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City of Chula Vista – General Plan Update – Chula Vista Vision 2020

Church Input Forum – Thursday July 11, 2002

(Summary of “Concerns of Churches” expressed by 18 representatives of 14 churches gathered at a meeting to discuss Vision 2020 questions (3) “What would you most like to improve”, (5) “What would you like to see added”, (6) “What are you most worried about”, etc?)

#
Concern
Vision

2020 Q#

1
Concerned how church improvement plans affected by 45% Lot Coverage rule
(6)  *

2
Concerned about lack of city flexibility on renovation requirements
(6)  *

3
“Put the spiritual needs of citizens on the ‘planning maps’ of Chula Vista”
(5)

4
Can anyone locate an Orange County report from several years ago quantifying the ‘spiritual contribution’ of churches to the community (e.g. counseling, guidance for kids, programs for kids)?  Purpose: explicitly illustrate positive contributions of churches to the city, e.g. for consideration by city when weighing church-related decisions by city representatives 
(5) ?

5
Concerned about resistance, not only by some residents near a church, but also by city, to allowing church to buy property adjoining an existing church facility.
(6) ?  *

6
Church had a line item added to its property tax bill, forcing them to pay a substantial annual “voluntary” assessment for special district that was not applicable to the church. Although amount was reduced upon appeal, a substantial remainder (more than 50%) was still required to be paid. 
(3)  *

7
Interested in city plans to promote churches, including setting aside property
(5) *

8
Once upon a time, what led to ‘Community Purpose’ zoning was a ‘Religious Task Force’.  Seems that zoning identifier was watered down to ‘CP’ euphemism because of some peoples’ sensitivities about or opposition to churches.
(6)

9
Plans for a possible Christian school in eastern area would need a large site 
(5) *

10
A developer offered CP land in Eastlake at $200,000 per acre.  Now much higher.  (Concern: Affordability of CP land)
(5) *

11
Desire to build a preschool was fruitless due to traffic trip limitations on a particular lot (Concern: lots identified as CP may not be usable to ‘hidden’ restrictions)
(6) *

12
Insufficient number of CP lots of sufficient size, e.g. a one acre site is not big enough to support a church, also see (9) above
(5) *

13
Concerned about possible discrimination against churches due to tax revenue considerations on behalf of the city
(6)

14
Someone has heard that police and fire departments would like more churches, i.e. because of the positive contributions of churches in helping kids and reducing crime
(5)

15
Concerned about lack of facilities for youth.  Churches and city could work together to help kids (see 14)
(5)

16
Sign restrictions
(3) *

17
Inconsistent application of regulations, e.g. temporary signs
(3)

18
Looking for a “warm receptive climate” for churches to operate
(5)

19
Restriction on banners, especially in cases where multiple churches share one facility, and need some signage capability to let people know that
(3) *

20
Code Enforcement only responds to complaints e.g. against churches
(6)

21
Religious Liberty Protection Act (sic (Religious Land Use Act of 2000?))
(5)

22
City Attorney sent a bill for time spent researching something (see 21 above)
(3)

23
Churches should be gracious when dealing with city
-

23A
If graciousness not work, then ‘maybe we need to get parishioners to get political’
-


* see below for background information, if known

Background information, if known, about source of specific “Concerns of Churches” comments:

1) Long-established church on west side of town with an existing building that wants to add a second story to part of their facility.

2) Another long-established church on west side of town, with “standing room only” in existing facilities, but major restrictions on expansion.

5) Church east of 805 which found some of its modest plans opposed by nearby resident and refused by city (no openness to consider possible variances/permissions).

6) Church on west side of town in close proximity to (included in) redevelopment/special business area.

7) Church on east side considering future expansion needs and plans

9, 10, 11, 12)
Churches considered possible plans in eastern area of city, but encountered major issues.

16, 19)
Churches have had sign plans rejected or otherwise opposed by city.
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