion of the lot is within the Open 
Space designated area of the City’s General Plan which allows for limited density 

of .0 to .10 du/acre to minimize the adverse impacts of grading while protecting 
environmentally sensitive areas. Additionally, based on the slope analysis 
provided a large portion of the parcel exceeds what is considered buildable by 
the city standards and we would not support the proposed Tentative Parcel Map 
and additional density.” 

Since the project area is likely to be annexed into the City of Rancho Cucamonga, it is staff’s 

responsibility to consult with the City and consider their recommendations, especially when it 
involves a General Plan amendment that would be inconsistent with the City’s plans.  This is not 
the only criterion for consideration of the proposed General Plan amendment and Tentative 
Parcel Map.  The proposal is also inconsistent with the County General Plan land use policies in 
that it is generally not compatible with adjacent land uses and community character.  For these 
reasons, County staff continues to recommend denial of the proposed General Plan 
Amendment and Tentative Parcel Map.  Updated Findings addressing the updated application 
are attached, as well as the March 5, 2015, staff report. 

 

RECOMENDATION:  That the Planning Commission: 

RECOMMEND that the Board of Supervisors DENY the General Plan Land Use District 
Amendment from Rural Living RL-5 (5-acre minimum lot sizes) to Rural Living RL (2.5-acre 
minimum lot sizes) on 4.95 gross acres and Tentative Parcel Map 19466 to subdivide 4.95 
gross acres into two parcels. 

ATTACHMENTS: 
Exhibit A: Findings 
Exhibit B: March 5, 2015, Staff Report 
Exhibit C: Initial Study 
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EXHIBIT A 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Findings 
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FINDINGS 
 
General Plan Amendment:  General Plan Land Use District Amendment from Rural Living RL-
5 (5-acre minimum lot sizes) to Rural Living RL (2.5-acre minimum lot sizes) on 4.95 gross 
acres. 
 
Per Section 86.12.060 of the County Development Code an amendment to the General Plan 
may be approved only if specific findings can be made in the affirmative.  However, where staff 
cannot make the findings in the affirmative, the findings are written in the negative, as applicable 
to each finding.  
 
1. The proposed amendment is not internally consistent with all other provisions of the 

General Plan. 
 

The proposed amendment is not consistent with General Plan Policy LU 1.2, “The design 
and siting of new development will meet locational and development standards to ensure 
compatibility of the new development with adjacent land uses and community character”, 
because the majority of the parcels along snowdrop Road are larger than 5 acres in size 
and many parcels on the north side of Snowdrop Road are larger than 10 acres in size.  
Within the entire Snowdrop Road area there are only nine parcels that are smaller than 2.5 
acres in size.  Seven of these parcels are within the RS-1 District (1 acre minimum lot size).  
One is in the RL District (2.5 acre minimum lot size) and one is in the RL-5 District (5 acre 
minimum lot size). 
 
The project is also located in the Sphere of Influence (SOI) of the City of Rancho 
Cucamonga and the proposed amendment is not consistent with the City’s General Plan or 
the City’s density standards, which allows a maximum of 1.26 units for the entire 4.95-acre 
site.  Since the site already has one unit, no further development of the site would be 
allowed under the City’s regulations. 
 

2. The proposed amendment will not be detrimental to the public interest, health, safety, 
convenience, or welfare of the County. 

 
Approval of the proposed land use zoning district change would enable and facilitate 
additional development and related improvements on the subject site which must be 
developed in conformance with the County Development Code and other State and local 
development regulations.  

 
3. The proposed land use zoning district change is in the public interest, there will be a 

community benefit, and other existing and allowed uses will not be compromised. 
 

Approval of the proposed land use zoning district change would enable and facilitate 
additional development and related improvements on the subject site which must be 
developed in conformance with the County Development Code and other State and local 
development regulations. 

 
 
 

4 of 63



4. The proposed land use district change will not provide a reasonable and logical 
extension of the existing land use pattern in the surrounding area. 

 
Approval of the proposed land use district change would provide a reasonable and logical 
extension of the Rural Living RL District in this area, because it would extend existing 
portions of the RL District from the west along Snowdrop Road.  However, extending the RL 
District, as proposed, would allow for development in an area that’s designated Open Space 
by the City of Rancho Cucamonga General Plan.  This is not consistent with the County’s 
General Plan policies to coordinate with incorporated cities regarding land use and 
development policies in SOI areas. 

 
5. The proposed land use zoning district change does not conflict with provisions of the 

Development Code  
 

The proposed amendment, if approved, would be subject to all development standards and 
regulations of the County Development Code in the RL District.  The proposed project is 
located in the Fire Safety (FS) Overlay District.  Per Section 82.13.060 of the Development 
Code (FS Overlay), zero density is allowed in the City of Rancho Cucamonga SOI for any 
portion of a proposed Tentative Parcel Map on slopes greater than 30% gradient.  Where 
grading is utilized that does not conform to the natural slope and the graded area is adjacent 
to natural ungraded slopes that are greater than 30% in gradient and greater than 30 feet in 
height, each structure shall be set back at least 30 feet from the edges of the graded area 
adjacent to the natural ungraded slopes. There is an area in the northern portion of 
proposed Parcel 2 that contains natural slopes that are less than 30%.  This is the location 
of the proposed building pad, which will be subject to the development standards of the FS 
Overlay District.  

 
6. The proposed land use zoning district change will not have a substantial adverse effect 

on surrounding property. 
 

An Initial Study has been completed for the proposed project and it is determined, on the basis 
of staff’s independent evaluation, that the project will not have a significant adverse effect or 
impact on surrounding property and the environment, with the implementation of appropriate 
mitigation measures.  However, an environmental finding of whether the proposed land use 
zoning district change will or will not have a substantial adverse effect on the environment is not 
required with a recommendation of denial. 

 
7. The affected site is physically suitable in terms of design, location, shape, size, 

operating characteristics, and the provision of public and emergency vehicle (e.g., 
fire and medical) access and public services and utilities (e.g., fire protection, police 
protection, potable water, schools, solid waste collection and disposal, storm 
drainage, wastewater collection, treatment, and disposal, etc.), to ensure that the 
proposed or anticipated uses and/or development would not endanger, jeopardize, or 
otherwise constitute a hazard to the property or improvements in the vicinity in which 
the property is located.   

 
Although the proposed General Plan Land Use Amendment is not consistent with the City of 
Rancho Cucamonga General Plan designation and is generally not compatible with adjacent 
land uses and community character, the affected site area may be physically suitable for the 
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development of one additional single family dwelling unit in terms of design, location, shape, 
size and operating characteristics.  However, the project would be subject to the 
requirements of Chapter 82.13 (Fire Safety FS Overlay) of the County Development Code, 
which would restrict development of the site to those areas where the natural slopes are 
less than 30% gradient.  Where grading is utilized that does not conform to the natural slope 
and the graded area is adjacent to natural ungraded slopes that are greater than 30 percent 
in gradient and greater than 30 feet in height, each structure shall be set back at least 30 
feet from the edges of the graded area adjacent to the natural ungraded slopes. There is an 
area in the northern portion of proposed Parcel 2 that contains natural slopes that are less 
than 30 percent.  This is the location of the proposed building pad, which will be subject to 
the development standards of the FS Overlay District.  
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Tentative Parcel Map 19466:  Tentative Parcel Map 19466 to subdivide 4.95 gross acres into 
two parcels.  
 
Per Section 87.02.060 of the County Development Code a Tentative Map may be approved only 
if specific findings can be made in the affirmative.  However, where staff cannot make the 
findings in the affirmative, the findings are written in the negative, as applicable to each finding.  
 
1. The proposed map, subdivision design, and improvements are not consistent with 

the General Plan, any applicable community plan, and any applicable specific plan.  
 

The proposed Parcel Map is not consistent with General Plan Policy LU 1.2, because the 
design and siting of the new development does not meet locational and development 
standards and is not compatible with adjacent land uses and community character.  The 
majority of the parcels along snowdrop Road are larger than 5 acres in size and many 
parcels on the north side of Snowdrop Road are larger than 10 acres in size.  Within the 
entire Snowdrop Road area there are only nine parcels that are smaller than 2.5 acres in 
size.  Seven of these parcels are within the RS-1 District (1 acre minimum lot size).  One is 
in the RL District (2.5 acre minimum lot size) and one is in the RL-5 District (5 acre minimum 
lot size). 
 
The project is also located in the Sphere of Influence (SOI) of the City of Rancho 
Cucamonga and the proposed Parcel Map is not consistent with the City’s General Plan or 
the City’s density limitations, which allows a maximum of 1.26 units for the entire 4.95-acre 
site.  Since the site already has one unit, no further development of the site would be 
allowed under the City’s regulations. 

 
2. The site is physically suitable for the type and proposed density of development.  
 

Although the proposed Parcel Map is not consistent with the City of Rancho Cucamonga 
General Plan designation and is generally not compatible with adjacent land uses and 
community character, the affected site area appears to be physically suitable for the 
development of one additional single family dwelling unit.  However, the project would be 
subject to the requirements of Chapter 82.13 (Fire Safety FS Overlay) of the County 
Development Code, which would restrict development of the site to those areas where the 
natural slopes are less than 30% gradient. 

 
3. The design of the subdivision and the proposed improvements are not likely to cause 

substantial environmental damage or substantially and avoidably injure fish or 
wildlife habitat.  

 
There is no substantial evidence that the project, as proposed, will have a significant effect 
on the environment because an Initial Study has been completed for the proposed project 
and it is determined, on the basis of staff’s independent evaluation, that the project will not 
have a significant adverse impact on the environment with the implementation of appropriate 
mitigation measures.  However, an environmental finding of whether the design of the 
subdivision and the proposed improvements will or will not likely cause substantial 
environmental damage or substantially and avoidably injure fish or wildlife or their habitat, is 
not required with a recommendation of denial. 
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4. The design of the subdivision or type of improvements is not likely to cause serious 
public health or safety problems. 

 
The design of the subdivision, which would allow for the development of one additional 
single family dwelling unit, is such that hazards from flood, fire, noise and other potential 
public health hazards are deemed minimal with the implementation of the proposed 
mitigation measures.   

 
5. The design of the subdivision or type of improvements will not conflict with 

easements acquired by the public at large for access through or use of, property 
within the proposed subdivision. 

 
The design of the subdivision or type of improvements will not conflict with easements 
acquired by the public at large for access through or use of, property within the proposed 
subdivision, because the project has been reviewed by the County Land Development 
Division and the County Traffic Division and it was determined that there would not be any 
conflicts with public easements and that sufficient access can be provided.  The project 
would be conditioned to ensure that the project does not interfere with rights of easements, 
and that statements of concurrence be provided from utility companies whose easements 
may be affected by the proposed development.   

 
6. The discharge of sewage from the proposed subdivision into the community sewer 

system will not result in violation of existing requirements prescribed by the 
California Regional Water Quality Control Board. 

 
Any future development as a result of the proposed subdivision would require the 
construction of an on-site septic system, because this area is not provided with sanitary 
sewer.  Any future residential development in this area must obtain approval from the Public 
Health Department, Environmental Health Services Division, which requires adherence to 
the requirements prescribed by the Regional Water Quality Control Board for on-site 
wastewater treatment systems. 

 
7. The design of the subdivision provides, to the extent feasible, passive or natural 

heating and cooling opportunities.  
 

Any future development of the site would be required to comply with the building setback 
requirements which promote optimum spacing of structures to create adequate opportunity 
for the use of solar technology. 

 
8. The proposed subdivision, its design, density, and type of development and 

improvements conforms to the regulations of the Development Code and the 
regulations of any public agency having jurisdiction by law. 

 
The proposed subdivision, if approved, would be subject to all development standards and 
regulations of the County Development Code in the RL District.  The proposed project is 
located in the Fire Safety (FS) Overlay District.  Per Section 82.13.060 of the Development 
Code (FS Overlay), zero density is allowed in the City of Rancho Cucamonga SOI for any 
portion of a proposed Tentative Parcel Map on slopes greater than 30% gradient.  Where 
grading is utilized that does not conform to the natural slope and the graded area is adjacent 
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to natural ungraded slopes that are greater than 30% in gradient and greater than 30 feet in 
height, each structure shall be set back at least 30 feet from the edges of the graded area 
adjacent to the natural ungraded slopes. There is an area in the northern portion of 
proposed Parcel 2 that contains natural slopes that are less than 30%.  This is the location 
of the proposed building pad, which will be subject to the development standards of the FS 
Overlay District.  
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EXHIBIT B 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

March 5, 2015, Staff Report  
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LAND USE SERVICES DEPARTMENT
 PLANNING COMMISSION STAFF REPORT

HEARING DATE:  March 5, 2015 AGENDA ITEM:  3 

Project Description :  Vicinity Map   N

APNs: 0201-043-44 

Applicant: Eric Sambold 
Community: Rancho Cucamonga/Second Supervisorial District 

Location: South side of Snowdrop Road, approximately 325 
feet west of Robinhood Road 

Project No.: P201300445 
Staff: Chris Warrick 
Rep.: Bonadiman and Associates 

Proposal: General Plan Land Use District Amendment from 
Rural Living (RL-5) to Single Residential (RS-1) on 
6.83 gross acres and Tentative Parcel Map 19466 
to subdivide 4.85 gross acres into two parcels.

9 Hearing Notices Sent On:  February 18, 2015 Report Prepared By:  Chris Warrick 

SITE INFORMATION: 
Parcel Size: 4.85 Acres 
Terrain: Very steep with 62 percent of site exceeding 40% grade and many portions in the south 

half of the site exceeding 100% grade.  
Vegetation: Relatively dense natural vegetation consisting of chaparral, scrub and scattered outlying 

trees. 

SURROUNDING LAND DESCRIPTION: 

AREA EXISTING LAND USE LAND USE ZONING/OVERLAY DISTRICTS 
Site One Single Family House Rural Living (RL-5)  

5 acre minimum lot size & Fire Safety Overlay (FS-3) 

North Single Family House Rural Living (RL-5)  
5 acre minimum lot size & Fire Safety Overlay (FS-3) 

South Vacant Rural Living (RL-5)  
5 acre minimum lot size & Fire Safety Overlay (FS-3) 

East Vacant and Single Family House Rural Living (RL-5)  
5 acre minimum lot size & Fire Safety Overlay (FS-3) 

West Vacant Rural Living (RL)  
2.5 acre minimum lot size & Fire Safety Overlay (FS-3) 

AGENCY COMMENT 
City Sphere of Influence: City of Rancho Cucamonga City Recommends Denial 
Water Service: Cucamonga Valley Water District 
Septic/Sewer Service: Private on-site septic system  EHS approval required 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:  That the Planning Commission RECOMMEND that the Board of 
Supervisors DENY the General Plan Land Use District Amendment from Rural Living (RL-5) to Single 
Residential (RS-1) on 6.83 gross acres and Tentative Parcel Map 19466 to subdivide 4.85 gross acres 
into two parcels.   

This project shall be referred to the Board of Supervisors for final action.  Therefore, the recommendation of the 
Planning Commission is not the final action and cannot be appealed to the Board.  
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VICINITY MAP (Regional) 
 

 

  

9945 Snowdrop Rd. 
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AERIAL MAP 
 

 

  

TPM 19466 
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OFFICIAL LAND USE DISTRICT MAP 
 
 

 

   
  

SITE 
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CITY OF RANCHO CUCAMONGA (Sphere Area) 

GENERAL PLAN LAND USE MAP 
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USGS TOPOGRAPHIC MAP 
WITH COUNTY LAND USE OVERLAY 
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SITE PHOTOS 
 

 
Looking South from Snowdrop Rd. 

 

 
Looking South from Northwest corner of site 
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SITE PHOTOS 
 

 
Looking south from northeast corner of site 

 

 
Looking south from northeast corner of site 
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SITE PHOTOS 
 

 
Looking west from the east property line 

 

 
Looking north from approx. ½ mile south of the site 
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND BACKGROUND:  
 
Project:  The applicant is requesting approval of a General Plan Land Use District Amendment from 
Rural Living RL-5 (5-acre minimum lot sizes) to Single Residential RS-1 (1-acre minimum lot sizes) on 
6.83-acres.  The applicant has also submitted Tentative Parcel Map 19466 to subdivide 4.85-acres into 
two parcels.  The proposed Tentative Parcel Map includes a 2.35-acre parcel on the north and a 2.5-
acre parcel on the south.  The General Plan Land Use District Amendment and Tentative Parcel Map 
are collectively referred to as the “Project.”  The Project site is currently developed with a single family 
house, which is located in the northern portion of the site, on proposed Parcel 1.  
 
General Plan Amendment:  A General Plan Amendment is required in conjunction with the proposed 
parcel map because the current land use designation of the site is RL-5, which requires a minimum lot 
size of 5 acres.  The applicant is proposing to change the Land Use Designation to RS-1 because it is 
the only residential designation that allows 2.35-acre parcels, which is the smallest of the two parcels 
proposed.  The proposed General Plan Amendment extends beyond the boundary of the Tentative 
Parcel Map, so that the Project could connect to the existing RS-1 District to the east.  The 4.85-acre 
site, on its own, is not large enough to have its own RS-1 designation.  The County Development Code 
and General Plan require all RS-1 areas to have a minimum area of 10-acres.  Therefore, the applicant 
is proposing to include the parcel to the northeast (APN: 0201-043-45) in the General Plan Amendment, 
which would connect the proposed tentative map to the existing RS-1 District to the east.  The parcel to 
the northeast, which is not part of the proposed Parcel Map, has a split designation of RL-5 and RS-1.  
This parcel is approximately 2-acres in size, so it would be appropriate for this parcel to be included in 
the proposed General Plan Amendment to correct the current split-zoning of the property between two 
different land use zoning districts, by designating the entire parcel RS-1.   
 
Environmental Setting:  The Project is in the City of Rancho Cucamonga (City) Sphere of Influence 
(SOI), which is in the foothills north of the City on the south side of Snowdrop Road.  The Project site 
has very steep terrain with 62% of the site having a grade of 40% or greater.  The vegetation on site is 
relatively dense, consisting of chaparral, scrub and scattered outlying trees. 
 
ANALYSIS: 
 
Slope Analysis.  As noted above, 62% of the Project site has a grade of 40% or greater.  Approximately 
one acre of the site contains slopes that are less than 15%.  This includes the area around the existing 
single family house, the road bed of Snowdrop Road, and the proposed building pad for parcel 2, which 
is 12,880 sq. ft.  The steeper slopes are in the south half of the site where the grades exceed 100% in 
some areas.  The following is the slope analysis table provided by the applicant: 
 

SLOPE TABLE 

Slope Category Area (acres) Percent of Site 

0 – 15% .96 20.2% 
15% - 30% .54 11.4% 
30% - 40% .29 6.1% 

40% + 2.95 62.2% 
 
City of Rancho Cucamonga Review.  This Project was accepted by the County for review on February 
21, 2014.  Since the Project is in the City SOI, County staff sent the Project to City staff for their review.  
On March 21, 2014, the County received a letter from the City Planning Department (Exhibit B) stating 
that the City did not support approval of the proposed General Plan Amendment due to the many 
development constraints regarding properties in the Hillside Residential area.  The City General Plan 
land use designation for this parcel is split between two land use categories.  The northerly half of the 
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property is Hillside Residential, which allows 0.1 (1 unit per 10 acres) to 2 dwelling units per acre.  The 
southerly half of the parcel is Open Space, which allows a maximum density of 0.1 units per buildable 
acre.  The City explained in its letter that the allowable density for the development could only be 
determined after review of the slope analysis map.  The slope analysis was sent to the City on October 
14, 2014, for its review and the City responded by email (Exhibit C) on October 22, 2014.  The City 
calculated the density limitations for the site based on the land capacity schedule of its Development 
Code.  According to the City’s calculation, the adjusted net buildable area for this Project is 1.26, which 
means that a maximum 1.26 units could be permitted for this Project.  So even with the proposed land 
use amendment changed to RS-1, the Project would be over the density limitation.  Furthermore, the 
City considers this proposal to be “spot zoning” which is inconsistent with its General Plan goals.  The 
City confirmed in a follow-up email on January 21, 2015, that it is still recommending denial of the 
Project due to the density limitation, while acknowledging that the ultimate decision rests with the 
County. 
 
Sphere of Influence.  When the SOI was created, the City established General Plan Land Use Districts 
for the sphere area that will be implemented if and when the area is annexed to the City.  The land use 
districts established in sphere areas are not always consistent with the County’s land use districts.  
While the City and the County both acknowledge that the County has the ultimate land use authority 
over sphere areas, it is the County’s practice to consult with sphere cities on land use issues.  It is 
especially important to consult with sphere cities when a General Plan Amendment is involved so as to 
prevent or minimize inconsistencies between the County and City SOI Land Use Districts.  The land 
use policies adopted for the SOI areas are designed to encourage annexations or incorporations, and 
there are many policies in the County General Plan that address areas of commonality between the 
County and Cities regarding the sphere of influence areas, specifically the following:   
 

GOAL LU 11.  “Promote mutually beneficial uses of land to address regional problems through 
coordination and cooperation among the County, the incorporated Cities, Southern California 
Association of Governments (SCAG), San Bernardino Associated Governments (SANBAG), the 
various special districts and other local, state, and federal agencies.” 

 
POLICY LU 9.4.  Ensure land use proposals in SOI areas receive appropriate review. 

 
1. Consider establishing special development standards for SOI areas that more closely 

conform to city development standards in specific SOI areas where the County and the City 
have shared development and land use objectives. 

 
2. Adopt a Sphere Standards Overlay to guide development areas in those SOI areas where 

special development standards are warranted. 
 
3. Provide project notices to adjoining cities to offer opportunities for city input to County 

development review. 
 
4. Require discretionary review for all new development projects within City spheres of 

influence. 
 

POLICY LU 1.2.  The design and siting of new development will meet locational and development 
standards to ensure compatibility of the new development with adjacent land uses and community 
character. 

 
The County General Plan discusses the importance of coordination between the County and the 
numerous public agencies in implementing the General Plan.  Such coordination is particularly crucial 
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to ensure the joint planning efforts of the County and the incorporated Cities, regarding land 
development policies in the SOI areas.   

 
Chapter 82.22 of the County Development Code provides a process for establishing sphere standards 
for incorporated cities throughout the County.  The purpose of the sphere standards is to create an 
overlay district that will allow implementation of County development standards that more closely 
conform to the City development standards within the respective specified spheres of influence.  Of the 
cities identified in the Code, Apple Valley and Fontana are the only two SOI area which have unique 
sphere standards. However, this does not relieve the County of its obligation to follow the General Plan 
by cooperating with the City to ensure the compatibility of land use proposals in all SOI areas. 
 
County/City General Plan Consistency.  The County General Plan Land Use Districts in this area are 
somewhat consistent with the City’s Land Use Districts in that the density limitations of both 
jurisdictions have a direct correlation to the natural grade of the land.  The City’s Hillside Residential 
district, which allows 0.1 to 2.0 dwelling units per acre, generally follows the boundaries of the County’s 
RS-1 and RL districts, which allow one unit per acre and one unit per 2.5 acres, respectively.  Similarly, 
the City’s Open Space district, with a maximum dwelling unit density of 0.1 units per buildable acre (1 
unit per 10 acres), generally follows the boundaries of the County’s RL-5 district, which allows one unit 
per five acres.  Staff has included an exhibit that shows the general relationship between the natural 
gradient of the land and the Land Use Districts, where the steeper areas generally follow the RL-5 
District and the flatter areas generally follow the RL and RS-1 Districts. 
 
Although the City’s Land Use Districts are more restrictive than the County’s, they both seem to have 
been based on the same criteria, the natural grade of the land.  The slope analysis for the site shows 
that 62% of the site has slopes that exceed 40% grade, and many areas on site exceed 100% grade.  
Based on the generally established criteria of both the County and the City, to assign lower density 
designations for areas with steeper slopes, it is not recommended that the subject property be rezoned 
with a more dense designation, especially when the current designation of RL-5 is already more dense 
than the City’s land use designation.   
 
Further, the proposed Amendment and Parcel Map is not consistent with General Plan Policy LU 1.2, 
because the design and siting of the new development does not meet locational and development 
standards and is not compatible with adjacent land uses and community character.  The majority of the 
parcels along snowdrop Road are larger than 5 acres in size and many parcels on the north side of 
Snowdrop Road are larger than 10 acres in size.  Within the entire Snowdrop Road area there are only 
nine parcels that are smaller than 2.5 acres in size.  Seven of these parcels are within the RS-1 District 
(1 acre minimum lot size).  One is in the RL District (2.5 acre minimum lot size) and one is in the RL-5 
District (5 acre minimum lot size). 
 
Fire Safety (FS) Overlay.  Per Section 82.13.060 of the Development Code (FS Overlay), zero density 
is allowed in the City’s SOI for any portion of a proposed Tentative Parcel Map on slopes of greater 
than 30% gradient.  Additionally, where grading is utilized that does not conform to the natural slope 
and the graded area is adjacent to natural ungraded slopes that are greater than 30% in gradient and 
greater than 30 ft. in height, each structure shall be set back at least 30 ft. from the edges of the graded 
area adjacent to the natural ungraded slopes.  There is an area in the northern portion of proposed 
Parcel 2 that contains natural slopes that are less than 30%.  This is the location of the proposed 
building pad.  Unfortunately, it may not be possible to construct a house in this location that does not 
impact the 30% gradient areas and sill conforms to the 30-foot setback requirement from the areas 
exceeding 30% grade. 
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Public Comments.  The Project notices were sent to nine surrounding property owners within 300 feet 
of the Project site, as required by Development Code Section 84.27.070, for project sites of 20 acres or 
less.  The Planning Division has not received any comments from the surrounding property owners.   
 
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 
 
An environmental finding is not required for a Project denial (Public Resources Code § Section 
21080(b)(5).  Therefore, because staff is recommending denial of the Project, a full environmental 
review has not been completed for this Project. 
 
SUMMARY: 
 
The proposed General Plan Amendment and Tentative Parcel Map is not consistent with the County 
General Plan because the design and siting of the proposed development does not meet locational and 
development standards, is not compatible with adjacent land uses and community character, and does 
not provide a reasonable and logical extension of the existing land use pattern in the surrounding area.  
The proposed amendment would also allow for an increase in density in an area with very steep terrain 
in the Fire Safety Area 3, where zero density is allowed in the City SOI on slopes of greater than 30% 
gradient.  This project is also not consistent with the City’s density limitations, which allows a maximum 
of 1.26 units for the entire site.  Since the site already has one unit, no further development would be 
allowed under the City’s regulations.   
 
Compliance with City standards is not the only criterion for consideration of the proposed General Plan 
amendment and Tentative Parcel Map. The proposal is not consistent with the County General Plan 
land use policies or the County Fire Safety Overlay standards. Therefore, staff recommends denial.  
 
RECOMENDATION:  That the Planning Commission recommend that the Board of Supervisors: 
 
DENY the General Plan Land Use District Amendment from Rural Living (RL-5) to Single Residential 
(RS-1) on 6.83 gross acres, and deny Tentative Parcel Map 19466 to subdivide 4.85 gross acres into 
two parcels.   
 

ATTACHMENTS: 
 
Exhibit A: Findings 
Exhibit B: City of Rancho Cucamonga Letter (March 13, 2014) 
Exhibit C: City of Rancho Cucamonga Email (October 22, 2014) 
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EXHIBIT C 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Initial Study 
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