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COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND LAND USE 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (EIR) PUBLIC REVIEW RESONSES TO COMMENTS 

PROJECT NAME:  Tiered Winery Zoning Ordinance Amendment, POD 08-012; LOG No. 08-00-004; SCH 
No. 2008101047 
PUBLIC REVIEW PERIOD: July 16, 2009 – August 31, 2009 
A. LETTER FROM GOVERNOR’S OFFICE OF PLANNING AND RESEARCH, STATE 

CLEARINGHOUSE DATED SEPTEMBER 1, 2009 
A-1 The County acknowledges and appreciates confirmation that the State Clearinghouse requirements 

for draft environmental documents have been complied with.  Included was a comment letter from 
the Native American Heritage Commission which is addressed in Comments/Responses B-1 through 
B-8. 

B. LETTER FROM NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION DATED AUGUST 13, 2009  
B-1 The County of San Diego concurs with this comment and addresses the specific recommendations 

below.  Impacts to historic resources are discussed in Section 2.3 of the EIR (pages 2.3-1 through 
2.3-13).  The draft EIR concludes that impacts to historic resources are significant and unmitigated.  

B-2 The County of San Diego concurs with the comment but not with the recommendation and feels it is 
necessary to provide clarification on the Proposed Project.  The Proposed Project is a Zoning 
Ordinance amendment applicable to all lands zoned A-70 and A-72. The location, extent and nature 
of future specific projects that will be allowed under the Proposed Project are unknown and therefore 
it is not possible to perform a Sacred Lands File search.  The Proposed Project will also allow future 
Boutique Wineries by right and there will not be an opportunity to conduct a Sacred Land File 
search again or an early consultation with Native American tribes in the area based on the exact 
location of each proposed winery as the Commission is recommending.  As indicated in Section 
1.2.1 of the draft EIR, future projects subject to discretionary approval (Small Winery and Winery 
classifications) or projects requiring a grading permit will be subject to environmental review.  For 
these future projects requiring discretionary approval and environmental review, a Sacred Lands File 
search and consultation with Native American tribes may be required, depending on the action 
requested.  

 The County did notify all of the Native American tribes in the area and the Office of Historic 
Preservation of the availability of the draft EIR for public review and did not receive any comments.    

B-3 The County of San Diego concurs with the recommendation.  Please refer to Response to Comment 
B-2.  As with Sacred Lands File Searches, consultation with tribes and interested parties may occur 
for those winery classifications (Small Winery and Winery) which are subject to environmental 
review and discretionary approval.  However, future Boutique Wineries will require only a 
ministerial permit; thus a discretionary review and additional consultation with tribes will not be 
required.  Because there are no federal actions associated with the Proposed Project, the 
requirements of NEPA, Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, Section 4(f) of the 
Department of Transportation Act and the Native American Graves Protection Act (NAGPRA) do 
not apply.  

B-4 The County of San Diego concurs with the recommendation.  Please refer to Response to Comments 
B-2 and B-3.  The Proposed Project ordinance amendment applies to lands zoned A-70 and A-72.  
Agricultural operations, including tilling, planting and irrigation would be allowed provided the land 
has been in agricultural production for one of the last five years. However, , Section 2.3.1.1 and 
2.3.2.1 of the draft EIR indicates that existing regulations (Section 87.429 of the Grading Ordinance, 
PRC Section 5097.98 and Health & Safety Code Section 7050.5) require that grading be suspended 
if human remains or Native American artifacts are discovered.  For those winery classifications 
(Small Winery and Winery) which are subject to discretionary approval, environmental review 
pursuant to CEQA will also be required. 

B-5 The County of San Diego does not concur with the comment.  This comment conflicts with the 
statement in the first paragraph.  This comment indicates that a “Sacred Lands Search was conducted 
at this location…”  The comment B2 accurately states that a Sacred Lands search was not 
completed. 
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B-6 The County of San Diego acknowledges and appreciates this comment.  However, the issues raised 
are not at variance with the existing content of the draft EIR.  Please refer to Responses to 
Comments B-2 and B-4.   

B-7 The County of San Diego acknowledges and appreciates this comment.  However, the issues raised 
are not at variance with the existing content of the draft EIR.  Please refer to Responses to 
Comments B-2 and B-4.   

B-8 The County of San Diego acknowledges and appreciates this comment.  However, the issues raised 
are not at variance with the existing content of the draft EIR.  Please refer to Responses to 
Comments B-2 and B-4.   

C. LETTER FROM THE CALIFORNIA FARM BUREAU FEDERATION DATED AUGUST 31, 2009 
C-1 The County of San Diego acknowledges and appreciates this comment.  However, this comment 

does not raise an environmental issue pursuant to CEQA. 

C-2 The County of San Diego acknowledges and appreciates this comment and the California Farm 
Bureau’s position and concurs that the benefits of the Proposed Project must be evaluated, but this 
evaluation will occur in the Statement of Overriding Considerations, not in the draft EIR.  Because 
the Proposed Project will result in significant and unmitigated impacts, the County of San Diego 
must adopt findings in the Statement of Overriding Considerations that the unavoidable significant 
effects are acceptable due to each of the specific economic, legal, social, technological or other 
benefits which will result if the Proposed Project is approved.   

 C-3 The County of San Diego acknowledges and appreciates this comment  However, the comment does 
not raise an environmental issue pursuant to CEQA.  Responses to the San Diego County Farm 
Bureau comments are provided in responses to Letter D, Comments 1-42 below. 

C-4 The County of San Diego acknowledges and appreciates this comment.  However, the comment does 
not raise an environmental issue pursuant to CEQA 

D. LETTER FROM THE FARM BUREAU SAN DIEGO COUNTY DATED AUGUST 31, 2009 
D-1 The County of San Diego acknowledges and appreciates this comment.  However, the comment does 

not raise an environmental issue pursuant to CEQA.   

D-2 The County of San Diego acknowledges and appreciates this comment.  However, the comment does 
not raise an environmental issue pursuant to CEQA.   

D-3 The County of San Diego concurs with the comment and will address each of the points raised in the 
Responses below.      

D-4 The County of San Diego concurs with the comment, which does not require a revision to the draft 
EIR.   

D-5 The County of San Diego acknowledges and appreciates this comment.    However, the comment is 
not at variance with the existing content of the draft EIR.   

D-6 The County of San Diego concurs with the comment and agrees that costs associated with clearing 
native land and mitigation will make land already in agricultural production the prime candidate for 
the planting of wine grapes.     

D-7 The County of San Diego acknowledges and generally concurs with this comment.  The draft EIR 
recognizes that “…grapes are a lower water demand crop…” than other more water intensive crops 
(page 2.4-13).  The impact analysis throughout the draft EIR assumes that wine grapes would use 
less water than most other irrigated crops in the County.   However, because the project is a Zoning 
Ordinance amendment that will allow future Boutique Wineries by right, the draft EIR concludes 
that it is not possible at this time to analyze the potential direct impacts from specific future projects. 
In addition, beyond some operational limitations built into the ordinance, it is not feasible at this 
stage to devise or implement specific mitigation measures to mitigate all potential significant 
impacts.  Consequently the draft EIR concludes that significant direct impacts remain unmitigated.  

D-8 The County acknowledges this comment and generally concurs that wine grapes would likely result 
in very small discharge quantities due to the low irrigation requirement.  As discussed in draft EIR 
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Section 2.4.2.1, the RWQCB’s Conditional Waiver No. 4 was revised to require every grower to 
monitor water quality compliance either by joining a monitoring group or reporting directly to the 
RWQCB by December 31, 2010. Implementation of these enrollment, monitoring, and reporting 
requirements would help to ensure that existing agricultural cropland, would not significantly impact 
surface water quality.  However, because conditional Waiver No. 4 would not be fully enforced until 
January 2012, there is the potential for the development of new wineries or the expansion of existing 
wineries to impact water quality prior to Conditional Waiver No. 4 requirements being in effect and 
enforceable. Therefore, the added measures in Conditional Waiver No. 4 cannot be relied upon as a 
monitor of water quality levels to avoid impacts from vineyard runoff.   

D-9 The County acknowledges this comment and generally concurs that vineyard operators could chose 
to use less fertilizer and pesticide compared to other crops. As with irrigation runoff, reduced 
chemical use would be a likely consequence of replacing other crops with wine grapes.  However, 
given the size and distribution of the project area (440,000 acres) and the potential for there to be an 
increase in the number of vineyard acres in agricultural production, this benefit cannot be completely 
predicted or ensured.  As discussed in Section 3.1.3.2 of the draft EIR, records from the AWM 
indicate wine grape production does involve the use of pesticides. Thus, impacts from the adoption 
of the ordinance were evaluated based on a worst case scenario.   

D-10 The County recognizes that existing laws are in place regarding the use of pesticides and herbicides, 
whether subject to discretionary review or not.  However, as discussed in the EIR, specific water 
quality regulations, including those that require all growers in the County to implement BMPs to 
ensure no pollutants leave the farm in irrigation and storm water discharges, are not set to go into 
effect until January 2012.  Therefore, the EIR concludes there is the potential for the development of 
new wineries or the expansion of existing wineries to impact surface water quality prior to these 
requirements being in effect and enforceable.  Please also refer to Response to Comment D-8.   

D-11 Please refer to Responses to Comments D-8 through D-10.   

D-12 The County concurs with this comment.  However, the comment does not raise an issue at variance 
with the existing content of the draft EIR.  Issues associated with the Multiple Species Conservation 
Program are discussed in the draft EIR on pages 2.2-23 and 2.2-24. 

D-13 Please refer to Response to Comment C-2.   

D-14 These individual comments are addressed below as Responses to Comments D-15 through D-42 
below. In general, the County does not concur that the draft EIR overestimates the potential impacts 
of the Proposed Project.  While it is true there may be a small potential for significant effects from 
individual wineries, the project proposes a Zoning Ordinance amendment which would permit 
Boutique Wineries with tasting rooms within the A-70 and A-72 agricultural use zones without 
requiring further discretionary review.  Consequently, in many instances, there is no way to rule out 
that future unknown projects will have less than significant impacts, or that impacts from such 
projects will be mitigated or avoided.  The draft EIR’s analysis reflects this inherent uncertainty. 

D-15 The County of San Diego does not concur with the comment.  The air quality analysis calculated 
emissions resulting from the construction of a single structure and determined the number of 
structures that would need to be constructed simultaneously to exceed the San Diego Air Pollution 
Control Districts air impact thresholds. Impact AQ-1 identifies a significant impact if eight 
Wholesale Limited and Boutique Wineries were to be constructed at the same time.  While the 
County acknowledges that this circumstance (as stated in the referenced page 2.1-19 of the draft 
EIR) would be “highly unlikely”; page 2.1-19 also states that “there is no mechanism available that 
would necessarily prevent the simultaneous construction of eight by-right Wholesale Limited and 
Boutique Wineries.”  Because there is no mechanism to limit this simultaneous construction it is 
reasonable to assume that eight future projects could develop at the same time.  

D-16 The County of San Diego concurs with this comment and determined it is not at variance with the 
draft EIR.  Section 2.6.2.1 of the draft EIR acknowledged that many of the trips attributed to 
wineries would be shared trips as a single car may visit several wineries in close proximity.   
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 Impact AQ-2 addresses operational emissions which include both stationary and mobile sources.  As 
discussed in the Traffic Report (see pages 14-15 of Appendix D), the analysis recognized that there 
could be multiple reasons for travel, and that wineries within a given community could be located in 
close proximity, thereby having the potential to result in fewer trips than if a single winery were 
considered independently.  As discussed on pages 2.1-19 through 2.1-21 of the draft EIR, the traffic 
analysis calculated operational impacts based on a single winery in each category.  The adopted 
thresholds, against which the impacts are assessed for significance, are project specific and were 
established to account for regional development and the need to meet the required Ambient Air 
Quality Standards (AAQS). .  

D-17 The County acknowledges this comment but does not concur. The proposed zoning ordinance 
amendment removes a requirement to obtain an Administrative Permit which currently triggers 
CEQA review prior to approval of a Boutique Winery.  As proposed, by-right tasting rooms would 
be allowed at Boutique Wineries within the A70 and A72 agricultural use zones without requiring 
further discretionary review. It is this action that is the focus of environmental review.  Please refer 
to Response to Comment D-14. 

D-18 Please refer to Responses to Comments D-16 and D-17. 

D-19 The County of San Diego acknowledges this comment, however the issue raised is not at variance 
with the existing content of the draft EIR and therefore there is no revision required to the draft EIR.  

 It is important to note that the 200 cubic foot grading exemption is not a threshold to determine 
significance for CEQA purposes.  In addition, while it may be true that grading for some wineries 
would take place near or adjacent to existing buildings, roads, homes, or planted acreage, the 
ordinance would apply to more than 440,000 acres of land, and would allow an unknown number of 
future Boutique Wineries by right, the location of which cannot be assured or assumed to take place 
near or adjacent to existing building, roads, homes or planted acreage.  Therefore, the draft EIR 
concludes that the Proposed Project could potentially result in significant impacts to biological 
resources.  

D-20 The County of San Diego does not concur with this comment.  The Multiple Species Conservation 
Program plan for the North County portions of the unincorporated area that are in progress have not 
been adopted and have no regulatory authority to provide required habitat preservation and 
mitigation, and the Multiple Species Conservation Program plan for the East County portions of the 
unincorporated area have been delayed and also have no regulatory authority to provide required 
habitat preservation and mitigation.  This is discussed in the draft EIR on pages 2.2-23 and 2.2-24 
and therefore, there is no revision required to the draft EIR.   

D-21 Please refer to Response to Comment D-19.   

D-22 Please refer to Response to Comment D-20.  

D-23 Please refer to Response to Comment D-19. 

D-24  Please refer to Response to Comment D-20. 

D-25 Please refer to Response to Comment D-19. 

D-26 Please refer to Response to Comment D-20. 

D-27 Please refer to Response to Comment D-20. 

D-28 Please refer to Response to Comment D-20. 

D-29 Please refer to Response to Comment D-19.  

D-30 The County of San Diego does not concur with the comment.  Page 2.3-7 of the draft EIR notes that 
there are over 19,000 historic and prehistoric sites recorded in San Diego County, and, undoubtedly, 
numerous unknown historic resources.  Based on this substantial resource base, it is reasonable to 
assume that historic and prehistoric sites are located at existing and future winery locations and that 
the Proposed Project will result in significant impacts to cultural resources.   
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D-31  The County of San Diego concurs with this comment .In accordance with Section 87.202 of the 
Grading Clearing and Watercourses Ordinance, grading activities which are exempt from obtaining a 
permit must still adhere to all other provisions of the ordinance..   

 Section 87.429 of the Grading, Clearing and Watercourses Ordinance requires that: 

If, in the process of grading operations, human remains or Native American 
artifacts are encountered, grading operations shall be suspended in that area and the 
operator shall immediately inform the County Official, and the requirements of 
Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 and Public Resources Code Section 
5097.99 shall be complied with. 

Therefore, in all circumstances impacts to human remains would be avoided. The EIR 
has been revised to reflect this determination.   

   

D-32 The County of San Diego does not concur with the comment.  The determination that a cumulative 
impact is considerable and therefore significant is not relative to the other actions which may cause a 
similar effect, but in addition to those actions.  In Communities for a Better Environment v. the 
California Resources Agency the court held that  

…the relevant question" under the Kings County/Los Angeles Unified approach is 
not how the effect of the project at issue compares to the preexisting cumulative 
effect, but whether " any additional amount" of effect should be considered 
significant in the context of the existing cumulative effect 

 And 

In the end, the greater the existing environmental problems are, the lower the 
threshold should be for treating a project's contribution to cumulative impacts as 
significant 

 The addition of the potential for the adoption of the Proposed Project to affect over 440,000 acres is 
cumulatively considerable when considered in conjunction with the proposed population growth in 
the region projected by the Regional Comprehensive Plan and is significant under this interpretation.  

D-33  The County of San Diego acknowledges and appreciates this comment.  However, the comment is 
not at variance with the existing content of the draft EIR.   

D-34 Please refer to Response to Comment D-8. 

D-35 Please refer to Response to Comment D-14. 

D-36  Please refer to Response to Comment D-8. 

D-37 Please refer to Response to Comment D-35. 

D-38 The County of San Diego does not concur with the comment.  While the County acknowledges that 
the number of potential wineries, as shown in the referenced Table 2.5-3 of the draft EIR, may be 
unlikely; there is no mechanism available that would necessarily prevent the construction of the 
number of Wholesale Limited and Boutique Wineries shown in Table 2.5-3.  Because there is no 
mechanism available, the impacts were determined to be significant.     

D-39 Please refer to Response to Comment D-17.  

D-40 The County of San Diego acknowledges and appreciates this comment.  However, this comment is 
not at variance with the existing content of the draft EIR.   

D-41 The County of San Diego does not concur with the comment.  Where vineyards are planted as 
replacement for a higher water use crop (e.g., avocado, citrus, etc), new or expanded wineries could 
result in a decrease in water use. However, the location and number of new or expanded water 
service connections that could be required from Wholesale Limited or Boutique Wineries operating 
by right under the Proposed Project are not known and could result in a demand for water where 
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currently none exists. Given the lack of certainty of water supplies available to serve the project area 
from individual water agencies the Proposed Project could result in a significant impact. Please also 
refer to Response to Comment D-14. 

D-42 The County of San Diego does not concur with the comment.  Where vineyards are planted as 
replacement for a higher water use crop (e.g., avocado, citrus, etc), new or expanded wineries could 
result in a decrease in water use. However, the location and number of new or expanded 
groundwater demands that could be required from Wholesale Limited or Boutique Wineries 
operating by right under the  Proposed Project are not known and could result in a demand for 
groundwater where currently none exists or where groundwater supplies are limited and/or yields of 
groundwater are low. Given the lack of certainty of groundwater available to serve the project area 
the Proposed Project could result in a significant impact. Please also refer to Response to Comment 
D-14. 

 

E. LETTER FROM THE SAN DIEGO COUNTY ARCHAEOLOGICAL SOCIETY, INC. DATED 
AUGUST 10, 2009. 
E-1 The County of San Diego acknowledges and appreciates this comment.  However, he comment is 

not related to an environmental issue pursuant to CEQA.  

E-2 Because the Proposed Project will result in significant and unmitigated impacts, the County of San 
Diego must adopt findings in the Statement of Overriding Considerations that the unavoidable 
significant effects are acceptable due to each of the specific economic, legal, social, technological or 
other benefits which will result if the Proposed Project is approved.  The decision to adopt a 
statement of overriding considerations will be based on review of substantial evidence by the Board 
of Supervisors.   

E-3 The County of San Diego acknowledges and appreciates the recommendation.  The decision of 
whether to adopt Propose Project or one of the Project Alternatives will be made by the Board of 
Supervisors.   

F. DRAFT MINUTES FROM THE JAMUL DULZURA COMMUNITY PLANNING GROUP DATED 
AUGUST 25, 2009 
F-1 The County of San Diego acknowledges and appreciates the recommendation.  The decision of 

whether to adopt Propose Project or one of the Project Alternatives will be made by the Board of 
Supervisors.   

G. LETTER FROM THE RAMONA COMMUNITY PLANNING GROUP DATED AUGUST 30, 2009 
G-1 The County of San Diego acknowledges this comment.  However, the comment does not identify an 

environmental issue pursuant to CEQA. 

G-2 The County of San Diego acknowledges this comment.  However, the comment does not identify an 
environmental issue pursuant to CEQA. 

G-3 The County of San Diego acknowledges this comment.  However, the comment does not identify an 
environmental issue pursuant to CEQA. 

G-4 The County of San Diego acknowledges this comment.  However, the comment does not identify an 
environmental issue pursuant to CEQA. 

G-5 The County of San Diego acknowledges this comment.  However, the comment does not identify an 
environmental issue pursuant to CEQA. 

G-6 The County of San Diego concurs that the draft EIR is thorough but disagrees that the assessments 
are overstated.  Considerable effort was expended to interview existing winery operators to identify 
the various activities related to wine making, tasting and sales.  Operations were recorded and 
measured and the results were used to model the potential for future projects to result in 
environmental effects.  Consequently, the conclusions presented in the draft EIR are based on the 
best available data and are substantiated. 

G-7 Please refer to Response to Comment G-6. 
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G-8 The County of San Diego acknowledges and appreciates this comment.  However, the comment is 
not at variance with the existing content of the draft EIR.  The project proposes a Zoning Ordinance 
amendment which would permit Boutique Wineries with tasting rooms within the A-70 and A-72 
agricultural use zones without requiring further discretionary review.  Due to the range and scope of 
the Proposed Project, the proposed Ordinance amendments could result in a variety of winery sizes, 
locations and operating characteristics. Consequently, a more specific analysis of the Proposed 
Project is not possible.  

G-9 The County of San Diego does not concur with this comment.  Activities allowable under the Small 
Winery and Winery classifications are subject to discretionary permits that would involve 
environmental review.  As discussed in Section 1.2.1, page 1-7, because the proposed Zoning 
Ordinance Amendment does not change the regulations or process for Small Wineries or for the 
Winery use classifications, the draft EIR concluded that the Proposed Project would have no impact 
for these winery classifications. The draft EIR addressed impacts from Boutique and Wholesale 
Limited Wineries only. 

G-10 The County of San Diego does not concur with the comment because CEQA requires that 
alternatives reduce or avoid a significant impact of the project.  It is unclear how an “unqualified by-
right alternative for Boutique wineries” differs from the Proposed Project.  In addition, there is no 
rationale provided to show how this additional alternative would avoid any significant effects of the 
project. 

G-11 The County of San Diego does not concur with this comment.  The EIR does not contain any 
conjecture or loosely drawn conclusions unsupported by factual data.  Determination of the 
environmental setting for the EIR included site visits to various existing wineries to observe winery 
operations and scope which were utilized in the analysis of various resource subject areas.  The 
traffic analysis utilized counts to determine activity levels at various existing wineries. The intent of 
the EIR is not to make a negative assessment of winery operations but rather to conduct an objective 
analysis of potential impacts resulting from a by-right use in the A70 and A72 zones.   

   G-12 Please refer to Response to Comment G-6. The County of San Diego concurs that the draft EIR is 
thorough but disagrees that the draft EIR includes erroneous conclusions with regard to identified 
significant impacts.   

G-13 The County of San Diego acknowledges and appreciates this comment.  However, the comment is 
not at variance with the existing content of the draft EIR. 

G-14 The County of San Diego acknowledges and appreciates this comment.  However, the comment is 
not at variance with the existing content of the draft EIR. 

G-15 The County of San Diego acknowledges and appreciates this comment.  However, the comment is 
not at variance with the existing content of the draft EIR. 

G-16 The County of San Diego acknowledges and appreciates this comment.  However, the comment is 
not at variance with the existing content of the draft EIR. 

G-17 The County of San Diego acknowledges and appreciates this comment.  However, the comment is 
not at variance with the existing content of the draft EIR. 

G-18 Please refer to Responses to Comments G-6 and G-12.   

G-19 Please refer to Responses to Comments G-6 and G-12. 

G-20 Please refer to Responses to Comments G-6 and G-12. 

G-21 The County of San Diego acknowledges and appreciates this comment.  However, the comment is 
not at variance with the existing content of the draft EIR. 

G-22 The County of San Diego acknowledges and appreciates this comment.  However, the comment does 
not raise an environmental issue pursuant to CEQA. 

G-23 The County of San Diego acknowledges and appreciates this comment.  However, the comment is 
not at variance with the existing content of the draft EIR. 
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G-24 The County of San Diego acknowledges and appreciates this comment.  However, the comment does 
not raise an environmental issue pursuant to CEQA. 

G-25 Please refer to Responses to Comments G-6 and G-12.  

G-26 The County of San Diego acknowledges and appreciates this comment.  However, the comment is 
not at variance with the existing content of the draft EIR. 

G-27 The comment is acknowledged and specific information about the draft EIR conclusions that the 
author raises are addressed below.   

G-28 The County of San Diego acknowledges and appreciates this comment.  However, the comment does 
not raise an environmental issue pursuant to CEQA. 

G-29 The comment is acknowledged and specific information about the “shortcomings” that the author 
raises are addressed below.   

G-30 Please refer to Responses to Comments G-6 and G12. 

G-31 Please refer to Responses to Comments G-6, G-8 and G-12 above.  

G-32 Please refer to Responses to Comments G-6 and G-12.  The County acknowledges this comment but 
does not concur with the comment. The analyses in the draft EIR are based on a survey of existing 
wineries, interviews with operators, recorded measurements, etc. Because the Proposed Project will 
allow certain projects by right, a realistic, worst case evaluation served as the basis for the 
environmental analysis.  The draft EIR still concludes that, beyond some operational limitations built 
into the ordinance, it is not feasible for the ordinance to include specific mitigation measures to 
address all potential significant impacts.  Consequently the draft EIR concludes that significant 
impacts remain unmitigated. 

G-33 The County of San Diego acknowledges and appreciates this comment.  It is recognized that grape 
vines will uptake carbon dioxide and release oxygen during photosynthesis.  A reduction in carbon 
dioxide from grape production as compared to other agricultural crops that may be grown on 
agricultural land is anticipated to be slight and was not included in the calculation.   

G-34 The County of San Diego acknowledges and appreciates this comment.  However, the comment is 
not at variance with the existing content of the draft EIR. The draft EIR discusses the fact that some 
existing and future winery facilities would be operated out of existing buildings on developed lots. 
The Proposed Project, however, does not limit construction and there is no way to know which 
facilities, if any, would require new construction.  The analysis, therefore, assumes that construction 
could occur.   

G-35 Please refer to Response to Comment G-34. The County of San Diego acknowledges and appreciates 
this comment.  However, the comment is not at variance with the existing content of the draft EIR.  

G-36 Please refer to Response to Comment D-9. The County of San Diego acknowledges and appreciates 
this comment.  However, the comment is not at variance with the existing content of the draft EIR. 
The draft EIR discusses the growing of organic grapes (see page 3-23 of the draft EIR).  

G-37 The County of San Diego does not concur with the comment because the draft EIR does recognize 
that by-right wineries allowed by the adoption of the Proposed Project could, and often would, have 
environmental effects that are less than those considered in the draft EIR. As discussed in Section 
2.5.2.1, Noise Exposure, of the draft EIR, noise measurements considered typical winery operations 
that involve a wine tasting and retail component. Although the winery chosen for measurements 
operates under a Major Use Permit, the operations are consistent with the level of production and 
operations that would be allowed by-right under the Proposed Project. At this particular winery, 
grapes are both grown on site and imported, and the equipment used is typical of what would operate 
at Boutique Wineries. Although some wineries may use less mechanical equipment and refrigeration 
units, because the Proposed Project will allow certain projects by right, a realistic, worst case 
evaluation served as the basis for the environmental analysis. Section 2.5.1.2, Existing Agricultural 
and Winery Operations, was revised to state that wine-making equipment may or may not be in 
enclosed buildings.   The analysis represents a worst case condition and the additional information 
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does not change the conclusions for the EIR.  Please note that the EIR did not identify any 
significant on-site operational noise impacts.  

G-38 Please refer to Responses to Comments G-6 and G-37.  The County of San Diego concurs that there 
is a wide range of equipment that could be used in wine making, some of which may produce 
reduced noise levels as compared to those measured during surveys.  However, this information does 
not change the conclusions in the report.   Please note that the EIR did not identify any significant 
on-site operational noise impacts.  

G-39 Please refer to Responses to Comments G-37. The County of San Diego acknowledges and 
appreciates this comment.  However, the existing winery chosen for noise measurements involves 
operations and equipment representative of the type of wineries that could be built as a result of the 
amendment. The fact that the winery operates under a Major Use Permit is not relevant to the 
conclusions about the operations.  

G-40 The County of San Diego appreciates this comment.  While it may be true that other by right 
agricultural operations do not have specific limitations on the volume of traffic that can be generated 
or hours of operation, they are not the subject of this ordinance amendment.  This EIR addresses the 
environmental effects of the Proposed Project only and the operations of other agricultural uses do 
not change the conclusions. 

G-41 Please refer to Responses to Comments G-6 and G-12.  In order to adequately assess the potential 
worst case impacts, the EIR addresses two representative San Diego County wineries that currently 
produce less than the proposed maximum allowable volume and a Temecula-area winery that 
produces a volume of wine equal to the maximum allowed under the proposed ordinance 
amendment.  The existing wineries chosen for traffic counts are therefore representative of the type 
of wineries that could be built as a result of the amendment. While, it is possible that the counts 
reflect a few trips that future wineries would not generate, it is also possible that future wineries 
would generate this level of trips and it is therefore prudent to base the traffic analysis on successful 
wineries to ensure that the EIR provides a worst case assessment of impacts.  The comment does not 
raise any new issues or change the conclusions of the EIR. 

G-42 The County of San Diego acknowledges this comment.  The EIR indicates that survey data obtained 
for each winery included the number of visitors per day/week, number and types of events, number 
of employees/shifts and number of deliveries and types.  From this information, the approximate 
number of ADT for each location was estimated for typical operations on a weekday and weekend.  
Therefore, based on the survey information utilized, non-winery related trips were taken into 
account.  Please also refer to Response to Comment G-41. 

G-43  Please refer to Response to Comment G-41.The fact that counted wineries operate under a Major 
Use Permit is not relevant to the traffic count. The counted wineries can only operate with such a 
permit. The existing wineries chosen for traffic counts are representative of the type of wineries that 
could be built as a result of the amendment. 

G-44  The County of San Diego does not concur with the comment.   Section 5.3.2 of the Traffic Study 
states that the largest traffic generator not currently allowed by right, that could result from the 
ordinance amendment, is the construction of a Boutique Winery. This statement is true since the 
Small Winery and Winery use classifications are not, nor will they be in the future, allowed by right.  
See also Response to Comment G-9.  The above clarification does not change the conclusions of the 
EIR.     

G-45 The County of San Diego acknowledges and appreciates this comment.  However, issues raised are 
not at variance with the existing content of the draft EIR.  EIR Section 1.2 of the Project Description 
states that “Wineries are required to be bonded by the U.S. Department of the Treasury, Alcohol and 
Tobacco Tax and Trade Bureau (TTB) and licensed by the California Department of Alcoholic 
Beverage Control (ABC) to produce, advertise, and sell wine or offer wines for tasting produced by 
other bonded wineries.”   

G-46 The County of San Diego acknowledges and appreciates this comment.  The draft EIR does identify 
that on-site noise generation due to the operation of wineries would need to be in compliance with 
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the County Noise Ordinance.  The proposed Zoning Ordinance Amendment will include a 
requirement that all operations comply with the provision of Section 36.401 of the Noise Ordinance. 
Consequently, it is implied that County Noise Control Officer would have the authority to enforce 
the Noise Ordinance, and noise impacts associated with on-site operations have been determined to 
be less then significant in the EIR. However, the County does not concur that this would fully 
mitigate noise impacts since the identified significant impacts are due to traffic related noise which 
may result from increased traffic attributed to a by-right winery.  Due to the scope of the Proposed 
Project, an unknown number of new wineries at unknown locations could generate additional traffic 
for which mitigation is not available.    

G-47 Please refer to Response to Comment G-9 and G-44. 

G-48 The County of San Diego acknowledges this comment.  However, the comment addressing the 
imposition of fees does not identify an environmental issue pursuant to CEQA.  The comment 
calling for a Statement of Overriding Considerations for significant and unmitigated impacts is not at 
variance with the existing content of the draft EIR.   

G-49 Please refer to Response to Comment G-6. 

G-50 Please refer to Response to Comment G-6. 

G-51 The County of San Diego acknowledges and appreciates this comment.  However, the comment is 
not at variance with the existing content of the draft EIR. Please also refer to Responses to 
Comments G-9 and G-44. 

G-52 Please refer to Response to Comment G-9 and G-44. 

G-53 The County acknowledges this comment but does not concur with the conclusions by the author. In 
the discussion of the biological setting for the analysis, the draft EIR states that habitat loss from 
development – including agricultural development – has resulted in rare and declining native 
habitats, numerous federally and state-listed plant and animal species, and an increasing amount of 
federally designated critical habitat for listed species in San Diego County. While there may be 
aspects of the Proposed Ordinance (i.e., growing of vineyards) which are compatible with the 
functions of certain biological resources, the conclusions of the report include significant and 
unmitigated impacts to biological resources from the loss of habitat from grading and clearing. 

G-54 The County of San Diego acknowledges and appreciates this comment. Chapter 2.3 discusses the 
potential for the Proposed Project to impact cultural resources. While it is possible that future winery 
development could preserve historic resources, it is also possible that individual projects completed 
by right, without review, could impact those resources. Because the analysis addresses a worst case 
condition, Section 2.3.2 of the EIR determined that, adoption of the Proposed Project would allowed 
by right activities and therefore a significant unmitigated impact could result.   

G-55 The County of San Diego does not concur with the comment.  While it is possible that future winery 
development could include adaptive reuse of historic structures and conservation of historic 
resources, it is also possible that individual projects completed by right, without review, could 
impact those resources. The adoption of the Proposed Project would allow those by right activities.  
See also Response to Comment G-54 

G-56 The County of San Diego acknowledges and appreciates this comment.  However, the comment is 
not at variance with the existing content of the draft EIR. The draft EIR recognizes the value of drip 
irrigation and that “…grapes are a lower water demand crop…” as compared to other more water 
intensive crops (page 2.4-13).  Because the project is a general Zoning Ordinance amendment that 
will allow future Boutique Wineries by right, the draft EIR concludes that it is not feasible at this 
stage to devise or implement specific measures to assure that a particular irrigation technique is used 
or to limit the amount of water used.  Consequently the EIR concludes that significant impacts 
remain unmitigated. The draft EIR discusses the growing of organic grapes (see page 3-23 of the 
draft EIR). 

G-57 The County of San Diego acknowledges and appreciates this comment.  However, the comment is 
not at variance with the existing content of the draft EIR except that the County of San Diego does 
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not agree that the seasonal nature of the noise operations is a positive mitigating factor.  The noise 
analysis considered noise from construction, operation, and vehicle noise sources.  While on-site 
noise impacts from construction and operation of wineries was determined to not be significant, even 
with the seasonal nature of wine tasting operations, noise from traffic added to area roadways was 
determined to be significant based on the potential for multiple wineries to contribute traffic to the 
same roadway segments.   

G-58 Please refer to Response to Comment G-9 and G-44. 

G-59 Please refer to Responses to Comments G-6, G-37, G-38, and G-39. 

G-60 The County of San Diego acknowledges and appreciates this comment.  However, the comment is 
not at variance with the existing content of the draft EIR. Please refer to Response to Comment G-9. 

G-61  The County of San Diego does not concur with the comment.  The traffic analysis collected 
information from three wineries in the San Diego region.  The wineries selected for study were 
chosen because they best represented the variety of operations that could occur under the by-right 
Boutique Winery classification if the Proposed Project were approved (page 2.6-3).  This includes 
the fact that under existing regulations, only Major Use Permit wineries are allowed to have tasting 
rooms and direct sales to the public and therefore are the only representative examples of what 
impact a future by-right Boutique Wineries that would be allowed a tasting room and direct sales 
may have on traffic.  Existing Wholesale Limited Wineries are not allowed to have tasting rooms or 
direct sales to the public and therefore do not provide relevant data.  It is recognized that smaller 
wineries may be developed by-right as a result of this proposed amendment; however, the basis for 
the assessment of the significance of the traffic impact was the potential for wineries to result in 
unacceptable congestion on area roadways, and not a scenario that would avoid that congestion.  The 
analysis of the Proposed Project, the adoption of the ordinance, considered the worst case condition 
of the potential for additional traffic to be generated by the proposed action.    Additionally, future 
wineries of the scale proposed could also have name recognition and advertising which may 
generate destination traffic trips. 

  The Menghini Winery was not surveyed for traffic counts during an event that would have 
overstated the traffic counts.  In addition, the annual production of wine at the Menghini is below the 
proposed maximum for a Boutique Winery and therefore is not overstated based on annual 
production.   The size and nature of the Hart Winery, aside from the fact that it is not within the 
project area, would also meet the limitations of the Proposed Project.  As such, it is appropriate that 
the draft EIR use these wineries as the basis for assessing the potential impacts that could result from 
the adoption of the Proposed Project.   

 Furthermore, the Proposed Project prohibits events including but not limited to weddings and 
parties.  Amplified sound is also prohibited (Page 1-5).  These events were not occurring at any of 
the wineries during the measurement periods used to develop trip generation rates.    

G-62  The County of San Diego acknowledges and appreciates this comment.  Section 2.6.2.1 of the draft 
EIR discusses the significant impacts to the roadways in the project area. Pages 2.6-11 and 2.6-12 of 
the draft EIR contain a discussion of the project’s potential impact to private roads and a rationale of 
why the impacts are considered potentially significant. Since the locations of future wineries are 
unknown, it is not possible to analyze specific private roads. 

G-63 The County of San Diego acknowledges and appreciates this comment. The “North Mountain 
Communities” discussion is intended to conclude that the impact in this community would be similar 
to the impact calculated in Ramona. The EIR text has been revised at Section 2.6.2.1 to clarify the 
analysis results. The revised text is as follows: “Therefore, based on the weekday (10) and weekend 
(24) reserve capacity for Ramona, a total of 10 new Boutique wineries can be accommodated in the 
combined Ramona Community Plan and North Mountain Subregional Plan areas. If no new wineries 
are constructed in Ramona, it was calculated that for the North Mountain Subregional Plan Area, up 
to 10 wineries could be constructed without a significant impact occurring to at least one roadway 
segment in Ramona.” This information does not change the conclusions in the EIR. 
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G-64  Please refer to Response to Comment G-6 and G-62. The County of San Diego does not concur with 
the comment because the ADT calculations for the project are accurate and based on similar 
wineries that could be built as a result of the ordinance. 

G-65  The County of San Diego does not concur with the comment because the TIF for wineries will be 
based on square footage and not on ADT projections. 

G-66  The County of San Diego acknowledges and appreciates this comment.  The EIR correctly states the 
facts of the current Level of Service operations on roadways in Ramona. Montecito Ranch is 
currently under review and will be evaluated based on its own environmental impacts. 

G-67  The County of San Diego concurs with the comment.  However, the evaluation conducted for the 
Proposed Project used existing conditions as the baseline for the analysis as required by CEQA and 
does not rely on unadopted initiatives.   

G-68  Please refer to Responses to Comments G-9 and G-44. The County of San Diego does not concur 
with the comment because the statement’s conclusion implies that Small Wineries would generate 
greater amounts of traffic when  compared to Boutique Wineries and Wholesale Limited Wineries. 
“Small Wineries” require further discretionary review including CEQA analysis. Also, the trip 
generation calculation in the report is based on counts conducted at wineries that function on a day-
to-day basis (not counting special events) most similar to Boutique Wineries and therefore, it is 
inaccurate to imply that Small Winery counts were applied to predict trips generated by Boutique or 
Wholesale Limited Wineries.   

G-69  Please refer to Responses to Comments G-6, G-41, G-43, and G-61. 

G-70  Please refer to Responses to Comments G-41 and G-61. The County of San Diego does not concur 
with the comment because, based on a similar maximum annual production of 12,000 gallons of 
wine, it is reasonable to assume that a winery in San Diego County will in the future generate traffic 
similar to a Temecula winery such as Hart and therefore the use of the Hart winery as a trip 
generation basis is appropriate.  It is understood that by-right wineries developed in accordance with 
the Proposed Project may be smaller, however, wineries of the scale and size of the Hart winery 
would be permitted by-right under the Proposed Project.   

G-71  The County of San Diego does not concur with this comment.  The counts taken for the Menghini 
Winery were measured at the approach to the driveway and adjusted for pass-by traffic to other 
properties.  Therefore the traffic for other users of the road was not included in the traffic estimate. 

G-72  The County of San Diego does not concur with the comment because, the current trips generated by 
San Diego “Mom-and-Pop” wineries are not a sufficient basis to forecast future traffic. The actual 
counts at Menghini could be realized at future San Diego wineries. 

G-73 Please refer to Responses to Comments G-41 and G-61.  

G-74  The County of San Diego acknowledges and appreciates this comment.  However, the County of San 
Diego does not concur with the comment because, the use of actual traffic counts is always 
considered more accurate to determine trip generation as compared to a poll or survey. Additionally, 
numerous other jurisdictions were researched, including Amador and Calaveras Counties, and none 
had traffic generations rates for wineries.  

G-75  Please refer to Responses to Comments G-41 and G-61. 

G-76  As discussed on page 14 of Appendix D: Traffic Impact Analysis Tiered Winery Zoning Ordinance 
Amendment:  

A three-part approach was used to determine a typical winery’s trip generation. Part 
1 included choosing three wineries to study that represented the potential types of 
wineries that may develop or expand under the proposed ordinance amendment. 
These included “backcountry; destination”, “backcountry; rural”, and “suburban”. 
This is discussed in further detail below. Part 2 included calculating the potential trip 
generation (volume and rate) of each site using an “estimate” method based on 
information derived from surveys conducted by the County of San Diego. Part 3 
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included calculating the potential trip generation (volume and rate) of each site using 
an “observed” method based on traffic counts. 

 The reference to 30 and 15 vehicles per day apparently refers to Table 3-1 on Page 18 of the 
appendix. This table is part of the consideration of Part 2 of the above referenced approach.  In 
reviewing the results of actual traffic counts (Part 3) and comparing them to the estimated trip 
generation in Part 2, it was determined that the appropriate trip generation rate for the analysis was 
that associated with actual counts rather than estimates.  The traffic study concluded that:  

           The observed trip generation (taken from the tube counts) was equal to or higher than the estimated 
trip generation for each winery, except for the Hart Winery (weekday). The highest observed site 
traffic was for the Menghini Winery, which provides the worst-case observed trip generation among 
the three winery-types/locations. Therefore the worst-case site generation used for this study is 40 
Weekday ADT and 160 Weekend ADT. (Appendix D, page 24).  Please also refer to Responses to 
Comments G-6, G-61, and L-30. 

G-77 The County of San Diego does not concur with the comment because, while it may be true, that it 
will take many years for future wineries to generate traffic similar to Hart, it is possible that future 
wineries will, after some time, generate traffic similar to Hart and therefore it is proper to use this 
winery as the basis for the trip generation calculations.  The traffic analysis identified a suburban 
area type as an area 

…located close (within an hour) to metropolitan centers. The surrounding area may 
still be rural in appearance, however wineries located in “Suburban” areas would 
benefit from their close proximity to customers, as well as their geographic 
proximity to major roads/freeways. 

 The Hart winery in Temecula meets these criteria.  See also Responses to Comments G-61 and L-30. 

G-78 Please refer to Response to Comment G-65. 

G-79 Please refer to Responses to Comments G-6, G-41, G-61, and L-30. 

G-80 The County does not concur with this statement. The draft EIR correctly discloses that the Proposed 
Project includes changes in the discretionary permit requirements, operations, and other limitations 
for Wholesale Limited, Boutique, and Small Wineries. Please also refer to Response to Comment G-
6. 

G-81 Please refer to Response to Comments G-6 and G-11. 

G-82 The County of San Diego acknowledges and appreciates this comment.  However, the comment is 
not at variance with the existing content of the draft EIR. 

G-83 The County appreciates this comment but does not concur with this statement. The draft EIR is 
limited to the evaluation of the proposed Zoning Ordinance Amendment related to the operation of 
wineries on agricultural lands. Please also refer to Response to Comment G-80. 

G-84 The County of San Diego acknowledges and appreciates this comment.  However, issues raised are 
not at variance with the existing content of the draft EIR.  

G-85 The County of San Diego acknowledges and appreciates this comment.  Please refer to Response to 
Comment G-6. 

G-86 Please refer to Response to Comment G-33. The County of San Diego acknowledges and appreciates 
this comment.  It is recognized that grape plants will uptake carbon dioxide.  It is anticipated to be 
slight and was not included in the calculation.  The draft EIR also acknowledged that the Proposed 
Project may encourage landowners to retain agricultural lands in production as vineyards, thereby 
limiting the conversion of agricultural land to other urban land uses.  

  Page #-13 



G-87 The County of San Diego acknowledges and appreciates this comment.  However, this comment 
does not raise an environmental issue pursuant to CEQA.  Please also refer to Response to Comment 
G-65. 

G-88 Please refer to Responses to Comments G-6 and G-37.   

G-89 The County of San Diego acknowledges this comment.  However, the EIR section cited in the 
comment pertains to Growth Inducing Effects and is not implying that wineries will not have a 
positive effect on employment opportunities.  Section 1.8 of the draft EIR indicates that as a result of 
anticipated growth of the local wine industry, agricultural acreage dedicated to wine production 
could increase which would likely result in the creation of additional jobs.  What Section 1.8 does 
conclude is that the Proposed Project would not be expected to result in an increased number of 
future housing units as compared to existing General Plan projections.  If anything, the Proposed 
Project would encourage retention of agricultural land for agricultural use and serve to limit housing 
growth potential.   

G-90 The County of San Diego acknowledges and appreciates this comment.  The EIR indicates that as a 
result of an increase to the local wine industry additional jobs may be created.  Please refer to 
Response to Comment G-89. 

G-91 The County of San Diego acknowledges and appreciates this comment.  Please refer to Response to 
Comment G-89.   

H. LETTER FROM THE RAMONA VALLEY VINEYARD AND WINERY ASSOCIATIONS DATED 
AUGUST 31, 2009 
H-1 The County of San Diego acknowledges and appreciates this comment.  Specific comments are 

addressed in Responses to Comment H-2 through H-62 below.   

H-2 The County of San Diego acknowledges and appreciates this comment.  Please refer to Responses to 
Comments G-6 and G-12. 

H-3 The County of San Diego does not concur with the comment.  The draft EIR does not intend to infer 
that there is a disregard of existing law on the part of grape growers and winery owners.  Where 
compliance with the law limits a potential impact and an enforcement and or monitoring mechanism 
exists, the benefits of that compliance are identified.  Where compliance with the law is not ensured 
through an adopted enforcement and or monitoring mechanism, it was not identified as sufficient to 
avoid the impact associated with the adoption of the Proposed Project.   

H-4 The County of San Diego acknowledges and appreciates this comment.  However, the comment is 
not at variance with the existing content of the draft EIR.  

H-5 The County of San Diego does not concur with the comment but agrees additional clarification can 
be provided.  The standards and limitations that are proposed in the draft Zoning Ordinance 
Amendment were considered in making the determinations that certain impacts are not significant.  
For example, in Section 2.5.2.1, the draft EIR discusses on-site generated noise and concludes that 
the requirement to comply with the provisions of the Noise Ordinance results in noise impacts that 
are less than significant.  It should also be noted that the requirement in the draft Zoning Ordinance 
Amendment to prohibit amplified sound contributes to the conclusion that on-site generated noise is 
less than significant.  The draft EIR at Section 2.5.2.1 was revised to add this clarification.   
However, this information does not change the conclusions in the report.      

 In Section 3.1.2.2, the conclusion that impacts to Land Use and Neighborhood Character are less 
than significant are in part based on the standards and limitations in the draft Zoning Ordinance 
Amendment related to limitations on building sizes, prohibitions of events, hours of operation and 
limitations on outdoor eating areas.  The draft EIR at Section 3.1.2.2 was revised to add this 
clarification. This information supports the conclusions of the draft EIR.     

 In Section 2.6.2.2, the conclusion that parking impacts are less than significant is based in part on the 
draft Zoning Ordinance Amendment requirements for a specified number of parking spaces, on a 
prohibition on events and on the prohibition on off-premise parking.     
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 Nonetheless, the Proposed Project is a Zoning Ordinance amendment that would allow future 
Boutique Wineries by right anywhere in the 440,000 acres of agricultural lands zoned A-70 or A-72.  
Because of this, the draft EIR concludes that, beyond some operational limitations built into the 
ordinance; it is not feasible at this stage to devise or implement specific mitigation measures to 
address all potentially significant impacts.  Consequently, the draft EIR concludes that significant 
impacts remain unmitigated.   

H-6 The County does not concur with this comment.  Please refer to Responses to Comment B-2 for the 
rationale behind the draft EIR’s approach to determining the impacts resulting from the proposed 
ordinance amendment.  The EIR relies on information obtained from the County’s GIS database, 
general surveys of 19 wineries, and focused studies of 17 Circulation Element road segments and 
three representative wineries.  This information was used to determine the effect of the adoption of 
the proposed ordinance.  The determination of significance of those impacts was, in part, in light of 
the fact that a particular winery, which would be allowed by right if the ordinance is approved, could 
result in the effect described.  While it is true that there may be a small potential for significant 
effects from individual wineries, the project proposes a Zoning Ordinance amendment which would 
permit Boutique Wineries with tasting rooms within the A-70 and A-72 agricultural use zones 
without requiring further discretionary review.  Consequently, in many instances, there is no way to 
rule out that future unknown projects will have less than significant impacts, or that impacts from 
such projects will be mitigated or avoided.  The draft EIR’s analysis reflects this approach. 

H-7 The County of San Diego acknowledges and appreciates this comment.  A comparison of the 
Proposed Project versus the previously approved ordinance indicates that both ordinances are very 
similar.  The primary differences pertain to private roadway requirements.   The previous version of 
the Boutique Wineries ordinance provided a mechanism to initiate and achieve concurrence among 
property owners as to the level of improvement and maintenance required with the use of private 
roadways; however, the County has concluded that these private roadway matters should be 
addressed by the individual property owners served by the roadways. Individual agreements between 
property owners to improve and maintain private roadways are not environmental issues, and 
therefore are not required by CEQA to be analyzed in the EIR. 

H-8 Please refer to Response to Comment D-16.    

H-9 The County of San Diego concurs with this comment.  Section 2.6.2.1 of the draft EIR 
acknowledged that many of the trips attributed to wineries would be shared trips as a single car may 
visit several wineries in close proximity.  

 Traffic impacts to Circulation Element roadways were determined to be significant for two reasons: 
(1) by-right wineries could contribute to roadway segments currently over capacity, and (2) multiple 
by-right wineries contributing traffic to the same roadway segment could, in combination, result in 
an exceedance of segment capacity.  

 As discussed in the Traffic Report (see pages 14-15 of Appendix D), the analysis recognized that 
there would be multiple reasons for travel. The impact analysis is based on trips contributed to a 
given roadway segment. Shared trips could also include or be the result of trips to other destinations 
other than wineries. It is acknowledged that multiple wineries within a given community could be 
located in close proximity. The draft EIR states: “Many of these trips would be shared trips as a 
single car may visit several wineries in close proximity” (see Section 2.6.2.1 addressing Road 
Segment Operations, Level of Service, Congestion). The County recognizes that multiple wineries 
would share trips from a given roadway segment; however, the draft EIR evaluates the impacts from 
approval of a Proposed Project that would allow unlimited by-right locations throughout A-70 and 
A-72 Zones. The basis for the assessment of the significance of the traffic impact is the potential for 
multiple wineries to result in unacceptable congestion on area roadways.  

H-10 Please refer to Response to Comment H-9.   

H-11 Please refer to Response to Comment H-9.   

H-12 The County of San Diego does not concur with the exact number recommended in the comment 
because the traffic analysis did not calculate the total number of vehicle trips that could result from 
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Boutique Wineries developing on all 440,000 acres currently zoned A70 and A72, which, 
hypothetically, would represent the “…total addition of new trips caused by the winery 
ordinance…”  The analysis assessed the potential for a set number of potential wineries to result in 
the County’s roadway standards to be exceeded.  As stated in Response to Comment H-9, traffic 
impacts to Circulation Element roadways were determined to be significant because by-right 
wineries could contribute to roadway segments currently over capacity, and multiple by-right 
wineries could contribute traffic to the same roadway resulting in an exceedance of segment 
capacity.    

H-13 The County of San Diego does not concur with the comment.  The noise analysis calculated the 
amount of traffic that would be required to increase noise levels on a select number of roadways to 
result in a significant increase in noise.  Based on this analysis, it was determined that for the 
roadways considered, eight by-right wineries contributing traffic to a roadway could result in a 
significant impact.  Based on this analysis, it was determined that adoption of the Proposed Project 
could result in a condition that met this constraint.  While the County acknowledges that this 
circumstance of the draft EIR) would be unlikely there is no mechanism available that would 
necessarily prevent eight by-right Wholesale Limited and Boutique Wineries.  Because there is no 
mechanism to limit this simultaneous construction it is reasonable to assume that eight project could 
contribute traffic to the same roadway segment.  

H-14 The County of San Diego does not concur with the comment.  The traffic generation rates used in 
the analysis did consider the production rate.  For example, measured trip generation and cases 
produced by year for three studied wineries is provided in Table 2.6-6 of the draft EIR.  Using this 
information, a worst case traffic generation rate was used.  Because the project is a Zoning 
Ordinance amendment that will allow future Boutique Wineries by right, the draft EIR still 
concludes that, beyond some operational limitations built into the ordinance, it is not feasible at this 
stage to devise or implement specific mitigation measures to address all potential significant 
impacts.  Consequently the draft EIR concludes that significant impacts remain unmitigated. 

H-15 The County of San Diego acknowledges and appreciates this comment.  However, the comment is 
not at variance with the existing content of the draft EIR.   

H-16 The County of San Diego acknowledges and appreciates this comment.  However, the comment is 
not at variance with the existing content of the draft EIR.   

H-17 Please refer to Response to Comment H-9.   

H-18 Please refer to Response to Comment H-9.   

H-19 Please refer to Responses to Comments H-9 and H-14. 

H-20 The County of San Diego does not concur with the comment.  The traffic analysis for the draft EIR 
used 40 ADT for the weekday traffic and 160 ADT for the traffic on the weekend.  Please refer to 
Response to Comment H-9 for a discussion of the determination of significance for traffic impacts.  

H-21 Please refer to Response to Comments H-9 and H-14.   

H-22 The County of San Diego does not concur with the comment but acknowledges that the scenario 
presented in Comments H-22 and H-23 provides a situation whereby traffic generated by a winery 
could be less than the generation rate used in the draft EIR.  It is recognized that there can be 
situations where traffic generation would be less than that used in the draft EIR.  The rates used in 
the EIR were based on traffic generation rates from existing functioning wineries and not on a 
hypothetical calculation.    Please refer to Response to Comment H-9. 

H-23 Please refer to Response to Comment H-22.   

H-24 The County of San Diego does not concur with this comment.  In Section 2.6.5 of the draft EIR, it is 
stated that some future winery projects may be required to obtain a discretionary permit that would 
trigger CEQA review of the specific future project.  It is also stated that mitigation for these projects 
may include payment of the TIF and as a result, specific impacts to traffic would be analyzed and 
mitigated for these types of by-right projects.  In Section 2.6.6, it is also concluded that requiring 
individual wineries to contribute to TIF at the time of building permits or change in occupancy 
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would mitigate some cumulative impacts but not all.  For instance, contributions to TIF would not be 
required for all future winery related building permits.  The TIF Ordinance Update adopted on 
February 27, 2008 specifically exempts tenant improvement to existing non-residential facilities 
including changes in occupancy.  Furthermore, some minor expansions to existing non-residential 
facilities are exempted from the TIF Ordinance.  Therefore, while the TIF Ordinance would address 
some cumulative impacts to roadways, due to the scope of the Proposed Project, not all cumulative 
impacts to roadways can be adequately mitigated.      

H-25 The County of San Diego concurs with this comment, which is discussed in Section 2.6.6 of the draft 
EIR.  Please also refer to Response to Comment H-24. 

H-26 The County does not concur with this comment.  The EIR does conclude that Proposed Project 
would create significant cumulative impacts and that payment of TIF would mitigate some, but not 
all cumulative impacts. Please also refer to Response to Comment H-24. 

H-27 The County of San Diego concurs with this comment, which is discussed in Section 2.6.2.1 of the 
draft EIR. The draft EIR states: “once a private road is determined to carry more than 2,500 trips per 
day, the County may require that the roadway be dedicated and improved to County of San Diego 
Public Road standards.” However, the significant impacts to private roads (TR-2) is not based on 
inadequate levels of service, but on the potential for increased traffic from visitors on dirt roads or 
on roads with steep grades or insufficient width or curve radii (page 2.6-12).  These conditions may 
occur on private roads with less than 2,500 ADTs or even on roads that exceed 2,500 ADT but 
which the County does not require dedication. Without a mechanism to address the improvements, 
the draft EIR concludes that the significant impacts remain unmitigated. 

H-28 The County of San Diego acknowledges and appreciates this comment.  However, the comment is 
not at variance with the existing content of the draft EIR.   

H-29 The County of San Diego does not concur with the comment.  The Zoning Ordinance Amendment is 
not project specific.  Therefore impacts of the future winery projects cannot be determined at this 
stage nor can appropriate mitigation measures be identified or enforced.   Although, feasible 
mitigation may occur to some winery projects when there is a need for a discretionary action such as 
a Grading Permit, there may be some future by-right projects for which related discretionary permits 
are required but for which mitigation would not be feasible or for which no related discretionary 
permit is required at all.  For such by-right projects, CEQA review would not be required and 
appropriate mitigation would not be enforced.   

H-30 The County of San Diego acknowledges and appreciates this comment.  However, the comment is 
not at variance with the existing content of the draft EIR.  Please also refer to Response to Comment 
H-3. 

H-31 The County of San Diego does not concur with the comment.  The draft EIR assumes that grading 
under the 200 cubic yard limit could have a significant impact on biological or cultural resources.  It 
does not assume that it would always necessarily have that effect.  As noted in the comment, a 
specific winery may not have any more impact than would any other small scale grading activity.  
The adoption of the ordinance, however, permits those activities over a 440,000 plus acre area.   

H-32 The County acknowledges and appreciates this comment.  However, the comment is not at variance 
with the existing content of the draft EIR.  

H-33 The County of San Diego acknowledges and appreciates this comment.  However, the comment is 
not at variance with the existing content of the draft EIR.   

H-34 Please refer to Response to Comment H-29.     

H-35 However, the comment is not at variance with the existing content of the draft EIR. 

H-36 The County of San Diego generally concurs with the comment and agrees additional clarification 
can be provided.  MTBE is currently outlawed; however, previous and historic uses of petroleum 
products can be a source of contamination. The draft EIR at Section 2.4.1.2, Surface and 
Groundwater Quality, was revised to add this clarification.  However, this information does not 
change the conclusions in the report.       
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H-37 The County of San Diego concurs with the comment and agrees additional clarification can be 
provided.  Current use regulations for VOCs ensure these chemicals are not used in any amounts that 
would impact groundwater. Similarly, residual concentrations from petroleum products could be a 
concern for water quality. The draft EIR at Section 2.4.1.2, Surface and Groundwater Quality, was 
revised to add this clarification.  However, this information does not change the conclusions in the 
report.     

H-38 The draft EIR does not state that pollution is not caused by the absence of a report.  The discussion 
in Section 2.4 of the document details Resolution No. R9-2007-0104 by the San Diego RWQCB 
implementing a waiver program.  That program includes enrollment, monitoring, and reporting.  The 
San Diego RWQCB has issued waivers (e.g. Conditional Waiver No. 4) that may allow growers to 
avoid the need to have a valid Waste Discharge Permit. The recently approved resolution provides 
greater enforcement and oversight. 

 The exemption requires growers to manage irrigation and employ appropriate BMPs to prevent 
pollutants from leaving the property in irrigation or storm-water runoff. Implementation of these 
enrollment, monitoring, and reporting requirements would ensure that existing agricultural cropland, 
would not significantly impact water quality.  However, the added measures in Conditional Waiver 
No. 4 will not be in effect and fully enforced until January 2012, and therefore cannot be relied upon 
as a monitor of water quality levels to avoid impacts from vineyard runoff 

 In the absence of enforcement pollution may occur.  Therefore, impact avoidance cannot be assured 
until 2012; thus the finding of a significant unmitigable impact was made.   

H-39 The draft EIR evaluates the environmental effects of the adoption of the proposed ordinance rather 
than the implementation of a single or specific winery.  While it is possible that a specific winery 
project could occur without resulting in the impacts to the condition of private roads described in the 
EIR, it is reasonable to assume that they could. Existing regulations are not sufficient to reduce off-
site indirect impacts to a level less than significant. The draft EIR concluded that increased traffic on 
unpaved rural County roads generated by implementation of the Proposed Project could increase 
erosion and sedimentation (see Significant Impacts HY-2 and HY-4).  

H-40 The County of San Diego acknowledges this comment.  However, the comment is not at variance 
with the existing content of the draft EIR.   

H-41 The County of San Diego acknowledges this comment.  Although various water quality monitoring, 
testing and reporting programs may exist,  since the Proposed Project would allow new or expanded 
Wholesale Limited Wineries and Boutique Wineries and no additional discretionary permits are 
required, there would be the potential for pollutants or violations of water quality standards.  Also, 
because additional measures in Conditional Waiver No. 4 would not be fully enforced until January 
2012, there is the potential for development of new wineries or the expansion of existing wineries to 
impact surface water quality before this date.   

H-42 The County acknowledges and agrees with this comment.  However, please refer to Response D-8 
for the reasoning behind the finding of “significant and unmitigated” regardless of revisions to 
Conditional Waiver No. 4.   

H-43 The County of San Diego acknowledges this comment.   

H-44 The County acknowledges and agrees with this comment.  However, please refer to Response D-8 
for the reasoning behind the finding of “significant and unmitigated” regardless of the 
implementation timeline for enforcement of Conditional Waiver No. 4.   

H-45 The County of San Diego acknowledges this comment.  However, this comment fails to raise an 
issue with the content of the draft EIR. 

H-46 The County of San Diego acknowledges this comment.  However, this comment fails to raise an 
issue with the content of the draft EIR. 

H-47 The County of San Diego does not concur with this comment.  The inclusion of a requirement for 
property owners to enter into a private road maintenance agreement does not in and of itself mitigate 
under CEQA for significant impacts to the private roadway as a result of increased traffic.  Rather 
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the intent of the condition in the previous version of the Boutique Wineries ordinance was to provide 
a mechanism to initiate and achieve concurrence among property owners as to the level of 
improvement and maintenance required with the use of the private roadway.    

H-48 The County of San Diego does not concur with the comment.  The comment refers to text from 
Section 2.4.2.1, Surface Water Quality, of the Draft EIR. In the analysis for surface water quality, 
the Draft EIR first reiterates a component of the proposed ordinance amendment.  The analysis goes 
on to explain that an expansion of winery operations as allowed by the proposed amendment could 
increase the number of acres that are in agricultural production and, for Boutique Wineries, add 
visitor traffic to offsite roads.  Regardless of the winery classification, any expansion of winery 
production could result in impacts that degrade surface water quality because additional measures in 
Conditional Waiver No. 4 would not be fully enforced until January 2012 (Significant Impact HY-1) 
and any increase in visitor traffic could increase sedimentation and erosion on off-site unpaved roads 
(Significant Impact HY-2).  Regardless of the maximum wine production limit (7,500 or 12,000) for 
Wholesale Limited Winery classification, any conversion from a Wholesale Limited Winery to 
Boutique Winery would result in a higher production limit and associated impacts without further 
discretionary review as discussed in the EIR. Since the proposed amendment to the Zoning 
Ordinance would allow these uses by right, impacts would be significant and unmitigated whether 
the annual production limit is maintained at 7,500 gallons for Wholesale Limited Wineries or 
increased to 12,000.  Therefore, the County has determined that the 12,000 gallon annual production 
limit evaluated in the EIR should be retained for the Wholesale Limited Winery classification.  

H-49 The County of San Diego acknowledges this comment.  However, this comment fails to raise a 
substantive issue. 

H-50 Please refer to Response to Comment D-41 for an explanation of the significant impacts to water 
supply.   

H-51 Please refer to Response to Comment D-41 for an explanation of the significant impacts to water 
supply.   

H-52  The County of San Diego acknowledges this comment.  Please refer to Response to Comment D-41. 
This comment does not raise an issue with the content of the draft EIR. 

H-53 The County of San Diego acknowledges this comment.   

H-54 The County of San Diego acknowledges this comment.  This comment does not raise an issue with 
the content of the draft EIR nor affect its conclusions.  Although recycling rinse water associated 
with vineyard operation is a smart practice as stated in the comment, no regulatory provisions exist 
that require rinse water to be reused. Consequently this practice cannot be considered for mitigation 
of the Proposed Project since the practice is not enforceable. In addition, while the practice of 
recycling water may reduce a winery operations water use it does not eliminate the need for water  
which in turn can impact water supply. See Comment I-15 

H-55 The County of San Diego acknowledges this comment.   

H-56 The County of San Diego acknowledges and appreciates this comment.  The Enhanced Ministerial 
Enforcement Alternative involves the adoption of a Compliance Checklist which would require 
measures to be met prior to approval of a future by-right winery. As stated in Section 4.2.1 
(Enhanced Ministerial Enforcement Alternative Description and Setting), the Compliance Checklist 
would include specific standards and limitations to avoid or mitigate significant impacts. Items on 
the checklist are listed on Table 4-1 and include, but are not limited to, documentation that a future 
by-right winery applicant has complied with the conditions built-in to the ordinance (as amended) as 
well as applicable county, state, and federal laws. Where the future project does not conform to the 
Compliance Checklist and significant impacts would not be avoided or mitigated, the future winery 
operator would have the option to pursue the project through the discretionary review process.   

 The County does not concur that the requirements of the Enhanced Ministerial Enforcement 
Alternative would require the need for substantial use of consultants and be as burdensome as a 
current major use permit. Determinations for the majority of the checklist items can simply be 
provided as part of the proposed project design or review of maps, aerial photographs or existing 
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available planning documents.  When consultant services are necessary to determine Checklist 
compliance, the process would be negligible when compared to the major use permit process.  
Consequently this project would continue to meet the objective of the Proposed Project. 

H-57 Please refer to Response to Comment H-56. 

H-58 Please refer to Response to Comment H-56. 

H-59 The County of San Diego acknowledges this comment and appreciates the Ramona Valley Vineyard 
and Winery Associations’ position.  Please refer to Response H-56 for a detailed explanation of the 
Compliance Checklist.   

H-60 The County of San Diego acknowledges this comment.   

H-61 The objectives of the Proposed Project are detailed in Section 1.1 of the draft EIR.  The Limited Five 
Year by Right Alternative meets these objectives.  

 After the evaluation of specific data collected to document the location and growth of new winery 
operations throughout lands zoned A70 and A72 in the county, the County of San Diego. As stated 
in Section 4.3.2 (Comparison of the Effects of the Limited Five-Year By-Right Alternative to the 
Project), this alternative could allow decision-makers to determine whether modifications to or 
rescission of the ordinance should be considered at the end of the five-year period relative to the by-
right provisions.   If the alternative was adopted and the ordinance reevaluated at the end of five 
years, those by-right wineries in operation at that time would not cease legal operation.  If it was 
determined that the ordinance did not function as envisioned, additional by-right operations may be 
prohibited.   

H-62 The County of San Diego acknowledges and appreciates this comment.  Please refer to Response H-
61.  

I. LETTER FROM THE COAST LAW GROUP, LLP DATED AUGUST 31, 2009 
I-1 The County of San Diego acknowledges and appreciates the introductory comments that will be 

addressed in the Responses below. As discussed in Response E-2, the County of San Diego 
decisonmakers will be asked separately to “balance the benefits of the [P]roposed [P]roject against 
the unavoidable environmental risks in determining whether to approve the [P]roposed [P]roject.”  

I-2 The County of San Diego acknowledges and appreciates this comment.  However, the County does 
not concur that the approach violates CEQA for the reasons explained in the Responses below.  
While the impacts from specific future wineries may be unknown, the EIR adequately analyzes and 
discloses the potential impacts from the Proposed Project in the level of detail required by CEQA. 

I-3 The County of San Diego acknowledges this comment. As discussed more fully below, the County 
has revised the draft EIR to analyze three existing Wholesale Limited Wineries that intend to convert 
to a by-right Boutique Winery if the Proposed Project is approved.  This new analysis can be found 
in Appendix F of the Final EIR.  The remainder of the issues raised in the comment is explained in 
the Responses below.    

I-4 The County of San Diego acknowledges the comment and the stated purpose and requirements of an 
EIR.  However, it should also be noted that CEQA Guidelines §15151 states an EIR need not 
conduct an exhaustive evaluation of environmental impacts.  Instead, the sufficiency of an EIR is 
reviewed in the light of what is reasonably feasible; courts do not look for perfection, but for 
adequacy, completeness, and a good faith effort at full disclosure.  Furthermore, reasonable 
estimates and assumptions may be used in the analysis of impacts by an EIR.  Laurel Heights 
Improvement Ass’n v. Regents of Univ. of Cal. 47 Cal.3d 376, 410 (1988); also see Residents Ad Hoc 
Stadium Comm. v. Board of Trustees 89 Cal.App.3d 274, 286 (1979) (“ ‘Crystal ball’ inquiry is not 
required”); Citizens to Preserve the Ojai v. County of Ventura 176 Cal.App.3d 421, 432 (1985) 
(finding that where precise technical analysis of an environmental impact is not practical, a lead 
agency must make a reasonable effort to pursue less exacting analysis).  The degree of specificity in 
an EIR should also correspond to the degree of specificity involved in the underlying activity which 
is described in the EIR.  See CEQA Guidelines §15146 (“An EIR on a project such as the adoption 
or amendment of a comprehensive zoning ordinance or a local general plan should focus on the 
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secondary effects that can be expected to follow from the adoption, or amendment, but the EIR need 
not be as detailed as an EIR on the specific construction projects that might follow.”) (emphasis 
added).   

I-5 The County of San Diego does not concur with the comment.  In spite of the large geographic scope 
of the Proposed Project and the inherent difficulties in analyzing the potential significant impacts 
from future unknown winery projects allowed by the Proposed Project in this large area, the EIR 
nonetheless:  (i) conducted a detailed survey of existing winery operations of various sizes and 
locations throughout the County; (ii) conducted a Traffic Impact Analysis, Appendix D; (iii) 
analyzed GIS records; (iv) conducted winery site visits; and (v) considered  multiple project 
alternatives. In addition, as to candidate, sensitive or special status species, Section 2.2.2.1 of the 
draft EIR analyzed environmental consequences and did not simply label the impact significant.  The 
draft EIR analyzed wineries that will operate out of existing buildings, various grape growing 
scenarios that will or will not require future discretionary permits, as well as wineries that will be 
developed or expanded throughout the project area.  In cases where wineries develop by right and 
are exempt from obtaining a grading permit (i.e. grading less than 200 CY of material or other types 
of exempt grading), grading activities could occur that impact candidate, sensitive or special status 
species. Therefore, the draft EIR does analyze the potential environmental consequences from the 
Project before concluding that these impacts are significant.                                      

I-6 The County of San Diego does not concur with the comment.  Please refer to Response to Comment 
I-5. As to Air Quality, Section 2.1.2.2 of the draft EIR does adequately analyze environmental 
consequences and does not simply label the impacts significant. This section analyzes a scenario 
where wineries will be constructed simultaneously and will exceed emission thresholds.  In addition, 
the draft EIR analyzes mobile emissions from increased traffic that will exceed thresholds, 
cumulative air quality impacts from vehicular traffic on roadways, and emissions from the 
generation of electricity and natural gas consumption/combustion associated with winery operations. 
Therefore, the draft EIR does analyze the potential environmental consequences from the Project 
before concluding that these impacts are significant. This same adequate approach was used for the 
analysis and conclusions for Cultural Resources, Hydrology/Water Quality, Noise, 
Transportation/Traffic and Water Supply.     

I-7 The County of San Diego does not concur with the comment.  Please refer to Response to Comment 
I-5.  Section 15088.5(a) of the CEQA Guidelines requires recirculation of a draft EIR when 
significant new information is added to the draft EIR after public review of the draft EIR but before 
certification. The requirements for recirculation have not been met here.  

 I-8 Please refer to Response to Comments I-4 and I-5. 

I-9 The County of San Diego acknowledges this comment.  Please refer to Response to comment I-5. In 
response, additional analysis of three existing Wholesale Limited Wineries that intend to convert to 
Boutique Wineries has been completed and added to the final EIR.  Refer to Appendix F for the 
additional analysis.  Also, the EIR does analyze the worst-case scenario which consists of cases 
when further discretionary and CEQA review is not required for some future wineries.   

I-10 The County of San Diego acknowledges this comment about the stated purpose and requirements of 
an EIR.  However, no response is required. 

I-11   The County of San Diego does not concur with the comment.   The Proposed Project is a zoning 
ordinance to allow new or expanded Wholesale Limited Wineries and Boutique Wineries with no 
additional discretionary permits required.  Consequently, imposing and enforcing mitigation 
requirements, such as biological impacts monitoring, water quality monitoring, or mitigation of 
traffic impacts, is not feasible at this stage for future unknown winery projects.  However, the 
Proposed Project does incorporate certain feasible impact avoidance measures, as listed in Table 1-4 
of the EIR, such as limiting the size and scope of facility (Land Use and Neighborhood Character), 
noise restrictions, parking requirements (Transportation/Traffic) and other operational requirements.  

I-12 Please refer to Response to Comment I-11.   Mitigation measures can be incorporated into the 
Ordinance itself, and this is one of the issues to be resolved by the decision-makers - whether or how 
to mitigate the significant effects of the project as required by CEQA and as discussed in Section S.4 
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of the draft EIR.  Alternatively, pursuant to Section 15091(a)(3) of the State CEQA Guidelines, the 
decision-makers may find that for each of the significant and unmitigable effects of the Proposed 
Project identified in the final EIR, specific economical, legal, social, technological, or other 
considerations make the mitigation measures infeasible.   Additional impact avoidance measures 
were not incorporated into the Proposed Project because these measures would likely result in the 
need for winery operators to obtain other permits and would be inconsistent with the Project 
objectives.  Wineries required to obtain follow-on discretionary permits such as a Grading Permit 
would be subject to CEQA and would be required to mitigate for associated impacts. Therefore it 
was determined that no other avoidance measures were necessary.    

I-13 The County of San Diego does not concur with the comment.    Finding required by Section 21081 
of CEQA and Section 15091 of the CEQA Guidelines are not required to be included in the draft 
EIR but have been included in the record for the Proposed Project, meeting the requirements of 
Section 21081 of CEQA and Section 15091 of the CEQA Guidelines. Please also refer to Response 
to Comment I-5. 

I-14 The County of San Diego does not concur with the comment.  Unlike the case cited by the comment 
which addressed an EIR’s complete reliance on federal and state pesticide labeling requirements, the 
draft EIR here includes a discussion and analysis of the County of San Diego Department of 
Agriculture, Weights and Measures’ (AWM) Pesticide Regulation Program, including an 
explanation of how compliance with this program by future specific winery projects will avoid 
significant impacts from the proposed ordinance.  As discussed in depth in the draft EIR, this County 
program monitors which pesticides are used on local grape crops, reviews the purpose of the 
pesticides, determines when a Hazardous Materials Business Plan is required, and implements 
program registration requirements and other requirements to oversee the use of pesticides and ensure 
that impacts related to their use and storage will be less than significant. Pesticide use and storage 
for future winery projects would require winery operators to obtain an operator identification 
number from AWM, give a copy of the operator identification number to the pesticide dealer when 
purchasing pesticides, and report pesticide use to AWM using a pesticide use report form. 
Contractors who apply pesticides are required to follow the same requirements. Wine growers would 
also be subject to site inspections by AWM Inspectors to ensure pesticides do not endanger workers, 
the public and, if applicable, nearby sensitive habitats. The components of the San Diego County 
Pesticide Regulation Program noted above would ensure the safe use and storage of pesticides by 
future winery projects. It is also important to note that grape vines remain dormant from late fall to 
spring and fertilizers, herbicides, and pesticides are not applied during this time. In addition 
vineyards use significantly less chemicals to control weeds and pests, or to fertilize, as compared to 
other major crops produced in the region.  Finally, there is a nationwide trend towards sustainable 
agriculture and the use of organic methods of pest control which in turn further reduces pesticide 
impacts. 

I-15 The County of San Diego acknowledges and appreciates this comment. Based on further analysis, 
new conclusions regarding cumulative impacts to water supply have been made, and Subsection 2.7 
of the DEIR has been re-circulated. In summary, the additional analysis states and concludes: 

  The Proposed Project does not amend the General Plan or alter the growth projections used by 
SDCWA and therefore, conforms to the assumptions used in the UWMP and RWFMP.  
Replacement of existing crops and expansion of winery operations to allow retail sales and wine 
tasting would not change the underlying land use designations upon which water supply and 
availability are planned for in the UWMP.   However, although irrigation and water demand 
requirements for vineyards and wine production would be comparable to, or less than other crops 
that can be grown on A70 and A72 lands, there is a potential to significantly increase demand for 
water on lands not currently irrigated at a time when rainfall levels are below average and 
statewide drought conditions have resulted in cutbacks of imported water. In  addition,  there is a 
lack of certainty of water supplies available to serve the project area from individual water 
agencies. Where vineyards are planted as replacement for a higher water use crop (e.g., avocado, 
citrus, etc), new or expanded wineries could result in a decrease in water use. However, the 
location and number of new or expanded water service connections that could be required from 
Wholesale Limited or Boutique Wineries operating by right under the amended Zoning Ordinance 
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are not known and could result in a demand for water where currently none exists. Therefore, with 
respect to imported water supplies, the Proposed Project could result in significant cumulative 
impact. 

As for groundwater, the prevailing aquifer type in the County of San Diego has low groundwater 
storage capacity, and groundwater levels can fluctuate widely due to differences in annual 
precipitation and groundwater use.  While there are also extensive areas of alluvial aquifers (such 
as the Ramona area) which have large groundwater storage capacity and groundwater levels are 
not subject to drastic variations, where groundwater demand exceeds the rate of recharge, 
historical groundwater levels demonstrate a trend of decline. Since the number and location of 
new or expanded wineries which will rely on groundwater for their primary water source is 
unknown, the Proposed Project may cause or contribute to depletion of groundwater supplies 
where supplies are limited and/or yields of groundwater are low. Consequently, with respect to 
groundwater supplies, cumulative impacts would be significant  

 

I-16 The County of San Diego does not concur with this comment.  The analysis and reasons in the draft 
EIR accurately reflects how potential groundwater pollutants are used on grape crops and when 
future discretionary review may avoid potentially significant direct impacts.  This analysis provides 
enough relevant information to constitute substantial evidence that direct impacts to groundwater 
quality are less than significant because it is based on information from grape growers and actual 
practices employed in San Diego County.  Specifically, the analysis is based on facts that the grape 
vines remain dormant from late fall to spring, and fertilizers, herbicides, and pesticides are not 
applied during this time. In addition vineyards use significantly less irrigation water and chemicals 
to control weeds and pests, or to fertilize, as compared to other major crops produced in the region.  
This information supports the conclusion that direct groundwater quality impacts are less than 
significant because vineyards require reduced application of chemicals and irrigation as compared to 
most other food and ornamental crops.   

I-17 The County of San Diego does not concur with this comment. Section 2.4.1.4 Groundwater Quality 
details the “conditions on the ground,” identifying common sources of groundwater contamination.  
The Draft EIR’s threshold for determining direct impacts to groundwater quality as a result of the 
proposed project is any level of contaminant that exceeds the Primary State or Federal Maximum 
Contaminant level (MCL). This is the same baseline used for all proposed projects and uses subject 
to CEQA analysis within San Diego County, including agricultural operations currently permitted by 
the County’s Zoning Ordinance.. In addition, all wells required to supply water to expanded or new 
winery operations would require a permit from the County of San Diego Department of 
Environmental Health. This permit process requires new wells be tested for bacteria and other 
contaminants in accordance with federal and state laws protecting water quality. Ground water 
supplies must not exceed State and Federal MCLs.  Furthermore, the primary groundwater 
contaminants of concern that could leach into ground water supplies as a result of winery operations 
would be from the use of fertilizers, herbicides, pesticides, petroleum products and volatile organic 
compounds. As stated previously, pesticide storage and use are regulated by the County of San 
Diego Department of Agriculture, Weights and Measures’ Pesticide Regulation Program; please 
refer to response I-14. In addition, grape vines remain dormant from late fall to spring, which 
corresponds to the rainy season in San Diego County, fertilizers, herbicides, and pesticides are not 
applied during this time and are therefore less likely to leech into groundwater supplies.  Also, 
vineyards use significantly less chemicals to control weeds and pests, or to fertilize, as compared to 
other major crops produced in the region. Finally, future winery operations that include a need for a 
permit (Building, Grading, Well) are required to demonstrate compliance with the Watershed 
Protection, Stormwater  Management and Discharge Control Ordinance. Therefore, direct impacts to 
groundwater quality would not be significant. 

I-18    The County of San Diego does not concur with the comment.  The EIR states (Sect 2.4.1.4) that the 
most common existing contaminants in groundwater within San Diego County include elevated 
nitrate, naturally-occurring radionuclides, TDS, and bacteria.   Potential sources of groundwater 
contamination from vineyard and winery operations would be from the use of fertilizers, pesticides, 
petroleum products, and volatile organic compounds.  These contaminants have the potential to enter 
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the soil and could contaminate groundwater.  However, grapevines are dormant from approximately 
late fall until spring, and fertilizers and pesticides are sparingly applied by hand during spring and 
summer, which does not correspond to the rainy season in San Diego County. As vineyards use 
significantly less irrigation water compared to other major crops produced in the region, the timing 
of the application of fertilizers and pesticides can be such as for maximum benefit to the vine, with 
very little if any loss to the soil substrate. Vineyard operators are required to be registered with the 
County Department of Agriculture’s Pesticide Regulation Program, and must have operator and 
applicator licenses.  Furthermore, future winery projects that include a need for certain discretionary 
permits (e.g. Grading Permit, Administrative Permit for clearing, etc.) are required to demonstrate 
compliance with the WPO, which regulates stormwater discharges.  As a result, the Project would 
not make a cumulatively considerable contribution to any cumulative groundwater impacts.  
Therefore, potential cumulative groundwater impacts are determined to be less than significant.  

 

I-19 The County of San Diego does not concur with the comment.  While the County of San Diego does 
not provide guidelines for determining significant traffic impacts on private roads, the EIR provides 
sufficient analysis and information to assess the proposed projects traffic impact on private roads. 
The EIR’s analyses concludes Boutique Wineries will produce trip generation rates of 40 ADT/site 
(weekday) and 160 ADT/site (weekend). Therefore, increased traffic volumes generated from one or 
more Boutique Wineries developed on a private road may exceed a private road’s designed capacity.  
In addition, new or expanded wineries may be established on private roads which do not meet 
County design standards. Design deficiencies may include steep grades, insufficient width or curve 
radii. Based on the fact that private roads throughout the approximately 440,000 acre project area 
will experience increased traffic volumes and private roads vary in their condition and location and 
the exact location of future wineries cannot be predicted, the impact to private roads has been 
determined to be significant and not mitigable. 

I-20 The County of San Diego does not concur with this comment.  The conclusion in the draft EIR is 
based on expert opinion and on existing regulations (Section 87.430 of the Grading Ordinance) that 
will avoid significant impacts. 

I-21 The County of San Diego does not concur with the comment.  Public Services, including fire 
protection, Emergency Response Plans and Wildland Fires are discussed and analyzed in Sections 
3.1.5, 3.2.3, and 3.2.13 and supports the conclusion that the Proposed Project will not have a 
significant impact during wildlfires.  The Unified San Diego County Emergency Services 
Organization Operational Area Plan referred in the EIR includes an Evacuation Annex that provides 
a framework for the County of San Diego to coordinate and respond to a Level II (Moderate) 
evacuation scenario, which would include evacuations related to wildfires Additionally, the local fire 
authority having jurisdiction within each community will determine the proper wildfire evacuation 
mechanism within each community.  

I-22 The County of San Diego does not concur with the comment.  CEQA requires an EIR to analyze 
whether a project will result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of 
new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant 
environmental impacts. The draft EIR has determined that the project will not require physical 
construction of government facilities to serve the project.  This conclusion was confirmed by 
personal communication with Sergeant Joe Long of the Julian Sheriff’s Substation and Alfred 
Stumpfhauser, Crime Analyst of the San Marcos Sheriff Station (See Appendix E)  

I-23 The County of San Diego acknowledges this comment and summary of the Proposed Project.    

I-24 The County of San Diego acknowledges and appreciates this comment. However, the County of San 
Diego does not concur with the comment.  Please refer to Responses to Comments I-1 through I-23 
above.  

J. LETTER FROM KIM HARGETT DATED JULY 18, 2009 
J-1 The County of San Diego acknowledges and appreciates this comment. However, this comment is 

not related to an environmental issue pursuant to CEQA. 
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J-2 The County of San Diego acknowledges and appreciates this comment. However, this comment is 
not related to an environmental issue pursuant to CEQA. 

J-3 The County of San Diego acknowledges and appreciates this comment. However, this comment is 
not related to an environmental issue pursuant to CEQA.  

J-4 The County of San Diego does not concur with this comment.  The draft EIR did not analyze the 
impacts of Boutique Wineries in comparison to other industries or building of more residential 
housing in unincorporated areas.  The draft EIR only analyzed the impacts of the Proposed Project. 

J-5 The County of San Diego does not concur with the comment.  Significant impacts were identified 
for air quality, biology, cultural resources, water quality, noise, traffic, and surface 
water/groundwater supply for which measures are available to avoid adverse effects, but which 
lacked any enforcement mechanism.  Please refer to Response to Comment C-2. 

J-6 The County of San Diego acknowledges and appreciates this comment.  However, the comment is 
not at variance with the existing content of the draft EIR.   

J-7 The County of San Diego acknowledges and appreciates this comment.  However, this comment is 
not related to an environmental issue pursuant to CEQA. 

K. LETTER FROM TOM RAMSTHALER (NO DATE) 

K-1 The County of San Diego acknowledges and appreciates and specific comments are addressed in 
Responses to Comment K-2 through K-6 below. 

K-2 The County of San Diego acknowledges and appreciates this comment.  However, the comment is 
not at variance with the existing content of the draft EIR. Public input on the Proposed Project is 
encouraged and was solicited at the time the Notice of Preparation (NOP) was released and during 
the public review period for the EIR.  Additional opportunity for comment will be provided at the 
public hearing prior to any action being taken by decision makers.   

K-3 The significant impact identified in the EIR for private roads (TR-2) is based on the potential for 
increased traffic from visitors. Significant impacts of the Proposed Project on private roads are 
discussed in Chapter 2.6 - Traffic, Section 2.6.2.1 and in Chapter 4 - Alternatives. These sections 
indicate that impacts are significant for the project, the Enhanced Ministerial and the Limited 5-Year 
By Right Ordinance alternatives since there is no way to know where or how many new Boutique 
Wineries accessed by a given road may open.  Impacts of the Limited 5-Year By Right Ordinance 
Alternative would be identical to the Proposed Project while in effect. The Enhanced Ministerial 
Enforcement Alternative would require confirmation that traffic associated with future by-right 
wineries would not contribute additional trips to impacted roadways prior to commencement of 
operations. According to the Compliance Checklist for this alternative provided in Table 4-1, future 
Boutique Wineries would be required to reduce the projected number of vehicle trips (i.e., restrict 
the days or times of operation). Section 4.4.2.6 of the draft EIR states: “Under the No Project 
Alternative, by-right wine production would remain at 7,500 gallons annually, and no wine tasting 
would be allowed without a discretionary permit. Thus, traffic impacts would not be significant and 
would be decreased when compared to the Proposed Project.”   

K-4 The County of San Diego does not concur with the comment that the draft EIR does not address 
private roads. Impacts to private roads from the addition of tasting rooms for Boutique Wineries are 
addressed in Section 2.6.2.1 (Private Roads – All Communities). The draft EIR identified two 
significant impacts to private roads. The first (TR-1) could occur as a result of additional traffic on 
private roads from one or more Boutique Wineries since the Proposed Project would allow by-right 
operations for Boutique Wineries without further consideration of location within the A70 or A72 
zones, and the second (TR-2) could occur as a result of insufficient width or curve radii to handle 
increased traffic from visitors. The draft EIR also provides a private road cumulative impact analysis 
(Sect. 2.6.3) which concludes the proposed project would not result in cumulatively considerable 
impact because private roads provide limited access and are not used for regional access.. 
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K-5 The County of San Diego acknowledges and appreciates the recommendation.  The decision of 
whether to adopt Propose Project or one of the Project Alternatives will be made by the Board of 
Supervisors.   

K-6 The County of San Diego acknowledges and appreciates the recommendation.  The decision of 
whether to adopt Propose Project or one of the Project Alternatives will be made by the Board of 
Supervisors.  Please refer to Section 4.1 of the EIR.  

L. LETTER FROM DENNIS GRIMES (AUGUST 30, 2009) 
L-1 The County of San Diego acknowledges and appreciates this comment.  However, the comment is 

not at variance with the existing content of the draft EIR.  

L-2 The County of San Diego acknowledges and appreciates this comment.  However, the issues raised 
are not related to an environmental issue pursuant to CEQA.       

L-3 Please refer to Response to Comment G-6.  

L-4 Please refer to Response to Comment G-6.  

L-5 The County of San Diego acknowledges and appreciates this comment.  However, the comment is 
not at variance with the existing content of the draft EIR.   

L-6 Two air quality impacts were identified in the draft EIR:  Impacts resulting from construction 
activities and emissions resulting from operations.  Operational emissions included both stationary 
and mobile sources.  The adopted thresholds, against which the impacts are assessed for 
significance, are project specific and have been established to account for regional development and 
the need to meet the required Ambient Air Quality Standards (AAQS). As such, the analysis 
considered the emissions directly related to the winery operations, and does not calculate offset 
emissions from alternative activities that may have occurred had the winery activities not occurred.  
Please also refer to Response to Comment H-9.  

L-7 Please refer to Response to Comment D-19.  

L-8 The County of San Diego does not concur with the comment.  The position that wine grapes do not 
thrive in overly wet soils, does not provide assurance that activities associated with development of 
wineries that would be permitted by right as a result of the Proposed Project would not impact 
wetlands and riparian areas.  As a result, significant impact BR-3 on page 2.2-27 concludes:  

Because there is the potential for the development of a new winery or the expansion 
of an existing winery to impact wetlands regulated by federal and state agencies, 
adoption of the proposed ordinance amendment would have a significant impact. 

L-9 The County of San Diego does not concur with the comment.  The draft EIR recognizes that the 
Proposed Project has the potential to limit urban growth and high density development but the 
impact to wildlife corridors identified in the draft EIR (page 2.2-27) was based on the potential for 
future development of a new winery or the expansion of an existing winery to grade in areas that act 
as native wildlife corridors or nursery sites.  The conclusions in the draft EIR are based on the fact 
that vineyards and non-native habitat do not provide the biological quality of native wildlife 
corridors or nursery sites.     

L-10 The County of San Diego does not concur with the comment.  While it is possible that future winery 
development could include adaptive reuse of historic structures and conservation of historic 
resources, it is also possible that individual projects completed by right, without review, could 
impact those resources. The adoption of the Proposed Project would allow those by right activities.   

L-11 The County of San Diego does not concur with the comment.  While the County has confidence that 
winery operators will conduct their operations in a safe and environmentally appropriate fashion, 
CEQA requires that the analysis of issues and the establishment of mitigation measures include 
reasonably enforceable actions, not simply relying on the excellent intentions of the applicant.    

L-12 Please refer to Response to Comment H-13. 
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L-13 Please refer to Responses to Comments H-9 and H-12. 

L-14 The County of San Diego does not concur with the labor-related portion expressed in this comment.  
Contrary to the comment, as discussed in the draft EIR Section 1.2.2 (Technical, Economic, and 
Environmental Characteristics), interviews and responses to a survey of existing wineries indicated 
that wineries of the type permitted by right under the proposed ordinance amendment are family-
owned and operated or require limited employees during the seasonal harvest and operations. 
However, the remaining issues raised (employment and industry growth) are not related to an 
environmental issue pursuant to CEQA.   

L-15 The County of San Diego concurs with this comment.  Pursuant to this comment, a footnote has 
been added to Figure 1-5 to state that all existing Wholesale Limited Wineries are also grape 
growers as required by both the existing and amended ordinance (proposed).  L-16 The County of 
San Diego does not concur with the comment.  It is recognized that organic grapes would not 
contribute pesticide and herbicide runoff but the acreage of grapes that is currently being farmer 
organically is currently unknown because although organic grape growers may register with the 
County Department of Agriculture, Weights and Measures as certified organic, it is not a 
requirement.  Table 1-6 includes a foot-note that indicates the numbers provided in the table are for 
non-organically grow grapes that are associated with pesticide use.   

L-17 The comment is acknowledged and specific information about these “overstatements” that the author 
raises are addressed below.   

L-18 Please refer to Response to Comment L-10.   

L-19 The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. Specific comments as to why the commenter 
disagrees with the EIR conclusions are addressed below.    

L-20  Please refer to Response to Comment L-10.  

L-21 Please refer to Response to Comment L-10. 

L-22 Please refer to Response to Comment L-10.  

L-23 Please refer to Response to Comment L-10. 

L-24 Please refer to Response to Comment L-10. 

L-25 Please refer to Response to Comment G-56.  

L-26 The County of San Diego concurs with the comment.  The noise analysis considered noise from 
construction, operation, and vehicle noise sources.  On site noise impacts from construction and 
operation of wineries was determined to not be significant (Pages 2.5-10 and 2.5-11).  Noise from 
traffic added to area roadways was determined to be significant based on the potential for multiple 
wineries to contribute traffic to the same roadway segments.   

L-27 The County of San Diego does not concur with the comment because the draft EIR does recognize 
that by-right wineries allowed by the adoption of the Proposed Project could, and often would, have 
environmental effects that are less than those considered in the draft EIR.   In addition, the EIR 
concludes that on-site operational noise impacts from the Proposed Project would be less than 
significant.  

L-28 Please refer to Response to Comment G-60.  

L-29 Please refer to Response to Comment G-61  

L-30 Please refer to Response to Comment G-61. 

 L-31 Please refer to Response to Comment G-61.  

L-32 Please refer to Response to Comment G-62.  

L-33 Please refer to Response to Comment G-63.  

L-34 Please refer to Response to Comment G-63.  
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L-35 Please refer to Response to Comment G-64. 

L-36 Please refer to Response to Comment G-65.  

L-37 Please refer to Response to Comment G-66. 

L-38 Please refer to Response to Comment G-67.    

L-39 Please refer to Response to Comment G-68.  

L-40  Please refer to Response to Comment G-68.   

L-41 Please refer to Response to Comment G-69. 

L-42 Please refer to Response to Comment G-70.  

L-43 Please refer to Response to Comment G-71.   

L-44 Please refer to Response to Comment G-72. 

L-45 Please refer to Response to Comment G-73.  

L-46 Please see Response to Comment G-74. 

L-47 Please refer to Response to Comment G-75. 

L-48    Please refer to Response to Comment G-76.  

L-49 Please refer to Response to Comment G-77.  

L-50 Please refer to Response to Comment G-78.  

L-51 The County of San Diego does not concur with this comment.  As noted on Page 2.1-1 the East 
Valley Parkway monitoring station is the closest station near the project area measuring a full range 
of pollutants.  The report provided air quality monitoring results for the East Valley Parkway Station 
as well as the El Cajon Redwood Station and Alpine Victoria Drive Station.  These monitoring 
stations provide the available data used to assess the success of the region in meeting the ambient air 
quality standards set by the State and Federal government and provide an understanding of the range 
of pollution experienced in the project area.  

L-52 The County of San Diego does not concur with this comment.  PM-10 does result from urban 
associated activities; however, it is also a result of ground disturbance from such activities as 
agriculture, grading and driving on unpaved dirt roads.  The analysis completed as part of the CEQA 
process considers all criteria pollutants. There are seven pollutants of primary concern designated by 
the clean air act, one of which is PM-10.  An analysis on air quality considers the contribution of the 
Proposed Project for each of these pollutants.   

L-53 Please refer to Response to Comment L-51.  

L-54 The County of San Diego does not concur with this comment.  The air quality impact analysis 
compared the emissions projected for the Proposed Project to a set of thresholds established for 
specific projects.  The purpose of this comparison is to provide a reasonable assessment of the 
potential for a project to cause emissions that could result in an exceedance of the ambient air quality 
standards.  The thresholds are set by the San Diego Air Pollution Control District.  Because the 
analysis concluded that as few as three additional Boutique Wineries could result in emissions that 
exceed the thresholds, the impact from the adoption of the Proposed Project would be significant 
(see AQ-2).  

L-55 The County of San Diego acknowledges and appreciates this comment.  However, the comment fails 
to substantiate the comment.   

L-56 The County of San Diego does not concur with this comment.  The Proposed Project eliminates the 
permit requirements for by-right wineries.  As such, phasing of permit issuance will not be available 
and concurrent construction can not be prevented.  
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L-57 Please refer to Response to Comments H-9 and H-12 

L-58 Please refer to Response to Comments L-28 and L-29. 

L-59 The County of San Diego does not concur with this comment.  The Greenhouse Gas estimates were 
based, not on individuals, but rather on vehicle miles traveled. Carpooling would not effect this 
calculation.  The number of vehicle trips used in the analysis was based on the traffic report 
completed for the project.  It is recognized that grape plants will uptake carbon dioxide.  It is 
anticipated to be slight and was not included in the calculation.   

L-60 The County of San Diego does not concur with the comment. The draft EIR evaluates the effects of 
the Proposed Project and not the effects of continued general agricultural use.   

L-61 Please refer for Response to Comment L-59. 

L-62 The County of San Diego acknowledges and appreciates this comment.  Please refer to Response to 
Comment L-3. 

L-63 Please refer for Response to Comment L-51. 

L-64 The County of San Diego does not concur with this comment.  The analysis in the draft EIR is based 
on the project area, not on the boundaries of the MSCP.  

L-65 Please refer for Response to Comment L-8. 

L-66 Please refer for Response to Comment L-9. 

L-67 The County of San Diego acknowledges this comment.  By-right development does not 
automatically result in species impacts.  It does, however, have the potential to do so.  The analysis 
in the draft EIR proceeded on the assumption that, given the diversity of the habitat, range of 
species, and plus 440,000 acres involved, impacts from individual by-right projects could impact 
these resources.  

L-68 Please refer for Response to Comment L-8. 

L-69 Please refer for Response to Comment L-8. 

L-70 Please refer for Response to Comment L-8. 

L-71 The County of San Diego acknowledges and appreciates this comment.  Please refer to Response to 
Comment L-3. 

L-72 The County of San Diego does not concur with the comment. The project under consideration in the 
EIR is the adoption of an ordinance amendment, and not the approval of individual wineries.  It is 
recognized that the approval of the ordinance will permit wineries by-right if they meet certain 
conditions.  The area in which those facilities could be located is illustrated in Figure 1-3 along with 
the location of wineries with a Major Use Permit, Wholesale Limited Wineries, and non-operational 
wineries.   

L-73 Please refer for Response to Comment L-72. 

L-74 Please refer for Response to Comment L-10.  

L-75 Please refer for Response to Comment L-10. 

L-76 Please refer for Response to Comment L-16. 

L-77 The County of San Diego does not concur with this comment.  The location, extent and nature of 
future specific projects that would be allowed under the ordinance are unknown.  The Proposed 
Project area (lands zoned A-70 and A-72) includes private roads, some of which are unpaved.  The 
draft EIR concluded that a significant impact could occur if additional traffic on unpaved roads 
erodes the road surface. While it is possible that a specific winery project could occur without 
resulting in the impacts described in the EIR, it is reasonable to assume that they could.  The 
analysis in the EIR was based on that assumption and evaluates the likelihood of those effects.  
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L-78 Please refer for Response to Comment L-25.  The County of San Diego concurs with the second 
portions of the comment.  Wineries off paved roads would not cause traffic induced 
erosion/sedimentation. 

L-79 Please refer for Responses to Comments G-6 and L-27. The conclusion on page 2.4-22 of the draft 
EIR is that future development of an unknown number of new or expanded winery operations could 
cause impacts to surface water quality and erosion/siltation. The ordinance would apply to more than 
440,000 acres of land, and the location of future wineries is unknown. Therefore, the development of 
future wineries cannot be assured or assumed to take place in areas that do not contain sensitive 
resources (including riparian habitat or watercourses). Therefore, the draft EIR concludes that the 
Proposed Project could potentially result in significant impacts to surface water quality.  

L-80 The County of San Diego concurs with the comment.  Vineyards are agricultural operations that are 
subject to different standards with existing noise regulations.   

L-81 Please refer for Response to Comment H-13. 

L-82 Please refer for Response to Comment L-29.  

L-83 The County of San Diego acknowledges and appreciates this comment.  Please refer to Response to 
Comment L-3. 

L-84 Please refer for Response to Comment L-59. 

L-85 The County of San Diego does not concur with this comment.  If conversion of a Wholesale Limited 
Winery to a Boutique Winery did not involve construction or any new facilities, then there would be 
no construction related impacts.  The Proposed Project, however, does not limit construction for this 
conversion.  The analysis, therefore, assumes that construction could occur.   

L-86 Please refer for Response to Comment L-16. 

L-87 The County of San Diego does not concur with this comment.  The noise analysis presented in the 
draft EIR used actual field measurements made at a winery operation.  It is possible that future 
wineries would produce noise level lower or higher than those measured, especially if operations are 
conducted indoors.  Under the Proposed Ordinance, each winery must conduct their operations to 
comply with the noise level limits of the Noise Ordinance.  In addition, amplified noise and events 
are prohibited, eliminating these potential sources of noise. Therefore, on-site noise generated by the 
Proposed Project would not exposed NSLU to noise in excess of 60 CNEL or increase noise levels 
10 decibels over pre-existing noise. As such, noise impacts were determined to be less than 
significant.  

L-88 The County does not concur with this comment. The draft EIR evaluated the effects of adoption of 
the Proposed Project and not the effects of continued general agricultural use. Any given winery 
could replace an existing use but such a replacement cannot be assumed when there is 440,000 acres 
with the potential to be developed with by-right winery operations.  

L-89 The County of San Diego does not concur with this comment.  Events and other activities allowable 
under the Small Winery and Winery classifications are subject to discretionary permits that would 
involve environmental review.  As discussed in Section 1.2.1, page 1-7, because the proposed 
Zoning Ordinance Amendment does not change the regulations or process for Small Wineries, the 
draft EIR concluded that the Proposed Project would have no impact for this class of winery. The 
draft EIR addressed impacts to traffic from Boutique and Wholesale Limited Wineries only.  

L-90 Please refer for Response to Comment L-87. 

L-91 The County of San Diego acknowledges and appreciates this comment.  However, the comment is 
not at variance with the existing content of the EIR.  Please refer to Response to Comment L-3. 

M. LETTER FROM LINDA EASTWOOD DATED AUGUST 25, 2009 
M-1 The County of San Diego acknowledges and appreciates the comment and specific comments are 

addressed in Responses to Comment M-2 through M-54 below. 
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M-2 The County of San Diego acknowledges this comment. Impacts to private roads from the addition of 
tasting rooms for Boutique Wineries are addressed in Section 2.6.2.1 (Private Roads – All 
Communities) of the draft EIR and Section 2.6.5 (Mitigation) concluded that impacts to private 
roadways would remain significant and unmitigated.   .  

M-3 The County of San Diego does not concur with this comment. The Proposed Project includes 
provisions to limit or restrict the size of on-site structures, tasting room hours, parking spaces, and 
the use of amplified sound, among other considerations for new or expanded by-right operations 
with the intent of minimizing the potential for conflicts between winery operations and adjacent land 
uses. Table 1-4 in the draft EIR lists the environmental design considerations to reduce/avoid 
impacts from Boutique Wineries. As these requirements would be included in the Zoning Ordinance, 
they would be subject to enforcement by the County of San Diego. 

M-4 The County of San Diego acknowledges and appreciates this comment.  However, the comment is 
not at variance with the existing content of the draft EIR.  

M-5 The County of San Diego acknowledges and appreciates this comment.  However, this comment 
does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response is required pursuant to CEQA. 
Please also refer to section 2.6 of the EIR for an analysis of impacts to private roads. 

M-6 The County of San Diego acknowledges and appreciates this comment.  Please refer to Response to 
Comment M-5.  Also please refer to sections 3.1.2 and 3.2.1 of the EIR. 

M-7 The County of San Diego acknowledges and appreciates this comment.  This comment does not 
raise a significant environmental issue for which a response is required pursuant to CEQA 

M-8 The County of San Diego acknowledges and appreciates this comment.  Please refer to Response to 
Comment M-6. 

M-9 The County of San Diego acknowledges and appreciates this comment.  This comment does not 
raise a significant environmental issue for which a response is required pursuant to CEQA. 

 M-10 The County of San Diego acknowledges and appreciates this comment.  This comment does not 
raise a significant environmental issue for which a response is required pursuant to CEQA. 

 M-11 The County of San Diego acknowledges and appreciates this comment.  This comment does not 
raise a significant environmental issue for which a response is required pursuant to CEQA. 

 M-12 The County of San Diego acknowledges and appreciates this comment.  This comment does not 
raise a significant environmental issue for which a response is required pursuant to CEQA.  

M-13 The County of San Diego acknowledges and appreciates this comment.  This comment does not 
raise a significant environmental issue for which a response is required pursuant to CEQA.  

M-14 The County of San Diego does not concur with this comment. All on-site noise generated by the 
winery, including refrigeration units, is required to comply with the provisions of Section 36.401 et 
seq. of the San Diego County Code of Regulatory Ordinances relating to Noise Abatement and 
Control (“Noise Ordinance”). The draft EIR discusses on-site generated noise in Section 2.4.2.2 and 
concludes that noise impacts from operations will be less than significant. 

M-15 The County of San Diego acknowledges and appreciates this comment.  However, the comment is 
not at variance with the existing content of the draft EIR.  

M-16 The County of San Diego acknowledges and appreciates this comment.  However, this comment is 
not related to an environmental issue pursuant to CEQA.  

M-17 The County of San Diego acknowledges this comment, but does not require a revision to the draft 
EIR.  The draft EIR addresses these issues in chapter 2. 

M-18 Please refer to Response to Comment M-17.  

M-19 The County of San Diego does not concur with this comment. As discussed in Section 3.2.13 
(Wildlife Fires), wineries located adjacent to wildlands must comply with existing regulations for 
emergency access, water supply, and defensible space. Maximum parking capacity for Boutique 
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Wineries is nine spaces. The zoning ordinance amendment restricts tasting room operations to 
daytime hours and parking areas to six parking spaces for customers and three spaces for employees.  

M-20 Please refer to Response to Comment M-17. 

M-21 The County of San Diego acknowledges and appreciates this comment.  However, the comment is 
not related to an environmental issue pursuant to CEQA.     

M-22 The County of San Diego acknowledges this comment but it does not require a revision to the draft 
EIR.  In Section 2.7.2.2, the draft EIR discusses the increase in groundwater demand and the 
resulting significant impact. 

M-23 Please refer to Response to Comment M-22.  

M-24 Please refer to Response to Comment M-22. 

M-25 The County of San Diego acknowledges this comment but it does not require a revision to the draft 
EIR. In Section 2.6.2.1 the draft EIR discusses the significant impacts to the roadways in the project 
area.  

M-26 The County of San Diego acknowledges and appreciates this comment.  However, he comment 
raised is not related to an environmental issue pursuant to CEQA. 

M-27 Refer to Response to Comment M-25. 

M-28 Please refer to Response to Comment M-25 

M-29 The County of San Diego does not concur with the comment.  The traffic study does not represent a 
time when traffic would be minimal, but rather relied on a snapshot in time reflecting existing traffic 
conditions of the selected roadways and community planning areas based on the rationale used in the 
Traffic Impact Analysis (Appendix D, Page 6 of the draft EIR), for.  The rationale includes a) 
community planning areas that have agricultural zoning that allow wineries, b) community planning 
areas that sustain climate, soil and other geographic/agricultural features suitable for winery 
operations, and/or c) represent areas where there are existing wineries.   

M-30 The County of San Diego acknowledges and appreciates this comment.  However, he comment 
raised is not related to an environmental issue pursuant to CEQA. 

M-31 The County of San Diego does not concur with the recommendation because the County does not 
maintain nor have jurisdiction over private roads.   

M-32 The County of San Diego acknowledges and appreciates this comment.  However, he comment 
raised is not related to an environmental issue pursuant to CEQA.   

N. LETTER FROM JIM BEGGS DATED AUGUST 31, 2009 
N-1 The County of San Diego acknowledges and appreciates the introductory comments that will be 

addressed in the Responses below.   

N-2 The County of San Diego acknowledges and appreciates this comment.  However, the comment is 
not at variance with the existing content of the draft EIR.  As discussed more fully in section 3.1.2.2 
of the EIR, the proposed project does not conflict with any applicable County land use plan or 
regulation. 

N-3 The County of San Diego does not concur with the comment.   The draft EIR includes an analysis 
supporting the determination that land use and neighborhood character impacts are not significant.  
The analysis demonstrates compliance with zoning, the General Plan, Board of Supervisors Policy I-
133 and other applicable plans, policies and regulations.  Traffic impacts on neighborhood character 
have also been addressed 3.1.2.1 of the draft EIR.  The Proposed Project does not propose to allow 
restaurants to operate in the A70 and A72 zones since restaurants are not permitted in these zones 
and no on-site preparation of food is proposed.  The intent of allowing pre-prepared food and tables 
is to have food which is typical of the wine tasting experience to be available while also allowing 
areas for visitors to congregate while wine tasting. 
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N-4 The County of San Diego does not concur with the comment.  The County of San Diego Department 
of Agriculture, Weights and Measures’ (“AWM”) Pesticide Regulation Program monitors which 
pesticides are used on local grape crops, reviews the purpose of the pesticides, determines when a 
Hazardous Materials Business Plan is required, and implements program registration requirements 
and other requirements to oversee the use of pesticides and ensure that impacts related to their use 
and storage will be less than significant.  Pesticide use and storage for future winery projects would 
also require winery operators to obtain an operator identification number from the AWM, give a 
copy of the operator identification number to the pesticide dealer when purchasing pesticides, and 
report pesticide use to AWM using a pesticide use report form. Contractors who apply pesticides are 
required to follow the same requirements. Wine growers would also be subject to site inspections by 
AWM Inspectors to ensure pesticides do not endanger workers, the public and, if applicable, nearby 
sensitive habitats. The components of the San Diego County Pesticide Regulation Program noted 
above would ensure the safe use and storage of pesticides by future winery projects. It is also 
important to note that grape vines remain dormant from late fall to spring, and fertilizers, herbicides, 
and pesticides are not applied during this time. In addition vineyards use significantly less chemicals 
to control weeds and pests, or to fertilize, as compared to other major crops produced in the region.  
Finally, there is a nationwide trend towards sustainable agriculture and the use of organic methods of 
pest control which in turn further reduces pesticide impacts. Please also refer to Response to 
Comment I-17. 

N-5 Please refer to Response to Comment I-20. 

N-6 Please refer to Response to Comment I-22.  In addition, public safety personnel in other wine 
growing regions of the state were not contacted due to the fact that public safety services are not 
applied uniformly across the state and levels of service may vary between jurisdictions. Furthermore, 
the impacts on public safety from winery operations in one wine growing region do not necessarily 
reflect potential impacts in other regions. Factors such as demographics, size, scale, number of 
existing wineries, economics and regulations can differ between the State’s wine regions. 

N-7 Please refer to Response to Comment I-21 and N-6. In addition, Board of Supervisors Policy K-9 
relates to emergency ambulance service in the unincorporated areas of the County.  However, 
because the proposed project is not anticipated to induce growth and is an agricultural use within an 
agricultural zone, there is no established need for additional emergency ambulance services in the 
unincorporated areas of the County as a result of the project. 

N-8 The County of San Diego does not concur with the comment.  The draft EIR used current emergency 
response plans to analyze potential impacts in Section 3.2.3 and there is no substantial evidence that 
the conclusions are based on outdated assumptions. 

N-9 The County of San Diego does not concur with the comment.  The approach utilized to reach the 
conclusion in the draft EIR is found in Sections 3.2.9 and 3.2.10 and there is no substantial evidence 
that the Proposed Project will have a significant impact on Public Services and Recreation. 

N-10 The County of San Diego does not concur with the comment.  The approach utilized to reach the 
conclusion in the draft EIR is found in Section 3.2.13 and there is no substantial evidence that the 
Proposed Project will have a significant impact on Wildland Fires.  The analysis in the draft EIR is 
based on existing Fire Code regulations, including requirements related to emergency access, water 
supply, and defensible space. Contacting local fire chiefs would not change the conclusions reached 
in the draft EIR because the local fire chiefs would likely recommend that wineries be designed and 
operate consistent with these existing requirements. 

N-11 The County of San Diego does not concur with the comment.  The draft EIR does address impacts to 
private roads. Please refer to Response to Comment K-4. In addition, issues related to property 
liability and private road maintenance do not raise a significant environmental issue for which a 
response is required pursuant to CEQA.  

N-12 The County of San Diego does not concur with the comment.  The County has no authority over 
private roads. 
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N-13 The County of San Diego concurs with the correction in the comment.  The draft EIR has been 
revised at Section 2.6.2.1 to state that “that levels of service are not applicable to private roads since 
these roads are not intended to carry through traffic.”  

N-14 The County of San Diego acknowledges and appreciates this comment.  However, the comment is 
not at variance with the existing content of the draft EIR.  In addition, the first two paragraphs of this 
comment do not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response is required pursuant to 
CEQA.   

O. LETTER FROM CAROL ANGUS DATED JULY 16, 2009 
O-1 The County of San Diego acknowledges and appreciates the comment and specific comments are 

addressed in Responses to Comment O-2 through O-13 below. 

O-2 The County of San Diego does not concur with the comment.  The draft EIR does address impacts to 
private roads.  Please refer to Response to Comment K-4.  However issues related to property 
liability are not related to an environmental issue pursuant to CEQA.  . 

O-3 The County of San Diego does not concur with this comment. The County of San Diego has 
designed the Proposed Project to minimize potential for conflicts between winery operations and 
adjacent land uses as stated in Section 1.1 (Project Objectives). The proposed ordinance includes 
provisions to limit or restrict the size of on-site structures, tasting room hours, parking spaces, the 
use of amplified sound, among other considerations for new or expanded by-right operations. The 
Table 1-4 in the draft EIR lists the environmental design considerations to reduce/avoid impacts 
from Boutique Wineries.  

O-4 The County of San Diego does not concur with the comment or agree that there is a violation under 
CEQA. The draft EIR disclosed significant impacts to air quality, biology, cultural resources, water 
quality, noise, traffic, and surface water/groundwater supply, meeting the requirements for public 
disclosure.  

O-5 The County of San Diego does not concur with the comment.  Cumulative impacts are addressed in 
Section 1.7 (Cumulative Impacts Analysis Methodology - Buildout Projections of the County of San 
Diego General Plan [Summary of Projections]) of the draft EIR., The evaluation of cumulative 
impacts required by Section 15130(b)(1) of the CEQA Guidelines is based on a summary of 
projections contained in an adopted plan or related planning document. This is due, in part, to the 
large size of the project area where the proposed ordinance amendment would take effect. This 
summary of projections method is appropriate because agricultural uses in A70 and A72 Zones have 
been considered in adopted or certified regional or area wide planning documents. 

O-6 The County of San Diego acknowledges and appreciates this comment.  However, the comment fails 
to raise an issue or make a substantive comment.  

O-7 The County of San Diego acknowledges and appreciates this comment.  However, the comment fails 
to raise a significant environmental issue for which a response is required pursuant to CEQA.  

P. LETTER FROM DR. L.A. “BUD” WIEDERRICH DATED SEPTEMBER 1, 2009 
P-1 The County generally acknowledges this statement, however, the draft EIR identified three specific 

impacts to air quality related to the determination of significance thresholds. Potential impacts to air 
quality would result from simultaneous construction of multiple Wholesale Limited and Boutique 
Wineries (see AQ-1). Potential impacts to air quality may also result from additional traffic to area 
roadways for travel to as few as three additional Boutique Wineries to result in CO emissions that 
exceed the maximum daily mobile emissions thresholds (see AQ-2). Finally, potential impacts to air 
quality could result from the incremental increase of greenhouse gas emissions resulting from 
operation of the addition of as few as four additional Boutique Wineries (see AQ-3).  Please refer to 
Response to Comment L-6. 

P-2 Please refer to Response to Comment L-59. 

P-3 The County concurs with this comment as the draft EIR concludes that the ordinance could 
potentially result in significant impacts to biological resources.   
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P-4 The County acknowledges this comment.  Because the ordinance would apply to more than 440,000 
acres of land, and would allow an unknown number of future Boutique Wineries by right, the draft 
EIR concludes that the ordinance could potentially result in significant impacts to biological 
resources in certain instances.  By-right development does not automatically result in biological 
impacts.  It does, however, have the potential to do so.  The analysis in the draft EIR proceeded on 
the assumption that, given the diversity of the habitat, range of species, and the 440,000 plus acres in 
the project area, impacts from individual by-right projects could significantly impact these resources. 

P-5 The County of San Diego concurs that vineyards provide less fuel than wildland areas. Section 
3.2.13 of the draft EIR states that agricultural fields with irrigation contain less vegetation that can 
act as fuel during a wildfire or less dense vegetation compared to other settings and wildlands. 
Please refer to Response to Comment L-59. 

P-6 The County concurs that the proposed Project has the potential to impact important cultural and 
historic resources. The County acknowledges agrees that some future winery operators would utilize 
existing on-site structures to house winery equipment or site a tasting room.  Section 2.3.2.1 of the 
draft EIR states that some existing and future Wholesale Limited and Boutique Wineries would be 
operated out of existing buildings on developed lots. In these cases, there would be no alteration to 
structures or related ground-disturbing activity that could cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a historical resource. However, because the ordinance would apply to more than 
440,000 acres of land, and discretionary review may not occur for every one of these specific 
projects, the draft EIR concludes that the Proposed Project could potentially result in significant 
impacts to historic resources.  Please refer to Response to Comment D-30. 

P-7 The County concurs as the draft EIR states that there is the potential for the development of new 
wineries or the expansion of existing wineries to impact hydrology and surface water quality. 
According to information reported by AWM on Table 3.1-4, pesticides used within the past year on 
wine grapes in the project area included a range of insecticides, herbicides, rodenticides, and 
fungicides (see Table 3.1-4). Section 3.1.3.2 of the draft EIR specifically addresses pesticide use. 
The draft EIR acknowledges the trend toward the growth of sustainable agriculture and the use of 
organic methods of pest control.  The draft EIR concluded, however, that impacts from pesticide use 
as a result of the Proposed Project would be less than significant due to the fact that the application 
of pesticides is subject to specific regulations for safe handling, storage, and disposal. Please refer to 
Response to Comment L-16.  

P-8 The County acknowledges and appreciates this comment and has addressed the specific reasons in 
Responses to Comments P-9 and P-10 below. 

P-9 Please refer to Response to Comment P-7.   

P-10 The County acknowledges and appreciates this comment.  However, the comment is not at variance 
with the existing content of the draft EIR.  

P-11 The County of San Diego acknowledges this comment but because the sources of noise mentioned in 
the comment are not a result of the project, they are not analyzed in the draft EIR.   

P-12 Please refer to Responses to Comments G-41 and G-43. 

P-13 Please refer to Responses to Comments G-61 and G-70. 

P-14 Please refer to Responses to Comments G-41 and G-43. 

P-15 The County generally concurs with this statement but wishes to clarify that potential impacts to 
water supply are related to the following conditions: lack of water available from existing 
entitlements and resources to serve new wineries or expansion of existing wineries on lands not 
currently irrigated (see Significant Impact WS-1, WS-3) or additional demand for groundwater from 
new or expanded wineries (see Significant Impact WS-2, WS-4). 

P-16 The County generally agrees. As discussed in Section 2.7.1.3 (Water Use) of the draft EIR: “The 
actual amount of water used varies throughout the year. For example, most irrigation would occur 
during the growing season (mid-April to October), and it is expected that the vines would not be 
watered from November through February.” In this same section, the draft EIR also states: “In 
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addition to crop irrigation, water is used for wine production, cleaning, and visitor services (i.e., 
restrooms). The peak months of water use in wine processing are the harvest season (August through 
September).”  

P-17 Please refer to Responses to Comments D-15 and L-6. 

P-18 The County of San Diego acknowledges and appreciates this comment.  However, the comment is 
not at variance with the existing content of the draft EIR. Please refer to Response to Comment L-6. 

P-19 The County acknowledges this comment.  However, the comment is not at variance with the existing 
content of the EIR.  Please refer to Response to Comment P-4. 

P-20 The County of San Diego acknowledges and appreciates this comment.  However, the comment is 
not at variance with the existing content of the draft EIR. Please refer to Response to Comment P-6. 

P-21 The County of San Diego acknowledges and appreciates this comment.  However, the comment is 
not at variance with the existing content of the draft EIR.  

P-22 Please refer to Response to Comments P-11. 

P-23 The County of San Diego acknowledges and appreciates this comment.  However, this comment 
does not raise an environmental issue pursuant to CEQA. 

P-24 The County of San Diego acknowledges and appreciates this comment.  However, the comment is 
not at variance with the existing content of the draft EIR.  

P-25 The County of San Diego acknowledges and appreciates this comment.  However, this comment 
does not raise an environmental issue pursuant to CEQA. 
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