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Attachment H-7 
 

Responses to Other Issues 
Raised During Planning Commission Hearing Process 

November 2009 - August 2010 
 

This document is a summary of, and responses to, select issues that have been raised since 
the November 6, 2009 Planning Commission hearing on the General Plan (GP) Update.  These 
issues were either not identified during the public review period for the Environmental Impact 
Report, or were explored in greater detail during the Planning Commission hearing process that 
took place from November 6, 2009 through August 20, 2010.  

 
 

List of Issues 
 

 Issue Commenter/Testifier 
A Traffic Model LOS Engineering, Inc. 

B San Pasqual Valley Preserve Land Use (NC-9) City of San Diego, Purdum Family and others 

C Emergency Response – Fire Protection Michael Edwards 

D Various Issues Endangered Habitats League 

E Forest Conservation Initiative Save Our Forests and Ranchlands (SOFAR) 

F Various Issues  Cleveland National Forest Foundation (CNFF) and 
SOFAR 

G Sphere of Influence Analysis City of Escondido 

H Rea and Parker Economic Analysis  Randy Lenac 

I Rural Lands – Loss of Property Value Rea and Parker Research 

J Valley Center Road Safety Valley Center Town Council 
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LOS Engineering, Inc. 
 

GP Update Traffic Modeling Concerns 
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Traffic Model – The following are the County’s specific responses to comments provided 
in a letter from LOS Engineering Inc. on April 15, 2010.  The comment letter is attached (see 
Letter A). 

 
A-1 This introduces the comments that are addressed in responses A-2 through A-11 

 
A-2 The County disagrees that the recommended changes to roadway classifications in 

the draft General Plan Mobility Element network were made without any analysis or 
information being provided.  On the contrary, the proposed changes are provided in a 
matrix format where the change is identified, along with the rationale for that change.  
This matrix was provided as Attachment D in the December 6, 2009 Planning Report 
and revised further and provided as Attachment E in the April 16, 2010 Planning 
Report.  These attachments are available on the County Web site at the following 
links: 

 Attachment D, December 6, 2009 – 
http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/gpupdate/docs/PC_110609_D.pdf  

 Attachment E, April 16, 2010 – 
http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/gpupdate/docs/pcrpt_041610_E_mobility.pdf  

 While these changes are recommended for a variety of reasons, they consider the 
DEIR traffic model forecasts.  In instances when failing level of service (LOS) would 
most likely result with the proposed change, then the matrices discussed above 
indicate this. 

 
A-3 The County acknowledges that road classification changes are recommended for 16 

roads in Valley Center in Attachment E of the Planning Report dated April 16, 2010.  
Many of these changes were made at the request of the Community Planning Group 
so that the road classification better reflects the environmental conditions and 
community character.  In one instance (Cole Grade Road from Fruitvale Road to 
Pauma Heights Road) the recommended classification change would reduce the 
number of travel lanes from four to two; however, this change would be made in 
conjunction with significant land use changes that would reduce the intensity of 
development along this road.  In addition, the recommended classification (2.1D 
community Collector with Improvement Options) would still reserve sufficient right-of-
way to construct a four-lane road, although it only specifies a two-lane road.  In 
another instance, a reduced shoulder is recommended for West Lilac Road; however, 
Road 3 is also included in this network and offers an alternate route.  Generally, for the 
other roads recommended where a reduced classification is being recommended, 
such as a slower design speed or reduced shoulder, the DEIR traffic model forecasts 
show that there is sufficient capacity to accommodate those changes. 

 
A-4 The County disagrees that a new traffic model forecast is required to address the road 

network changes that are being recommended.  As discussed in response to comment 
A-3 above, the recommended changes took the DEIR traffic model forecasts into 
consideration.  The County does not agree that the capacity reduction 
recommendations are sufficient to justify an additional model run. 

 
A-5 The County disagrees that the recommended changes to the draft Mobility Element 

road network classifications are significant enough to result in changes to the traffic 
circulation patterns (see also response to comment A-3 above). 
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A-6 The County acknowledges the traffic model’s initial output identified road segments 
operating at LOS E or F that were not included in the DEIR.  It is common practice that 
traffic model output is rarely taken verbatim. While extensive model calibration and 
validation is commonly undertaken, model output still requires additional scrutiny and 
review. The post processing techniques are outlined in Section 2.3.2 of DEIR 
Appendix G, Traffic and Circulation Assessment.  The techniques identified below, 
commonly used in the transportation field to improve the reasonability of the regional 
model outputs, include a detailed review of: 
 Traffic Analysis Zone (TAZ) centroid locations and connectors as they can impact 

the loading of traffic (from respective TAZs) onto the adjacent roadway 
segments; 

 Limited network of local streets (typically not coded in the SANDAG regional 
model), which can commonly alleviate over-capacity Mobility Element facilities in 
adjacent areas; and 

 Model margin of error (approximately 10% was assumed). 
 

A-7 The County disagrees that the DEIR does not clearly set forth the methodologies used 
in its analysis.  Section 2.3, Traffic Modeling/Forecasting Process, of DEIR Appendix G 
identifies the traffic forecast modeling process, road network and land use 
assumptions, and the refinements made to the model output.  The information 
provided in this section provides the public with sufficient information to understand the 
basis of the conclusion presented in the DEIR.  This information, along with the 
SANDAG traffic model output maps, provides documentation for where any 
adjustments were made. 

 
A-8 The County acknowledges that the LOS/Volume plots provided by SANDAG have not 

been modified to reflect the model output refinements that were made and discussed 
in response to comments A-6 and A-7.  However, specific segment-level detail is 
provided in DEIR Appendix G, Table 6.3, Summary of Forecast Deficient Roadway 
Segments.  These SANDAG plots are not intended to match this table because they 
are not included in the DEIR and presented in the same context.  They are intended 
for staff use in preparation of the DEIR analysis. 

 
A-9 The County disagrees that the public has not been given adequate opportunities to 

comment or provide any meaningful response to the methodology or evidence used to 
support the reduction in the number of Mobility Element road network lane miles 
reported in the DEIR.  As discussed in responses to comments A-6 and A-7, the model 
output analysis performed for the GP Update DEIR is clearly identified in Appendix G 
of the DEIR and is based on techniques commonly used by the transportation field. 

 
A-10 See responses to comments A-6, A-7 and A-8. 

 

A-11 The County disagrees that County staff modified the SANDAG Series 10 traffic model 
to the point where it is nearly impossible to replicate the model in the SANDAG Series 
11 or 12 models.  Replication is difficult mainly due to the differences in the models 
themselves. They are built on different platforms with different assumptions and 
interactions making precise replication impossible. Additionally, the Series 10 model 
customized for the GP Update included extensive model calibration, conducted to 
provide the County with the most accurate traffic model possible.  While model results 
are unlikely to match 100%, the County’s traffic model could be replicated to a 
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reasonable tolerance given time and resources to incorporate the calibration into the 
Series 11 and 12 models. 
 
The comment further states that, although the County made some commonly 
employed modifications to the traffic model, the changes are so extensive they cannot 
be easily replicated or modeled in the future.  The comment does not identify what 
modifications to the model cannot be replicated.  The County acknowledges that due 
the large and complex nature of the unincorporated areas of the county, modifications 
were made to the traffic model.  Some common modifications include the following: 

 Additional road types to reflect how existing roads actually operate (such as 
travel speed), rather than how they are intended to operate through road 
standards; 

 Adjustments to model output (volume and LOS) via engineering judgment by a 
registered and respected traffic engineering firm for the purpose of converting a 
traffic model to a traffic forecast. 

 
SANDAG is currently working on the next growth forecast (Series 12) and Regional 
Transportation Plan (2011).  Based on discussions with SANDAG, the latest County 
model inputs, including the street network and land use assumptions, are being 
incorporated into the Series 12 transportation model.  Due to resource constraints, the 
Series 12 traffic model will not involve the extensive model calibration of all 
unincorporated roads undertaken in the County’s Series 10 traffic model. 
 
 



LOS Engineering, Inc. 
Traffic and Transportation  

5629 Willowmere Ln, San Diego, CA 92130 
Phone 619-890-1253, Fax 619-374-7247, e-mail: justin@losengineering.com

April 15, 2010 

Mr. Devon Muto 
Department of Planning & Land Use 
County of San Diego 
5201 Ruffin Road, Suite B 
San Diego, CA 92123 

SUBJECT: GP Update Remaining Traffic Modeling Concerns 

Dear Mr. Muto: 

Thank you for taking the time to discuss my concerns about the traffic modeling output and 
what is reported in the GP Update DEIR.  Here is the information promised that hopefully 
when addressed will ensure an accurate GP Update.  

1. DPLU recommended changes to the General Plan Update have not been analyzed 
in the DEIR.

At the December 4, 2009 meeting, DPLU staff recommended that a number of changes to 
roadway classifications throughout the County be made to the General Plan Update.  These 
changes have been recommended for adoption without any analysis or information being 
provided with respect to impact these changes would have to traffic circulation.  In fact, no 
additional traffic runs have been conducted by SANDAG that evaluates staff’s recommended 
roadway classification changes.  In particular, staff is recommending classification changes to 
18 roadways in Valley Center.  Eleven of these roadways will result in a reduction in roadway 
capacities.  Of the remaining seven, six have unchanged capacities or are classified as local 
public roads without listed capacities and only one converts a local public road into a 
classification with a capacity. It is important to note that these classification changes are not 
simply a name change; rather the classification changes will reduce roadway capacities by as 
much as 55%.  For example, Cole Grade Road from Horse Creek Trail to Cool Valley Road is 
designated as a 4.1 A Major Road on the Referral Map.  Staff is now recommending this 
roadway segment be changed to a 2.1 D Community Collector.  This is a reduction from 4 
lanes to 2 lanes with a capacity reduction of 18,400 ADT for a length of approximately 1.6 
miles.  With staff’s recommended change, this segment of Cole Grade Road will degrade from 
LOS B to LOS E.  This is only one of 11 roadway capacity reduction recommended by staff.  A 
new SANDAG traffic model run is needed to determine the additional impacts created by 
staff’s recommendations.  Staff has also recommended additional roadway capacity reductions 
in other San Diego County communities.  All of these capacity reductions need to be analyzed 

A1-1.

A1-2.

A1-3.

A1-4.
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with a SANDAG traffic model to determine how many new LOS E and F roadway will be 
created.   In addition, such modifications could result in changes to the traffic circulation 
pattern that was not analyzed in the existing DEIR.  This could result in new impacts and / or 
new mitigation measures. 

2. The DEIR has failed to document the methodology used for the changes made in 
the reduction of the number of lane miles analyzed in the DIER, making it impossible for 
the public to have an opportunity to comment or provide any meaningful response to the 
methodology or evidence used to support these revisions. 

The DEIR has failed to document a number of changes that have been made between the 
SANDAG traffic model output and what is reported in the DEIR.  These undocumented 
changes have been made to the number of LOS E and F lane miles in the DEIR.  For example, 
in SANDAG’s GP Update traffic model for Valley Center; there are 33.2 reported lane miles of 
LOS E and F roadways, while the DEIR analyzes only 25 lane miles of LOS E and F roadways.  
The SANDAG source of information is included in Attachment A while the County’s DEIR 
table is included in Attachment B.  This 25% reduction in the number of LOS E & F lane 
miles is not documented, explained, or analyzed in the DEIR. While it is understood that the 
County may at its discretion make some changes to the traffic model output, the DEIR must 
clearly set forth the methodologies used in its analysis so that the public would be able to 
understand the basis of its conclusions and respond.  Nowhere in the DEIR is it documented 
why there is a significant difference of 25%.  The DEIR states that some adjustments were 
made, but does not document why, where, and how these changes were made – particularly to 
the LOS E & F lane miles (Attachment C).  Furthermore, the SANDAG plots in the DEIR 
have not been updated to match the undocumented changes of the LOS E & F lane miles made 
by the County.  Therefore, the DEIR LOS plots do not match the DEIR tables.  Finally, this 
example is only for Valley Center, one of 23 communities where the County altered the LOS E 
and F lane miles indicating there may be a significantly worse problem.  The public has not 
been given an opportunity to comment or provide any meaningful response to the methodology 
or evidence used to support the revisions made by the County to reduction in the number of 
lane miles.   

3. There have been an extensive and unreasonable number of modifications that have 
been made to SANDAG’s traffic model that make it impossible for the public to comment 
or respond to the traffic methodology used by the County in the DEIR.

The GP Update DEIR utilized traffic models that have been subject to such extensive 
modifications by County staff that it is impossible for the County to accurately analyze the 
traffic impacts of future projects in the County.  County staff modified SANDAG’s Series 10 
traffic model so extensively that it is almost impossible to replicate the model in SANDAG’s 
current Series 11 or future Series 12 traffic models.  While some modifications to SANDAG’s 
model runs are commonly made to reflect a community’s unique physical setting, changes so 
extensive that they cannot be easily replicated or modeled in the future, indicates that the DIER 

A1-4. 
cont.

A1-5.

A1-6.

A1-7.

A1-8.

A1-9.

A1-10.

A1-11.
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has been based on traffic information or methodologies that can be described as mostly furtive 
in nature and prevents the public from any meaningful ability to comment or respond.   

I thank you in advance for your time and efforts in assuring these critical issues will be 
resolved so that the GP Update is an accurate document for years to come.  

Sincerely, 
LOS Engineering, Inc. 

Justin Rasas, P.E.(CE 60690), PTOE 
Principal and Officer of LOS Engineering, Inc. 

Cc: Planning Commission via Cheryl Jones (Cheryl.Jones@sdcounty.ca.gov)

Attachments

A1-11. 
cont.
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ATTACHMENT A 

SANDAG e-mail on lane mile differences 



RE: Traffic Model order (3 runs)  
From:Calandra, Mike (mca@sandag.org)  
Sent: Wed 12/16/09 8:52 AM 
To:  'Justin Rasas' (justin@losengineering.com)

1 attachment 
lndiff3.pdf (1754.3 KB)  

I just went through the routine comparing the original Referral network with your alt3a. 
 The attached plot shows no differences in the community of Valley Center.  Yesterday 
we saw 190.5 lane miles in VC using both AML macros (one was what was used for 
Wilson and the other for you) for the original proposed network and your alt3a.  That 
leads me to believe some form of adjustments were made for the tables that went into 
the EIR.  I am not sure how to reconcile the differences at this point…

*********************************************************
* Mike Calandra
*  Senior Research Analyst
*  San Diego Association of Governments
*  401 B St  Suite 800
*  San Diego, CA  92101
*  (619) 699-6929 - phone,  (619) 699-1905 - fax
* mca@sandag.org
* www.sandag.org
*********************************************************
 
 

 

LOS LANE
MILES

A 24.3
B 45.7
C 46.4
D 40.9
E 17.9
F 15.3

Total LOS E & F Lane Miles Per SANDAG 33.2 Miles
Total LOS E & F Lane Miles Per County EIR 25.0 Miles

Percent Difference between SANDAG and County 25%

SANDAG Referral Map Lane Mile Output for Valley Center
Provided by Mike Calandra
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ATTACHMENT B 

GP Update DEIR table documenting 25 LOS E & F lane miles for 
Valley Center.  Also included is the Wilson & Company technical 
study prepared for the GP Update also reporting 24.7 LOS E & F 
lane miles. 



 2.15 Transportation and Traffic 

San Diego County General Plan Update Draft EIR  Page 2.15-76 
July 1, 2009 

Table 2.15-20.  Proposed Roadway Lane Miles by LOS  
 

Lane Miles 
LOS A-C LOS D LOS E LOS F 

CPA/ 
Subregion 

State 
Hwy 

ME 
Roads Total 

State 
Hwy 

ME 
Roads Total 

State 
Hwy 

ME 
Roads Total 

State 
Hwy 

ME 
Roads Total 

Northwestern Communities 
Bonsall 4 73 77 1 4 5 3 7 10 9 - 9 
Fallbrook 23 79 102 2 46 48 - 23 23 1 4 5
North County 
Metro 15 155 170 - 35 35 0 6 6 - 5 5

Pala/Pauma 
Valley 49 36 85 6 8 14 2 2 4 4 - 4

Pendleton/De 
Luz - 42 42 - 15 15 - - - - - -

Rainbow - 13 13 - 3 3 - 1 1 - 2 2
San Dieguito - 52 52 - 19 19 - 11 11 - 24 24
Valley Center - 111 111 - 54 54 - 11 11 - 14 14
Northwestern 
Subtotal 91 561 652 9 184 193 5 61 66 14 49 63

Southwestern Communities 
Alpine - 80 80 - 13 13 - 9 9 - 7 7
County Islands - 1 1 - - - - 3 3 - - -
Crest/Dehesa - 53 53 - 10 10 - - - - - -
Jamul/Dulzura 13 94 107 23 3 26 4 3 7 14 - 14
Lakeside 19 132 151 3 26 29 3 8 11 6 14 20
Otay - 48 48 - 13 13 - - - - 0 0
Ramona 54 115 169 9 29 38 1 4 5 2 4 6
Spring Valley - 35 35 - 20 20 - 4 4 - 3 3
Sweetwater - 17 17 - 9 9 - 1 1 - - -
Valle de Oro 5 74 79 0 14 14 5 5 10 - 5 5
Southwestern 
Subtotal 91 649 740 35 137 172 13 37 50 22 33 55

Eastern Communities 
Central 
Mountain 43 143 186 - 3 3 - - - - - -

Desert 60 255 316 - 6 6 - 4 4 - 1 1
Julian 35 25 60 - - - - - - - - -
Mountain 
Empire 44 142 185 13 3 16 5 - 5 9 - 9

North Mountain 124 110 234 - 10 10 - - - - - -
Eastern 
Subtotal 306 675 981 13 22 35 5 4 9 9 1 10

Total 488 1,885 2,373 57 343 400 23 102 125 45 83 128
Note: Due to rounding, numbers may not exactly match those in Appendix G. 
Source: Wilson and Company 2009a 
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TABLE 5.6 
ROADWAY LANE MILES BY LEVEL OF SERVICE  

REFERRAL MAP 

Lane Miles 

LOS A-C LOS D LOS E LOS F CPA
State
Hwy

ME
Roads Total State

Hwy
ME

Roads Total State
Hwy

ME
Roads Total State

Hwy
ME

Roads Total 

Northwestern Communities 

Bonsall 4.4 73.3 77.7 1.1 3.6 4.7 2.7 6.5 9.2 9.0 - 9.0 

Fallbrook 23.3 79.4 102.7 2.2 45.7 47.9 - 22.5 22.5 0.6 3.5 4.1 

North County 
Metro 15.2 154.5 169.7 - 35.0 35.0 - 6.3 6.3 - 5.0 5.0 

Pala - Pauma 48.5 36.0 84.5 6.0 8.1 14.1 1.6 2.0 3.6 3.9 - 3.9 

Pendleton - De 
Luz - 42.4 42.4 - 15.3 15.3 - - - - - - 

Rainbow - 12.9 12.9 - 3.1 3.1 - 1.2 1.2 - 1.9 1.9 

San Dieguito - 51.5 51.5 - 19.1 19.1 - 11.4 11.4 - 23.7 23.7 

Valley Center - 111.3 111.3 - 53.7 53.7 - 11.1 11.1 - 13.6 13.6 

Northwestern
Communities

Subtotal
91.4 561.3 652.7 9.3 179.1 188.4 4.3 61.0 65.3 13.5 47.7 61.2

Southwestern Communities 

Alpine - 79.6 79.6 - 13.0 13.0 - 9.1 9.1 - 6.8 6.8 

County Islands - 1.3 1.3 - - - - 2.6 2.6 - - - 

Crest - Dehesa - 53.3 53.3 - 9.7 9.7 - - - - - - 

Jamul - Dulzura 13.3 93.7 107.0 23.3 2.9 26.2 4.0 2.9 6.9 14.1 - 14.1 

Lakeside 19.2 132.3 151.5 3.4 26.3 29.7 3.3 7.5 10.8 5.6 14.4 20.0 

Otay - 48.2 48.2 - 12.7 12.7 - - - - 0.3 0.3 

Ramona 53.5 115.4 168.9 8.9 28.5 37.4 0.5 3.8 4.3 1.7 4.1 5.8 

Spring Valley - 35.3 35.3 - 19.9 19.9 - 4.0 4.0 - 3.2 3.2 

Sweetwater - 18.6 18.6 - 8.6 8.6 - 0.7 0.7 - - - 

Valle De Oro 5.4 73.7 79.1 0.3 14.3 14.6 5.1 4.5 9.6 - 4.5 4.5 

Southwestern
Communities

Subtotal
91.4 651.4 742.8 35.9 135.9 171.8 12.9 35.1 48.0 21.4 33.3 54.7

Eastern Communities 

Central Mountain 42.6 143.2 185.8 - 3.0 3.0 - - - - - - 

Desert 60.3 255.2 315.5 - 6.4 6.4 - 4.1 4.1 - 0.5 0.5 

Julian 35.0 24.5 59.5 - - - - - - - - - 
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ATTACHMENT C 

Wilson & Company technical study prepared for the GP Update 
documenting refinements, except for the LOS E & F lane miles. 
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- Existing General Plan, Proposed Project, project alternatives and the Cumulative 
Analysis:  Buildout development of the County’s unincorporated land is assumed in 
each of these analysis scenarios. 

• Incorporated Jurisdictions – Levels of development as predicted by the SANDAG Series 10 
forecast model for the year 2030. 

• Tribal Lands – Development of known or currently proposed tribal gaming facilities. 

• Areas outside of San Diego County: Year 2030 levels of trip attractions/productions based 
on SANDAG Series 10 forecasts for Riverside, Orange and Imperial Counties and Mexico.  

The County’s Departments of Public Works (DPW) and Planning and Land Use (DPLU) assisted 
SANDAG in providing roadway network information, while DPLU supplied land use data for 
each of the study alternatives.  County staff and Wilson & Company (project consultant) 
participated in the review of the model outputs in terms of land use, facility type, average daily 
traffic (ADT), and LOS maps. 

2.3.2 Refinement and Application of Model Output 
Output from the SANDAG traffic model included forecast traffic volumes (ADTs) and plots 
displaying roadway segment LOS for the Proposed Project and each of the project alternatives, 
as well as the Cumulative Analysis.  Additional review of the model output was undertaken to 
ensure both the validity and reasonableness of the resulting traffic volumes and LOS.  

Based upon detailed review of the model output, in a number of instances the extent of LOS 
deficiencies as reported by the model was adjusted to account for the following: 

1. Variability in traffic forecasts associated with centroid loadings – The coding and 
location of centroid connectors (connect the TAZ to the roadway network) can impact the 
loading of traffic onto the adjacent roadway segments. Excess volume loadings can occur 
on the immediately adjacent links and are more typically associated with larger TAZs and 
a less developed (sparse) roadway network. Forecast traffic volumes and associated 
deficiencies were reviewed to ensure a balanced and reasonable loading pattern from the 
TAZs onto the adjacent roadway network.

2. Variability in traffic forecasts associated with local streets – The SANDAG regional 
model roadway network does not reflect all local streets, which could result in potential 
over-forecasting on adjacent mobility element roads.  Forecast traffic volumes and 
associated deficiencies were reviewed to ensure reasonable trip distribution and 
assignment to the modeled roadway network. 

3. Overall accuracy of forecast traffic volumes – Traffic forecasts have an associated level 
of accuracy, which is typically and conservatively assumed as plus or minus ten percent 
(10%) for roadway segments. Identified deficiencies from the traffic model were 
examined to ensure reasonability within the expected accuracy of the model. 

Conduct of the above two reasonability checks and adjustments resulted in a refined list of 
roadway segment deficiencies for the land use and roadway networks of the Proposed Project, 
project alternatives, and the Cumulative Analysis. 
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B.  San Pasqual Valley Preserve Land Use (NC-9) – During the Planning 
Commission hearings, one area of difference between the alternatives, known as NC-9, was 
discussed in detail regarding what designation and density should be recommended.  A 
summary of this issue and the rationale for the County’s current recommendation is provided 
below. 

 
 The Planning Commission Map recommends designating the 20-acre subject parcel as 

Semi-Rural 2 (SR-2) on the entire parcel, with the exception of three acres in the 
northeastern portion, which is recommended for a Rural Commercial designation.  Under 
the current General Plan the property is designated 17 Estate Residential or one 
dwelling unit per two or four acres.  The property owner is requesting ten acres of the 
parcel be designated as Rural Commercial.   

 
 The Planning Commission’s rationale for their recommendation was that the SR-2 

designation is consistent with the unincorporated lands to the west and south.  Three-
acres of Rural Commercial recognize the existing commercial use on the property, while 
allowing for a reasonable amount of expansion.  In addition a “D” designator Special 
Area Regulation is recommended to require site plan review to ensure any proposed 
development is compatible with the rural nature of the area.  

 
 DPLU originally recommended to the Planning Commission that the entire 20-acre 

parcel be designated as Rural Commercial to allow flexibility of developing the site and 
to allow the market to drive the scale of commercial development that would occur on 
the site. This recommendation was consistent with the Board endorsed Referral Map. 
The Board endorsed Draft Land Use Map proposed that the entire property be 
designated as SR-2. Based on the testimony received at the Planning Commission 
hearing and deliberation of the commissioners, DPLU believes that the Planning 
Commission’s recommendation is appropriate and is supportive of it. DPLU also 
continues to believe that an increased amount of commercial area could be justified.  

 
 City of San Diego Letter (Letter B) – The County acknowledges the City of San Diego’s 

concern for preserving the groundwater, agricultural and other resources in the San 
Pasqual Valley.  The County disagrees that designating three acres of the parcel as 
Rural Commercial will adversely impact the water quality.  County measures and 
regulations, such as the Low Impact Development Handbook, currently exist to ensure 
new development minimizes surface water runoff, along with impacts to the groundwater 
basin.  Commercial uses already existing on the parcel, and the Rural Commercial 
designation will allow for a reasonable amount of expansion, while the “D” Special Area 
Designator, which will require site plan review, ensures that any new development 
minimizes adverse impacts to the water quality and other environmental resources. 
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C.  Emergency Response for Fire Protection – The following is the County’s 
response to the Michael Edwards letter to the Planning Commission dated April 14, 2010 
(Letter C). 
 

The comment letter expresses the opinion that response time, rather than travel time, 
should be used as a planning tool in the draft Safety Element of the GP Update and the draft 
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR).  The comment disagrees with the County’s statement 
that response times can be “subjective”. The County maintains that this is an appropriate 
approach. Response time is a composite of three events: dispatch, turnout, and travel. 
Travel times can be modeled using the roadway network and the distance from the fire 
station to the destination, likely speed, conflicts, etc. Because travel can be effectively 
modeled, it can be applied without the subjectivity of different perspectives from various fire 
personnel or consultants. This is important for the purposes of fairness and consistency 
when applying a regulatory standard across a region. Dispatch and turnout are not 
specifically monitored in San Diego County and cannot be readily modeled for different 
stations and districts. To obtain them, they would need to be requested from individual 
department that do seldom have specific data to support their feedback. Thus, subjectivity is 
introduced into the equation which can lead to inconsistencies and significant debate.  
 
Dispatch and turnout shouldn’t vary significantly from station to station. Normal targets for 
the two are 60 seconds and 60-80 seconds (60 for EMS and 80 for fire and special 
operations), respectively. Additionally, and more importantly, the location of a development 
does not affect dispatch and turnout times. Only travel times are affected. Therefore, it is 
reasonable to focus in on travel times as the defining standard for development. 
Furthermore, response time standards can easily be converted to travel time standards by 
subtracting average dispatch and turnout times.  
 
The commenter suggests that the County should rely on the National Fire Protection 
Association (NFPA) 1710 and 1720 standards, which guide the organization and 
deployment of fire suppression and emergency medical operations.  The County does not 
agree that these standards are applicable to the GP Update as they are advisory only.  
However, in developing its own standards and the GP Update, the NFPA guidance has 
been considered. The Regional Fire Services Deployment Study for the County of San 
Diego Office of Emergency Services, dated May 5, 2010, prepared by a third party 
consultant Citygate Associates, LLC, evaluates the region’s fire services against NFPA 
guidelines. The study concludes that the County’s GP Update in terms of fire response 
times is generally consistent with the NFPA guidance for the first arriving engine. Travel 
times were a key component in the analysis of the adequacy of the region’s fire services.  
 
The commenter further contends that the DEIR is inadequate with respect to analysis of 
emergency response for fire protection.  The letter refers to Section 2.13 of the DEIR.  This 
section evaluates whether or not the project will require new or expanded public service 
facilities, the construction of which would result in impacts on the environment.  With regard 
to fire protection facilities, it was determined in the DEIR that the GP Update will result in 
new or expanded services that would have environmental impacts but that those impacts 
would likely be mitigated to less than significant when those fire facilities are permitted.  

 
The commenter seems to suggest that a conclusion of significant and not mitigable should 
be reached because deficiencies in fire service will occur in the future. However, this is not 
the subject of this section or a relevant CEQA threshold. As discussed in CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15064(d), the lead agency shall consider the direct and indirect physical changes in 
the environment which may be caused by the project (emphasis added).  The comment 
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letter suggests that the DEIR analysis in Section 2.13 is evaluating “whether or not fire 
protection services are adequate to serve existing and new development.”  This is not an 
impact analyzed in Environmental Impact Reports. The DEIR does include a discussion of 
emergency services, including travel time, for the purpose of demonstrating on a 
programmatic level how the project will result in a need for new or expanded construction of 
facilities.  It is from the construction of such facilities that the County determined there would 
be a physical change in the environment that constitutes a significant but mitigable impact. 
 
The commenter also raises the issue of fire service ratios related to staffing. Again, a 
deficiency in staffing is not a CEQA issue as it does not relate to “direct and indirect physical 
changes in the environment.” However, the issue of staffing is addressed considerably in the 
Citygate study. 
 
Perhaps more relevant to the commenter’s concerns is Section 2.7.3.8, Wildland Fires which 
addresses the exposure of people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death 
involving wildland fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where 
residences are intermixed with wildlands. In this section, the DEIR concludes that increased 
exposure would result from the GP Update to a level that is significant. Mitigation is 
acknowledged and recommended in the way of fire resistive construction, reviews by fire 
agencies, preparation of fire plans, appropriate siting and brush management, and other 
measures; however, given the extent of new homes planned for high risk wildfire areas the 
DEIR concludes that the issue cannot be mitigated below a level of significance.   
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D.  Various Endangered Habitats League Issues – The following is the County’s 
response to the Endangered Habitats League (EHL) letter to the Planning Commission 
dated April 16, 2010 (Letter D). 

 
Land Use Maps – The commenter supports the recommended land use map with the 
primary exception of the Rural Lands 20 (RL-20) designations in Chihuahua Valley of the 
North Mountain Subregion.  The County acknowledges that the Planning Commission initial 
tentative recommendation for this area was a designation of Rural Lands 40 (RL-40); 
however, additional information has since become available on the fire service in the 
Sunshine Summit and Chihuahua Valley area.  The Sunshine Summit station, which was 
previously a volunteer station that did not meet the Department of Planning and Land Use’s 
criteria for use in response-time modeling is now expected to have full-time staffing within a 
year.  This station is located close enough to the Chihuahua Valley to receive a less than 20 
minute response time, and would allow for the application of densities higher than RL-40, 
such as RL-20.  The RL-20 designation is based on an attempt to build consensus with 
property owners in this area, consistent with Guiding Principle 10 (Recognize community 
and stakeholder interests while striving for consensus). DPLU felt that the designation was 
also appropriate given the transitional location of the property between SR-10 and RL-80 
designated lands, and the large amount of land designated for Open Space that previously 
was considered at SR-10 or RL-40.  
 
Conservation Subdivision – The County acknowledges the comments concerning the 
Conservation Subdivision Program with respect to lot size, establishing a “minimum” 
percentage of resources to be avoided and the preservation of required open space 
resulting from the Conservation Subdivision Program; however, does not agree that 
changes to this program are appropriate at this time.  The draft program is a result of 
extensive efforts to build consensus for this program and represents a compromise based 
on the diverse positions of community, development and environmental interests. 
 
Equity Mechanism – The County appreciates EHL endorsement of the creation PACE 
program and the agreement with staff that “at this point in time, it is not feasible or desirable 
to undertake a TDR program”. 
 
Tecate – The County acknowledges the concerns expressed in this letter as they relate to 
traffic on SR-94 resulting from development in Tecate within the proposed special study 
area.  According to traffic model forecasts prepared for the GP Update DEIR based on 
existing conditions in 2007, there are 4,000 average daily traffic (ADT) originating in Mexico.  
Most of these trips end up on the SR-94 heading west.  Therefore, it is safe to assume that 
30-40 percent of the existing ADT (8,900 ADT in 2007) originate from Mexico and are 
residents of Tecate, Mexico who are traveling into San Diego to obtain desired goods and 
services.  The typical trip to Rancho San Diego (25 miles) or Chula Vista (26 miles) requires 
the travel of considerable distances each way to obtain these goods and services.  These 
trips contribute to both the traffic on SR-94 and greenhouse gas impacts on the U.S. side of 
the border.   
 
For a variety of reasons including pricing, quality, and consumer preference, the residents of 
Tecate, Mexico will continue to demand goods and services in the U.S.  By providing these 
goods and services in Tecate, USA, the object of the special study area is to capture the 
trips in close proximity and reduce traffic on State Route 94; allowing it to continue to 
operate a level of service A-D as a two-lane road.  Therefore, if the land use plan for the 
special study area is successful in capturing trips from Tecate, Mexico that would have 
otherwise traveled on State Route 94, then additional capacity would be available on State 
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Route 94 to accommodate increased traffic on State Route 94 to provide the necessary 
gods and services to support the proposed commercial/industrial development.  In addition, 
Policy SSA 1.2.2 has been added to the Land Use chapter of the Mountain Empire 
Subregional Plan to monitor impacts State Route 94 and adjust the land use plan for the 
special study area accordingly to maintain State Route 94 at two lanes while operating at an 
acceptable level of service (see below). 
 

Policy SSA 1.2.2 – Periodically review traffic conditions relative to new development in 
Tecate USA to demonstrate that uses are achieving the desired interaction with 
Mexico and limiting the traffic burden on State Route 94. Make adjustments to the land 
plan and intensities where necessary to better achieve the desired balance between 
growth within Tecate while limiting the effects on State Route 94. 

 
The County further acknowledges concerns over the possible future expansion of the 
Tecate Point of Entry.  Any future expansion plans for the Port of Entry will be determined by 
the Federal government and will be based on demand, national security and logistics.  
However, the Mountain Empire Subregional Plan includes Policy SSA 1.2.3, which provides 
that retail uses to be arranged in nodes to facilitate travel on foot and encourages the 
provision of a shuttle service that would transport shoppers from the International Border, 
reducing the need to expand the crossing (see below). 
 

Policy SSA 1.2.3 – Arrange retail uses in nodes such that visits to multiple 
businesses can be made on foot. As development intensity in Tecate increases, 
consideration should be given to a shuttle service that would transport shoppers 
between the border crossing and retail establishments in Tecate, USA. 

 
Land Use Element – The County acknowledges the concerns raised in this letter regarding 
the language in Policies LU-8.2 and LU-8.3.  Use of the word “prohibit” takes away the 
County’s ability to look at overriding considerations while balancing competing public 
objectives (including environmental, legal, technical, social, and economic factors). 
Typically, the County cannot determine ahead of time where overdraft conditions are likely 
to occur.  It is more appropriate to apply the groundwater investigation process for 
discretionary actions in order to ascertain whether a project will or will not have a 
sustainable groundwater supply. Therefore, the language in LU-8.2 was changed 
accordingly.  Additionally, the word “sustainable” is defined by the County on Page 6 of the 
County Guidelines for Determining Significance – Groundwater Resources.  It is defined as 
the amount of groundwater that can be withdrawn annually without producing an 
undesirable result.  It is generally recognized that undesirable results include not only the 
depletion of groundwater reserves, but also the intrusion of water of undesirable quality, the 
contravention of existing water rights, the deterioration of the economic advantages of 
pumping, excessive depletion of streamflow, impacts to groundwater-dependent vegetation, 
and land subsidence.  
 
Draft response to EHL comment G5-130 on the DEIR has been revised to discuss the 
current form of Policy LU-8.3, Groundwater-Dependant Habitat, and the use of the word 
“discourage” in place of “prohibit.”  The word “prohibit” was too restrictive since almost all 
habitat types in San Diego County can be directly or indirectly affected by groundwater 
availability.  The County will continue to evaluate impacts to groundwater-dependent habitat 
by adhering to this policy and utilizing the County Guidelines for Determining Significance – 
Biological Resources. 
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Conservation and Open Space Element – The County disagrees that draft Policy COS-18.3, 
Alternate Energy Systems Impacts, should be amended to add “site” in addition to “design 
and maintain” which is already included in the policy.  The location and siting of alternate 
energy systems is already addressed in draft Policy COS-18.1, Alternate Energy Systems 
Design, and the County does not agree that it needs to be repeated in Policy COS-18.1. 
 
Valley Center – The County reviewed the land use designations along Moosa Canyon and 
Keys Creek to ensure they are compatible with achieving MSCP habitat and connectivity 
objectives.  The County also reviewed the Mobility Element road crossings within the Moosa 
Canyon and Keys Creek corridors.  While New Road 19 would cross Moosa Canyon, the 
proposed alignment is located approximately 1,000 feet west of the existing four-lane Valley 
Center Road and would traverse a recently closed dairy farm; therefore, the County does 
not foresee hindrances to achieving MSCP habitat and connectivity objectives. 

 
 



 
 
 
 

 April 13, 2010 
 
VIA FACSIMILE AND ELECTRONIC MAIL 
 
Michael Beck, Chair 
San Diego County Planning Commission 
ATTN: Cheryl Jones, Commission Secretary  
5201 Ruffin Rd., Suite B 
San Diego, CA  92123 
 
RE:  Agenda Item 1, April 16, 2010: General Plan Update 
 
Dear Chairperson Beck and Members of the Commission: 
 
 The Endangered Habitats League (EHL) appreciates the opportunity to provide 
testimony responding to the new materials before you. 
 
Land Use Map 
 
 EHL continues to support the Draft Land Use Map, with some modifications from 
the Environmentally Superior Map.  Regarding the Commission’s map recommendations 
to date, we strongly urge you to reconsider your recommendation for close to 800 acres 
in the remote Chihuahua Valley (NM 6,7 and 11B).  According to the Board policy that 
guided the update, the R-20 designation should only be applied either 1) inside the CWA 
boundary or 2) in the limited circumstance of existing parcelization.  The Chihuahua 
Valley parcels meet neither test.  Based upon this guidance, the proper density for the 
vast majority of the land is therefore 1:80 (as recommended by staff) or conceivably 1:40 
(as previously recommended by the Commission). 
 
Conservation Subdivision 
 
 We appreciate the progress made by the Commission, community groups, and 
DPLU in forging substantial consensus on this vital program.  We support the use of 
design guidelines, the need for third party easement holders, and the compromise 
language on the “by right” and sewer extension issues.  While we recognize that the staff-
recommended minimum lot sizes reflect community input, we continue to endorse the 
following on planning and resource grounds: 
 
 SemiRural 1:1   ¼-acre minimum 
 SemiRural 1:2 - 1:4  ½-acre minimum 
 Rural 1:10   1-acre minimum 
 Rural 1:20 - 1:160  2-acre minimum 



 
However, we strongly urge revision of the staff recommended minimum lot sizes for 
Valley Center, as they would preclude attaining greater than minimum program benefits.  
Even substituting the Ramona minimums, for example, would be far better.  Much of the 
remaining disagreement between staff and community groups is in Potrero and 
Boulevard.  It is telling that even the Commission’s modest and sensible direction to look 
at groundwater ordinance-based minimum lot sizes did not receive community support. 
 
 We have several continuing concerns over the Conservation Subdivision 
implementing regulations:   
 
 For Zoning Ordinance Lot Area Regulations, Section 4230(b)(1)ii, the required 
finding for lot compatibility is too rigid, which should rest on proper rural design rather 
than lot size.  Also, the finding for buffering sets so high a bar that it arguably cannot be 
met.  Suggested revisions follow: 
 

ii. The harmful effect, if any, upon desirable neighborhood character, 
including a finding that all lots in the subdivision which adjoin neighboring 
properties are compatible in size and shape to with the adjoining lots unless such 
adjoining area is to be preserved for open space or that adequate buffering has 
been provided to eliminate any significant harmful effect to neighboring 
properties; 
 
Subdivision Ordinance Section 81.401, Design of Subdivision, Table 81.401.1, 

should be clarified that the Percent Avoided Resources is a minimum threshold that can 
be exceeded if all the other design criteria pertaining to the subdivision are met.  This 
would reflect the language in the Draft Rural Subdivision Design and Processing 
Guidelines, Section 2.4.1 (p. 5) that states, “For rural lands, the Subdivision Ordinance 
contains avoidance minimums for environmental resources (see Table 2).”  Also, this has 
always been the intent of the program, as consistently seen in prior DPLU documents 
(e.g., Attachment H for Board of Supervisors, May 19, 2004, Table H-1, which states 
“Minimum Open Space Lot”).  Thus, the Table should read “Minimum Percent Avoided 
Resources.” 
 
 For Subdivision Ordinance Section 81.401, Design of Subdivision, paragraph (p), 
the design criteria for 1:10 -1:160 are generally good, but some changes are needed for 
(p)(6)vi.  These suggested changes anticipate future potential subdivision when the full 
density yield was not initially achieved, and avert a wide-open loophole due to the overly 
broad concept of “public welfare.”  Suggested revisions follow. 
 
 . . . The avoided lands shall be protected with an easement dedicated to the 
 County of San Diego or and a conservancy approved by the Director . . . The 
 required open space shall be maintained as open space for as long as the lots 
 created through this provision of the Ordinance, or lots created through 
 subsequent subdivision, remain, except in circumstances where a need to vacate is 
 required for public health, or safety, or  welfare. 



 
Equity Mechanism 
 
 EHL endorses the creation and funding of the PACE program.  One way to fund 
the PACE program is to require mitigation for loss of agricultural land.  We also support 
direct density transfer between properties on a case-by-case basis.  We concur with staff 
that at this point in time, it is not feasible or desirable to undertake a TDR program.  A 
multi-year project delay is not acceptable.  A relatively simple option that could follow 
the Update is for density bonuses in exchange for payment of a fee, which would fund the 
PACE program and MSCP acquisitions.  TDR could also be undertaken as a follow up to 
the Update, based upon the new General Plan densities. 
 
Tecate 
 
 We are deeply concerned by the proposal for a Special Study Area in Tecate 
whose goal is an “International Trade Community.”  Such development in Tecate risks 
tipping SR 94 from 2 to 4 lanes, which would be hugely expensive and severely growth-
inducing.  (Rural SR 94 is 2 lanes in both the Circulation Element and SANDAG RTP.)  
While the ostensible purpose of the is to expand commercial and industrial activity in 
Tecate USA to serve the needs of Tecate Mexico, there is no reason that local-serving 
retail, chain stores, etc. cannot be sited in Mexico.  Furthermore, the historic goal of the 
local landowners has been to expand the Tecate Port of Entry, even though such 
expansion is currently prohibited by the federal government for a variety of logistical and 
policy reasons.  Increased truck trips from port expansion would tip SR 94 to 4 lanes.  
Nevertheless, the port expansion agenda is still active, as seen in the Kimley-Horn study 
commissioned by the Tecate Sponsor Group: 
 

In addition, with the projected increase in cross-border interaction with Mexico, 
demands on border-crossing inspection facilities will increase, resulting in 
potential impact. The Sponsor Group plan provides additional parcels for federal 
inspection facilities beyond those identified in the Proposed Project. The extent to 
which existing inspection facilities will require expansion will need to be 
considered by federal agencies. 

 
 The Special Study Area goals and policies are deficient in safeguarding SR 94 as 
2 lanes and in at least discouraging Port of Entry expansion.  Even the landowner’s 
consultant admits that 45% of industrial trips and 20% of the retail trips end up on SR 94.  
EHL continues to oppose the adoption of a SSA, but if adopted, there should be goals and 
policies that markedly restrict industrial uses, discourage port expansion, and cap trips 
ending up on SR 94 to a level well below failing LOS.  Specifically, to ensure 
consistency with the draft Circulation element, the Community Plan should provide that 
any future intensification of land uses in Tecate be conditioned on a demonstration that 
such intensification, considered cumulatively, will not result in a level of service 
reduction, such as below LOS D, on any portion of SR 94 that would justify its widening 
beyond its current 2-lane configuration.     
 



Land Use Element 
 
 In LU-8.2 pertaining to groundwater, the word “prohibit” in the first bullet is 
deleted but not replaced.  “Prohibit” remains the appropriate language. 
 
 In LU-8.2, a revised second bullet is now proposed as follows: 
 

In areas without current overdraft groundwater conditions, evaluate new 
groundwater-dependent development to assure a sustainable long-term supply of 
groundwater is available that will not adversely impact existing groundwater 
users. 

 
Pertaining to areas without current overdraft, how is “sustainable” defined?  Will the 
Groundwater Ordinance will define it?  Furthermore, not only existing users but also 
biological resources and the future users anticipated by the General Plan need 
consideration.  How will aquifers be protected that feed wetlands and seeps and that 
support streams?  
 
 For LU-8.3, the latest version has gone backward and sacrificed natural resource 
protection: 
 

Policy LU-8.3 Groundwater-Dependent Habitat. Prohibit Discourage 
development that would significantly draw down the groundwater table to the 
detriment of groundwater-dependent habitat, except in the Borrego Valley. 

 
The revised policy language is in conflict with Response to Comment G5-130, which 
states, “However, it should be noted that Policy LU-8.3 is proposed to be further revised 
to note that only significant drawdown of the groundwater table would be prohibited for 
development.”  (Emphasis added.) Accordingly, consistent with the Response to 
Comment, the term “prohibit” should be retained and “discourage” deleted.   
 
Conservation and Open Space Element 
 
 Suggest the following change in view of the critical nature of wind turbine 
location in reducing bird and bat mortality: 
 

Policy COS-18.3 (NEW) Alternate Energy Systems Impacts. Require 
alternative energy system operators to properly site, design and maintain these 
systems to minimize adverse impacts to the environment. 
 

Valley Center  
 
 Moosa Canyon and Keys Creek are corridors in the draft North County MSCP, as 
reflected in draft Pre-Approved Mitigation Area (PAMA) mapping.  Thus, staff should 
review the land use designations along Moosa Canyon and Keys Creek to ensure that 
they are compatible with achieving MSCP habitat and connectivity objectives, 



particularly where Village boundaries overlap PAMA.  Circulation Element road 
crossings in this area need similar review. 
 
 
 Thank you for considering our views and for the progress on the Update. 
 
 
 
       With best regards, 
 
 
 
       Dan Silver, MD 
       Executive Director 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
cc:   LUEG 
 DPLU 
 Interested parties 
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Letter E 

 

Save Our Forest and Ranchlands 
 

Forest Conservation Initiative 
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E.  Forest Conservation Initiative – The following is the County’s response to Shute, 
Mihaly & Weinberger letter on behalf of Save Our Forests and Ranchlands (SOFAR) dated 
March 11, 2010 (Letter E). 

 
The commenter contends that the Forest Conservation Initiative (FCI) will not expire on 
December 31, 2010; however, the County disagrees with their interpretation of the FCI text 
and the Elections Code.  The County contends that upon the sunset (expiration) of the FCI, 
the land uses would revert back to the land use designations applied prior to its adoption.  
The pitfalls expressed in this letter, such as the General Plan consisting “of a hodgepodge of 
new and old designations”, would be remedied by amending the GP Update to designate 
the FCI areas with GP Update designations as soon as the FCI expires. The Board of 
Supervisors could also consider a moratorium on FCI lands that could go into effect after it 
expires should the FCI General Plan Amendment be expected to take longer than currently 
anticipated.  A moratorium would alleviate the primary issues expressed in this letter by 
preventing owners of FCI lands from developing at pre-FCI land use designations. However, 
at this time, the GP Update has not been adopted and the FCI has not yet expired, 
therefore, it is premature to address this issue. 
 
In many cases, it is anticipated that the GP Update designation of Rural Lands 40 
(equivalent to the FCI designation) would be proposed. However, there are also various 
areas where different designations are appropriate to recognize existing parcelization or to 
allow for some reasonable residential or commercial growth where appropriate.  In addition, 
since the GP Update Draft Environmental Impact Report did not include consideration of 
specific redesignations for FCI lands; staff agrees with the commenter that additional 
environmental review is still necessary to redesignate the FCI lands.  
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Letter F 

 

Cleveland National Forest Foundation  
and  

Save Our Forest and Ranchlands 
 

Saving Land by Developing It – Contradiction or Plan? 
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F.  Various Issues – The following is the County’s response to the Cleveland National 
Forest Foundation (CNFF) and SOFAR paper titled “San Diego County General Plan Update: 
Saving Land by Developing It – Contradiction or Plan?” undated (Letter F). 

 
GP Update Growth Projections – The paper questions the use and relevance of growth 
projections; however, the County finds that growth projections are a sound basis for regional 
planning and required part of determining the distribution of land uses in the County’s 
General Plan.  The commenter further states that the GP Update has “unusually high growth 
projections.”  The County disagrees with this assertion and is recommending a project that 
would accommodate 57 percent of the future dwelling units allowed under the existing 
General Plan, most of which would be concentrated within the San Diego County Water 
Authority boundary. 
 
Equity – The commenter states that the County must codify entitlement to zoning in order to 
pass an equity mechanism.  The County does not agree with this interpretation and has 
outlined a general Transfer of Development Rights option for consideration by the Board of 
Supervisors.  Nevertheless, equity is not the “foundation of the GPU” as suggested by the 
commenter.  The proposed GP Update is based on sound planning principles and 
comprehensive analysis of existing conditions. 
 
Conservation Subdivision Program – The County does not agree that consolidated 
development under the Conservation Subdivision Program (CSP) is a method of increasing 
density.  Density is established by proposed General Plan land use designations with 
consideration given to environmental constraints.  The CSP is a method of achieving better 
development and conservation design, particularly in rural areas where it is important to 
maximize the surface area of open space and minimize development footprint.  The County 
agrees with the commenter’s statement that the CSP would allow “landowners to retain a 
certain level of building density.”  As proposed, this level would be the density proposed by 
the GP Update.  However, the County does not agree that the CSP or the achievement of 
General Plan density is a type of equity mechanism.  The commenter does not support such 
an assertion with evidence or reasoning.  Based on the discussion and the quotation from 
the Farm Bureau, the paper seems to imply that a conservation subdivision would be 
allowed more lots than the General Plan land use designation would allow.  The County 
does not agree with this interpretation and finds that the densities assigned by the General 
Plan shall not be exceeded for any subdivision without the benefit of a general plan 
amendment. The paper further suggests that the CSP fails to ensure that lands are 
permanently set aside for conservation.  The County does not agree with this statement.  
Under the CSP, conservation subdivisions would be required to place a minimum 
percentage of land in open space in perpetuity. 
 
The CNFF and SOFAR paper presents an abbreviated version of the County’s 
“Perspectives on the Conservation Subdivision Program” handout.  It should be noted that 
this handout highlighted the perspectives of two stakeholder groups who raised specific 
CSP issues for Planning Commission consideration.  Yet, the list was not meant to 
represent the perspectives of all GP Update stakeholders.  The CSP was widely supported 
by building industry, environmental organizations, and by the wildlife agencies throughout 
the GP Update process.  However, the majority of Community Planning Groups in the 
County opposed the CSP for reasons mentioned in the handout.  The Planning Commission 
held a special workshop on this issue and further balanced competing interests when 
making a formal recommendation on the CSP during public hearing.  Based on these facts, 
the County does not agree that the proposed CSP is a program to appease special interest 
groups.   
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Agricultural Preserves – As described in the CNFF and SOFAR paper, the County is 
proposing to disestablish agricultural preserves where appropriate as part of the GP Update 
project.  This would apply to lands that are not under Williamson Act Contract and, in most 
cases, are not being used for agricultural production.  While the County agrees that 
agricultural preserves include additional uses such as open space and recreation, the 
purpose of establishing preserves is set forth as follows:  
“Preserves are established for the purpose of defining the boundaries of those areas within 
which the County will be willing to enter into contracts pursuant to the [Williamson] Act.” 
 
Agricultural preserve designators were broadly applied to lands many years ago with the 
anticipation that those lands would be placed under contract and developed with agriculture. 
Yet, numerous agricultural preserves were never used for agriculture; and very few 
Williamson Act Contracts have been established in recent years. Under the GP Update, 
most properties that currently have agricultural preserves will be designated as rural lands or 
semi-rural lands with low densities.  This designation, along with compatible zoning, will still 
be conducive to agricultural uses as well as open space.  The commenter suggests that 
agricultural preserves are a key component to open space, biological linkages, and 
watershed protection in the unincorporated area, particularly in proximity to Cleveland 
National Forest Lands.  The County addresses such biological considerations through a 
number of efforts including: the revised General Plan land use map; the draft GP Update 
Land Use and Conservation and Open Space Elements; the Multiple Species Conservation 
Program; the Guidelines for Significance for biology, agriculture, and water quality; the 
Resource Protection Ordinance; the Watershed Protection Ordinance; and the Zoning 
Ordinance.  The County does not agree that agricultural preserves are the appropriate 
mechanisms for biological resource protection. 
 
Agricultural Land Use Designations – The commenter criticizes the GP Update for utilizing 
Rural Lands designations in lieu of specific designations for agricultural use.  While this 
does represent a change in category, it does not change the allowed uses since residential 
uses, including subdivisions, are allowed within the two agricultural land use designations of 
the existing general plan.  The commenter argues that subdivisions will have an adverse 
effect on agricultural production unless the County General Plan specifically restricts such 
development.  The County does not agree with this interpretation.  Proposed subdivisions 
are closely evaluated for impacts to agricultural resources, and through application of 
compensatory mitigation, the environmental benefit is often greater than it would have been 
if strict prohibitions were set by the general plan.  It is not realistic set agriculture as a 
dominant use for rural areas at the general plan level when so many site-specific and 
economic factors contribute to San Diego’s unique agricultural setting. 
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Executive Summary 
 
The County of San Diego General Plan Update (GPU) has been in the works for many years, and 
is finally reaching a culmination. The Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) is scheduled to 
be released in the fall of 2010, and the Board of Supervisors is expected to adopt the General 
Plan Update in late 2010 or early 2011.  

The Cleveland National Forest Foundation (CNFF) and Save Our Forest and Ranchlands (SOFAR) 
have many concerns with the GPU, and the purpose of this memo is to outline those concerns 
and discuss methods of actions that can be taken to address them.   

General Plan Update Growth Projections  

Growth projections (population and dwelling unit increases), formulate the backbone of the 
GPU, because they outline where and how growth will take place throughout the County over 
the planning horizon of the GPU (approximately through 2030). Population and dwelling units 
under the GPU are projected to grow by about 40% compared to 2008 values. Growth in 
dwelling units east of the County Water Authority boundary is expected to increase by 
approximately 68%.   

The County is rural by nature. The unincorporated communities within the County have a rich 
farming history.  Much of the County also contains large areas of wilderness and open space. As 
such, these communities are not amenable to supporting dense populations that are 
characteristically found in urban or city settings. Due to the lack of infrastructure, public 
services, water supply, and abundance of natural resources within the rural areas of the 
County, much of the unincorporated County land cannot support extensive development.   

Whether it is at the level of planning theory or factual on-the-ground evidence, the issue of 
sustainability is the dominant theme of the GPU. In this light, it is important to raise at the 
outset, the question of growth projections. Do they have any connection to facts and conditions 
on the ground? Do they have any relation to historical growth trends? Do they have any basis in 
planning theory? Or, are they simply arbitrary numbers without basis in fact or in theory?  
 
No matter the answers to these questions, the fact is that the County is starting off the General 
Plan process with unusually high growth projections. The County has come up with various 
mechanisms to implement the growth projections, including:  equity mechanisms, the 
Conservation Subdivision Program (clustering), and removal of Agricultural Preserves.  
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Figure 1:  County Communities in Relation to the CWA  

Equity 

Closely connected with the growth projections anticipated within the County of San Diego GPU 
is the promotion by private consultants and development interests of the so-called “equity 
mechanisms.” According to the Draft EIR for the GPU, Objective 4 states: “Promote 
environmental stewardship that protects the range of natural resources and habitats that 
uniquely define the County’s character and ecological importance.” In an attempt to protect 
environmental resources consistent with Objective 4, while recognizing the County’s growth 
projections, the GPU calls for downzoning (reducing density allotments) of some backcountry 
lands and allowing for increased development within community “villages” and semi-rural lands   
Specifically, the proposed GPU would allow “clustering” in rural and semi-rural areas (please 
see the section below titled Conservation Subdivision Program for more information). 
Development of villages and rural clusters will in theory make development more compact and 
close to existing infrastructure, thereby allowing the County to accommodate growth over a 
smaller area of land.  
 
In response to proposed downzoning, which was widely opposed by developers and other 
private interests, the County is considering so-called “equity mechanisms”, as a means of 
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“reducing negative economic impacts to property owners.”1 But, in order to accomplish this 
goal, the County must codify entitlement to zoning, which runs afoul of constitutional rulings on 
land use law. For example, the County states:   

“Advocacy for an equity mechanism to be part of the General Plan Update is based on the 
argument that the General Plan Update will result in a loss of property value to many property 
owners that are proposed to receive density designations lower than their current density.”2   

In addition, the Farm Bureau made the following statements about equity in its April 2010 
Newsletter:   

“Because density decreases can result in devaluation of property, Farm Bureau took an early 
position that farmers needed options for equity protection to ensure the financial integrity of 
the farming enterprise, which is often based on property value…Without an equity mechanism, 
I suspect Farm Bureau would have taken a position against the proposal (GPU) as it stands 
today.”  

The notion that zoning is equivalent to a private property right undermines the fundamental 
principle that community planning is for the public good. The public value of clean water, clean 
air, farm land and wilderness cannot be overstated; these are resources that underlie the very 
existence and health of the community.  As such, these values by definition cannot be bartered 
and sold in the real estate market where they are regarded not as ends in themselves, but as a 
means to private wealth. The courts have ruled over and over again on this subject, stating that 
private property rights refer to the use, but not to the zoning of the land. For example, in the 
landmark California Supreme Court case of HFH, Ltd. v. Superior Court of Los Angeles County, 
the court ruled:   
 
“A purchaser of land merely acquires a right to continue a use instituted before the enactment 
of a more restrictive zoning. Public entities are not bound to reimburse individuals for losses 
due to changes in zoning, for within the limits of the police power 'some uncompensated 
hardships must be borne by individuals as the price of living in a modern enlightened and 
progressive community.”3 

The court went on to state that, “It is thoroughly established in this country that the rights 
preserved to the individual by these constitutional provisions are held in subordination to the 
rights of society.”4   
 
The County, by making “equity” the foundation of the GPU, has turned the court directives 
completely upside down. Instead of the general plan acting as the “constitution” of land use 
planning and decisions, it becomes subordinate to the market place, where zoning is bought 

                                                           
1 http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/gpupdate/docs/pcrpt_041610_J_equity.pdf  
2
 http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/gpupdate/docs/pc_feb10_a.pdf 

3
  HFH, Ltd. v. Superior Court of Los Angeles County, 15 Cal.3d 508, 516. Available at: http://www.eminentdomain-

law.com/docs/appLaw/AmiciCuriae/HFHLtdvSuperiorCourt.pdf 
4
 Id. at p. 515. 

http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/gpupdate/docs/pcrpt_041610_J_equity.pdf
http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/gpupdate/docs/pc_feb10_a.pdf
http://www.eminentdomain-law.com/docs/appLaw/AmiciCuriae/HFHLtdvSuperiorCourt.pdf
http://www.eminentdomain-law.com/docs/appLaw/AmiciCuriae/HFHLtdvSuperiorCourt.pdf
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and sold. In this upside-down planning world, land speculation rather than principle becomes 
the key to decision-making. Our water, air, farms, and wilderness become commodities for 
power brokers, rather than foundational values that are shared by the entire community. Public 
resources represent an inheritance and a legacy, which should be preserved and passed on to 
the next generation. The role of planners is that of the good steward, who recognizes his/her 
obligation to safeguard this inheritance. The planner is a steward, not a salesman. Failure to 
recognize their role as stewards undermines the entire planning process.  
 
Conservation Subdivision Program 
 
The Conservation Subdivision Program (CSP) is a provision within the proposed GPU that the 
County has been reformulating with various interest groups, including private consultants, the 
building industry, and the Endangered Habitat League, for many years. As currently proposed, 
the CSP would reduce minimum lot sizes, decouple minimum lot sizes from zoning designations, 
and result in “clusters” of homes on smaller lots. Clustering as outlined under the CSP is a 
method of increasing density in rural areas while in theory reducing development footprints, 
thereby resulting in areas of undeveloped land that could be set aside for conservation. In other 
words, the County is proposing the CSP as a method of developing land in order to save it from 
development.  
 
The CSP is closely linked with “equity mechanisms,” because it allows for denser development 
that would be used to offset land conservation. In some ways, the CSP itself can be looked at as 
its own equity mechanism, because it allows landowners to retain a certain level of building 
density, which for some is seen as being directly related to property value, while still allowing 
for land conservation. This notion was expressed by Eric Larson of the Farm Bureau, who 
stated:  
 
“We think this can get done and, in our view, an equity mechanism would take the form of a 
cafeteria-style plan, where a farm owner with a quantified devaluation would have options to 
choose from. Those options could include transferring development rights to another property, 
having development rights purchased, or using a clustering or conservation subdivision 
strategy that concentrates the deployment potential of a property in exchange for placing an 
easement on the remainder.” 
 
The so-called cafeteria theory of planning is yet another example of the strange idea that by 
developing farmland, you save farms. The fundamental problem with the CSP, other than the 
fact that equity for zoning is illegal and constitutes bad planning, is that it has the potential to 
increase development on rural lands. In addition, it does nothing to ensure that lands are 
permanently set aside for conservation. The County states the CSP is,  
 
“A program to encourage residential subdivisions that preserve environmental resources, 
balancing planned densities and community character with environmental protection.”  
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As with the “equity mechanisms,” the CSP is a proposal that supposedly allows the County to 
meet its two goals of obtaining extremely high growth projections, while conserving land.  Just 
as the “equity mechanisms” are a fallacy that promote growth and private interests over the 
interests of the common good, so too does the CSP fail to prioritize good planning and 
potentially negates the notion that the County’s role is that of a planner and steward for the 
public good. This notion is not just the opinion of CNFF and SOFAR, but of various communities 
throughout the County, who oppose the CSP. Below is a list, which was presented by County of 
San Diego planners at a December 2009 meeting of the GPU, and demonstrates different 
perspectives on the CSP:    
 
Table 1:  Perspectives on the Conservation Subdivision Program5  

DEVELOPMENT INDUSTRY PERSPECTIVES COMMUNITY PERSPECTIVES 

Emphasis placed on community character 
does not allow for the GPU to be fully 
implemented. 

Clustered style developments are not 
compatible with Community Character. 

Population targets cannot be met under the 
GPU. 

Clustering will create demand for urban 
facilities and services in the backcountry. 

Communities should not be allowed to 
prohibit conservation subdivision/clustering 
development in the Community Plans. 

Additional restrictions and out-right 
prohibition of Conservation Subdivision 
developments in the Community Plans. 

Mandate reductions in minimum lot sizes or 
make reductions “by-right”. 

Maintain zoned minimum lot sizes to match 
density.  

Would like assurances of build out to 
maximum planned density 

Clustering will promote leapfrog urban 
development. 

Allowing for alternative waste systems are a 
critical component of the CSP. 

Small lots in the backcountry will create 
incompatible lifestyles. 

Restrictions on extending sewer service are a 
significant limiting factor for development. 

Conservation Subdivisions are not compatible 
in groundwater dependant areas. 

Allow for greater flexibility in the SR-10 Rural 
Lands designation to ensure that the remains 
meaningful development opportunities in 
those designations. 

No guarantee that the proposed open space 
will be preserved in perpetuity. 

 

Table 1 demonstrates that how the development industry wants to accommodate growth in 
San Diego County is completely opposite of what the communities themselves want. The fact 
that some communities are proposing out-right prohibition of the CSP in their communities 
demonstrates that this program is not a program for the community good, but a program that 
the County designed to appease special interest groups.  

                                                           
5
 This table is an abbreviated version of a list produced by the County of San Diego titled “Perspectives on the 

Conservation Subdivision Program,” which was available as a handout at the Conservation Subdivision 
Subcommittee meeting held on February 5

th
, 2010. 
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Corte Madera Agricultural Preserve 

Agricultural Preserves 

Since its inception nearly fifty years ago, Board Policy I-38 has proven a successful means of 
protecting and preserving agricultural lands throughout the County. Board Policy I-38, which 
governs Agricultural Preserves in San Diego County, was first enacted in the 1960s, and 
amended in 1989. The Board Policy facilitates agricultural land protection through resolutions 
that formally place lands in “Agricultural Preserves.” These lands carry an “A” zoning designator 
that includes development restrictions necessary to preclude farmland conversion.  

According to the draft GPU, there are currently 402,100 acres of land designated as Agricultural 
Preserves, and another 80,500 acres of land formally contracted as Williamson Act lands with 
the State of California.6 The stated purpose and function of Agricultural Preserves in the County 
is to preserve lands for the public good: “an agricultural preserve shall be created only when its 
establishment will be a benefit to the public.” Board Policy I-38.  In addition to ensuring the 
preservation of agricultural lands, Agricultural Preserves also facilitate the preservation of open 
space and recreational uses. Board Policy I-38’s definition of agricultural preserves expressly 

                                                           
6  The California Land Conservation Act of 1965, otherwise known as the Williamson Act, is a California State law 
that allows private landowners to enter into contracts (Williamson Act Contracts) with the government. These 
contracts restrict privately held lands to agricultural or open space uses, and in exchange private landowners 
receive reduced property tax assessments. 
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recognizes the dual function of the designation:  “an agricultural preserve is an area devoted to 
agricultural use, open space use, recreational use, or any combination of such uses, and 
compatible uses which are designated by the County.” 

Unfortunately, the County of San Diego has a long history of taking actions that jeopardize the 
status of the County’s Agricultural Preserves, thereby freeing up this land for development.7  In 
keeping with this pattern, the County now proposes, via the proposed GPU, to eliminate the 
majority of agricultural preserve lands that do not have Williamson Act Contracts:   
 
“Implementation of the proposed General Plan Update would remove parcels from adopted 
Agricultural Preserves for most of the land that is not currently under a Williamson Act Contract. 
Additionally, implementation of the General Plan Update would remove the County Zoning 
Ordinance “A” Special Area Regulation Designator in all Agricultural Preserves not currently 
under a Williamson Act Contract.” 
 
According to the Draft EIR for the GPU, the County’s proposed approach would impact 
approximately 321,590 acres of Agricultural Preserve land, which represents almost 80% of all 
lands currently so designated that are not under Williamson Act Contract. The County has 
produced a “Fact Sheet” regarding this action, which fails to give any meaningful justification 
for removing protections from the Agricultural Preserves. Instead, the document simply states 
that some of the lands with Preserve status are not used for agricultural purposes.8 Of course, 
this argument completely ignores the fact that Board Policy I-38 is unequivocally intended to 
establish Agricultural Preserves to benefit the public at large, and that the Policy expressly 
dictates uses within the Preserves be limited not only to agricultural, but also open space and 
recreation.  
 
 

                                                           
7
 Follow this link http://www.sofar.org/gpa9603main.htm to read a brief history of SOFAR’s past battle with the 

County of San Diego, involving a proposed General Plan Amendment that would have seriously threatened 
200,000 acres of critical backcountry lands, including areas designated as Agricultural Preserves.  
8
 http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/gpupdate/docs/pc_feb10_a.pdf  

http://www.sofar.org/gpa9603main.htm
http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/gpupdate/docs/pc_feb10_a.pdf
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Figure 2:  Santa Ynez Agricultural Preserve  

 
 

 
Figure 3:  Agricultural Preserve Locations in Relation to the Cleveland National Forest 
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To truly understanding the importance of San Diego County’s Agricultural Preserves, one must 
first recognize and acknowledge their context and function within the whole of San Diego 
County land uses. The general location of Agricultural Preserves throughout the County gives 
one a basic idea of their function as part of San Diego County’s backcountry.    
 
Figure 3 shows the location of Agricultural Preserves (green) and Williamson Act Lands (yellow) 
in relation to the boundaries of the Cleveland National Forest (red). As this figure shows, the 
Agricultural Preserve lands are often embedded within the boundaries of the forest. In general, 
these lands are rangelands, and therefore represent valleys and low-lying areas within the 
Forest.  

 

 
Figure 4:  Agricultural Preserve Area within Palomar Mountain, North County San Diego 

 
Figures 2 and 4 show the appearance of Agricultural Preserves in the County. The Preserve 
within Figure 4 not only contains important grazing lands, it also contains watershed resources 
and other important biological resources. The function of Agricultural Preserves was addressed 
in 2001 by then California Attorney General Bill Lockyer, who stated: “…these (Agricultural 
Preserve) lands provide habitat for a wide array of sensitive, rare, threatened, or endangered 
species of plants and animals and play a critical role in maintaining the biodiversity of 
southwestern California; as a result they represent a natural resource of regional, and even 
statewide, significance.”9 
 

                                                           
9  Attorney General Bill Lockyer. 2001. “Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report, Agricultural Issues and General 
Plan Amendment, GPA 96-03, Log No. 98-ZA-002A. State Clearinghouse No. 19980610804.”  
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Furthermore, the Williamson Act notes: 
 
“the preservation of a maximum amount of the limited supply of agricultural land is necessary 
to the conservation of the state’s economic resources, and is necessary not only to the 
maintenance of the agricultural economy of the state, but also for the assurance of adequate, 
healthful and necessary food for future residents of this state and nation.”10   
 
A casual look at the location of the Agricultural Preserves in relation to the current boundary of 
the Cleveland National Forest shows that the Preserves provide essential connections to the so-
called “islandized” portions of the Forest, without which Cleveland National Forest lands would 
be fatally fragmented. In fact, Forest officials and conservation biologists have described the 
system of meadowlands stretching across San Diego’s mountain ranges as the “biological heart” 
of the Forest. It is simply inconceivable to envision a plan that lays the groundwork for 
development of even a part of these meadowlands that would not destroy the integrity of the 
Forest as a whole. A simple tracking map of the region’s keystone species, the mountain lion 
(Puma concolor), demonstrates this fact (refer to Figure 5). A recent tracking map from the 
University of California, Davis shows that mountain lions follow deer, which are closely linked to 
the meadowlands (which occur mostly within Agricultural Preserves) of the Cleveland National 
Forest (shown as the black boundary in Figure 5). Thus, urban encroachment on even a part of 
these meadows will necessarily disrupt critical habitat for the mountain lion, and lead to 
degradation of the entire ecosystem of the Cleveland National Forest.  
 

 
Figure 5:  Mountain Lion Tracking Map in San Diego 
                                                           
10 Williamson Act, Gov. Code § 51220(a).   
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Due to the importance of agricultural lands and their well-acknowledged value to the County 
and indeed the State, the County’s proposed action appears to be short-sighted, at best.  The 
County’s position on Agricultural Preserves is difficult to understand when one considers that 
the history of Agricultural Preserve Policy I-38 in San Diego County is one of great success in not 
only preserving land, but of working with private property owners to keep their ranches and 
farmlands intact and a functional part of the open space community.  
 
The prospect of removing the Agricultural Preserves relates directly to the three issues 
discussed above: GPU growth projections, “equity mechanisms”, and the Conservation 
Subdivision Program. As outlined above, the GPU projects enormous growth rates for the 
backcountry of San Diego, yet has goals to preserve and conserve open space lands and 
wilderness areas. These opposing goals require that the County produce various actions to 
ensure private interests that development will be possible in the backcountry, and to make 
half-hearted attempts at conserving land. Removing lands from the Agricultural Preserves 
designation is yet another attempt to accommodate the development industry and its attempts 
to build out to the maximum planned density (refer to Table 1).   As they currently stand, the 
Agricultural Preserves are protected under Policy I-38, and as such the maximum density 
possible on these lands is relatively low (40 acre minimum currently, with the County proposing 
higher minimum lot sizes in the GPU). To implement the so-called “equity mechanisms” and the 
CSP, the County would have to remove both the Agricultural Preserve status and “A” land use 
designation.   
 
Agricultural Land Use Designations  
 
In conjunction with the removal of Agricultural Preserves, the County also proposes to do away 
with all agricultural land use designations in the GPU. The existing Land Use Element of the San 
Diego County General Plan includes two agricultural land use designations, #19: Intensive 
Agriculture and #20: General Agriculture.11 The existing Land Use Element states the following 
with respect to agricultural designations:   
 
“The agricultural designations facilitate agricultural use as the principal and dominant use. Uses 
that are supportive of agriculture or compatible with agricultural uses are also permitted. No 
uses should be permitted that would have a serious adverse effect on agricultural production 
including food and fiber production, horticulture, floriculture, or animal husbandry.” 
 
Thus, the agricultural designations in the current Land Use Element go beyond using zoning 
restrictions to protect agricultural resources, by explicitly stating that agricultural is to be the 
principal and dominant use, and that uses should not be permitted if they would have a serious 
adverse effect. However, the proposed Land Use Element under the GPU contains no 
agricultural land use designation, and merely looks to the Rural Lands designation to preserve 
agricultural areas. Under the Rural Lands designation, lands previously designated as General or 

                                                           
11 Existing Land Use Element at II-22 through II-25 and Proposed Land Element Table LU-1 at 3-11.   
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Intensive Agricultural could potentially be subdivided and converted to residential uses. It is 
difficult to imagine that conversion of agricultural land into residential uses, as is possible under 
the GPU, would not constitute a “serious adverse effect” on agricultural production.  
 
The County made the following response to comments that SOFAR submitted regarding the 
removal of agricultural land use designations in the GPU (emphasis added):  
 
“While, the proposed project (GPU) eliminates these agricultural designations, it assigns 
appropriate densities for agricultural lands and allows clustering by-right. As with the existing 
General Plan, the actual uses are regulated by the Zoning Ordinance. Therefore, the primary 
difference between the existing Plan and the proposed Plan is that the General Plan Update 
provides more flexibility in that it allows clustering by right and offers greater flexibility for 
the densities assigned.” 
 
The above comment from the County completely ignores the fact that the Zoning Ordinance is 
not the only means of regulating uses on agricultural lands, and that the language of the 
existing Land Use Element itself has been used to protect agricultural lands.12 Furthermore, the 
County’s stance on agricultural protection under the existing General Plan and the GPU is 
markedly different. While the current general plan makes agricultural use a priority and does 
not permit uses that would be incompatible with agriculture, the GPU explicitly allows 
development (clustering by-right) and flexibility of uses with no mention of compatibility or 
preserving agriculture as a dominant use.   
 
The removal of agricultural designations in the GPU, similar to the removal of Agricultural 
Preserves, appears to be part of the same philosophy that the County is employing in 
implementing the rest of the GPU:  you have to develop land in order to save it.  
 
Conclusion 
 
In conclusion, the danger posed to the integrity of lands currently designated as agricultural 
(either as Agricultural Preserves, Intensive Agriculture, or General Agriculture) throughout the 
County, raises serious questions about how growth projections and “equity mechanisms” 
(including the CSP) affect other areas, resources, and land use categories in the GPU.  
 
  

 

                                                           
12

 Due to the language within the Regional Land Use Element of the existing General Plan, the County required the 
applicant of the West Lilac Farms Project to complete an EIR, because of the “serious adverse effect” that this 
project (a residential subdivision) would have on agricultural land.  
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G. Sphere of Influence Issue – The following is the County’s response to the City 
of Escondido’s email to the Department of Planning and Land Use dated April 14, 2010 
(Letter G). 
 

The County acknowledges that the GP Update is proposing to designate three parcels, 
approximately 46 acres, west of Interstate 15 as High Impact Industrial within the North 
County Metro Subregion.  Table 2.9-6, Proposed Sphere of Influence (SOI) Land Use 
Differences, in DEIR Chapter 2.9 has been amended to include this area as a land use 
difference with the Escondido General Plan.  This area is also identified in DEIR Appendix L 
Project Alternatives Areas of Difference as NC-2. 
 
These parcel have been designated High Impact Industrial on the Referral Map since 2005 
due to the remote location.  The County acknowledges that there are limited infrastructure 
and services available to the site, along with some environmental constraints, that would 
possibly limit the possible uses that would be feasible for the site.  
 
The County disagrees that the proposed designation would raise significant concerns 
regarding traffic circulation.  The site is easily accessible from Interstate 15 from roads that 
traverse along both the east (Centre City Parkway) and west (Mesa Rock Road) sides of the 
Interstate.  In addition, both of these roads would operate at an acceptable level of service 
with the High Impact Industrial use based on traffic forecast modeling conducted for the GP 
Update DEIR. 
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H.  Economic and Fiscal Analyses – The following is the County’s response to an 
economic analysis prepared by Rea and Parker Research and Barnett Consulting (the 
Analysis) dated October 2, 2009 (Letter H). 

 
The County disagrees with the introduction of the Analysis, which provides a summary and 
makes the claims that the County of San Diego has not made any economic study of the GP 
Update; suggesting that this economic study should be based upon a comparison between 
what would be allowed under the existing General Plan and would be allowed under the GP 
Update.  The County disagrees, as using this method would not be a direct comparison.  It 
is widely acknowledged that many the densities in the existing General Plan are not realistic, 
being either unbuildable or already preempted by other requirements, such as the 
Groundwater Ordinance or fire response standards. 
 
Impact on Housing Units – The County has reviewed the Analysis and disagrees with its 
major premise that the GP Update is not providing sufficient housing to meet SANDAG 
population forecasts.  This report correctly reports that the County GP Update provides for 
less housing units than the existing General Plan, around 40,000; however, does not clearly 
make an argument that there is a need for housing above what is provided by the GP 
Update.  The section makes a comparison based upon the SANDAG forecasted population 
of 723,392 to GP Update forecasted population of 678,000; stating that there are 40,000 
fewer people or 14,000 housing units planned for in the GP Update.  This is not correct 
because the SANDAG forecast uses the   land uses and SANDAG’s most recent forecast for 
2050 is consistent with the GP Update.  Therefore, while the SANDAG forecast may identify 
regional shortages, these shortages are not within the unincorporated areas of the County, 
which is the area that the GP Update would govern.   
 
The County disagrees with the assertion of the Analysis that there will be 37,000 trans-
regional commuters in 2030 as a result of the GP Update, and that 14,000 of those trans-
regional commuters are a result in a reduction in capacity between the existing General Plan 
and the GP Update.  The Analysis assumes that this number live outside of San Diego 
County because of the lack of availability and affordability of housing in the County, and that 
providing additional housing in the County would encourage these residents to return.  With 
this in mind, merely resorting to the capacity in the existing General Plan would not entice 
trans-regional commuters to return.  A majority of the reductions in development capacity 
are located within the Estate Residential and lower densities, not considered affordable 
densities by the State Department of Housing and Community Development, who generally 
looks for 15 dwelling units per acre and higher.  The GP Update looks at increasing these 
densities, where appropriate, and reducing density in these inappropriate low density 
residential areas.  Additionally there is not any solid analysis or supporting arguments that 
the County is not providing enough housing with the 78,000 units provided in the GP 
Update. 
 
In addition, while there is currently a substantial amount of housing available on the market, 
no evidence is presented to show that trans-regional commuters are returning to San Diego 
County.  Also, since providing additional housing units in the County, beyond those planned 
by the GP Update, will require a significant investment in additional infrastructure and 
services; there is also no evidence to suggest that the additional housing could be provided 
less expensively than in adjacent counties, or in Mexico, to attract additional households to 
reside in San Diego County.  Therefore, the County contends that the Analysis has not 
adequately shown that the 37,000 trans-regional commuters forecasted by SANDAG for 
2030 is attributable to the GP Update. 
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Impact On Business Activity / Impact of Employment and Income – The Analysis uses 
average household spending information, tax information and the multiplier effect on the 
“houses lost under the GP Update” and the houses not housed by the region, to conclude 
that there is over $2.7 billion is lost in economic activity annually.  The Analysis derives that 
figure directly from the trans-regional commuters.  Therefore, since the Analysis has not 
adequately shown that the GP Update is directly linked to the 37,000 trans-regional 
commuters; then the Analysis also has not proven that the GP Update would result in a loss 
of $2.7 billion in economic activity.  Further, since the trans-regional commuters are a 
regional problem, it would be a safe assumption that the entire San Diego Region loses 1.7 
billion in economic activity due to this occurrence.  However as we discussed earlier, it is not 
entirely due to housing supply, and is a regional problem that all jurisdictions will need to 
address.   
 
Impact on Land Values – The County agrees with the statement in the Analysis that 
concluded that it is difficult to determine the impact that down-zoning would have on 
property values and that there are studies on both sides of the issue – that land values are 
both harmed or are not harmed.  However, the County disagrees with this section of the 
Analysis, which concludes that in excess of $1.5 billion dollars in land value will be lost in 
the unincorporated County due to a decrease in development potential resulting from the 
GP Update.  This statement ignores the qualifier that the previous studies depended upon 
— that development needed to be imminent for a decrease in density to result in a decrease 
in property value.  It would be illogical to assume that every property in the county that is 
receiving a decrease in density is “imminent”.  Many of these Rural Lands only have paper 
densities, and would not be able to subdivide under the existing regulations based on other 
constraints and the lack of existing infrastructure and services.  In many instances, these 
parcels have had Estate Residential densities applied to them for thirty years without 
development occurring at these densities.  A more in depth analysis of property valuation is 
available in the Economic Impacts Fact Sheet.  
 
The Analysis also incorrectly concludes that the GP Update will result in a 75 percent 
decrease in potential development in San Diego County due to density ranges changing 
from one unit per 10 – 40 acres to one unit per 40 – 160 acres.  This broad assumption is 
incorrect for several reasons.  First, the lowest density on the General Plan Land Use Map 
(Planning Commission Recommendation) is one unit per 80 acres, not 160 acres as stated 
in the letter.  Second, this broad across the board reduction in density does not represent 
how density has been applied to the GP Update Land Use Map, which reflects a 
combination of site-specific constraints, along with the Community Development Model that 
applies low (rural) densities in a manner to achieve a both separation between communities 
and to apply these rural densities in the remote areas of the County where infrastructure and 
services are lacking.  
 
The Analysis further concludes that land values in San Diego County average $10,000 to 
$15,000 per acre based on a search of records in Bonsall, Jamul, Tecate, and Fallbrook.  
This is an unrealistic conclusion given that land values generally vary significantly according 
to their location and corresponding availability of infrastructure and constraints and the 
presence of constraints.  Given that many of the land sales records identified in the Analysis 
are within the County Water Authority (CWA) boundary (particularly Fallbrook and Bonsall), 
the basis for the land values does not reflect the areas where the down-zoning is generally 
being proposed; which is outside the CWA boundary where land values are generally less.  
However, based on this average lot value, and a general undocumented assumption that 
down-zoning will cause land values to decline by 35 to 40 percent, the Analysis incorrectly 
concludes that the GP Update will cause a $1.8 billion reduction in land values.  Therefore, 
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the Analysis assumptions concerning both the basis for determining percent decline in land 
values due to down-zoning and the basis for determining current land values are not 
substantiated sufficiently to support the conclusion that the GP Update will reduce land 
values by $1.8 billion. 
 
Further, the assumption that there is 361,000 usable acres that will lose 6,000 per acre is 
given without a discussion of SANDAG’s existing land use, what General Plan densities are 
assigned and what existing General Plan densities exist.  It is estimated that 250,000 acres 
receive new Rural Lands 40 and 80 densities, not including the desert communities that 
would be pre-empted by the Groundwater Ordinance or lands already effected by the Forest 
Conservation Initiative.   
 
Impact on Development Costs – The County disagrees with the Analysis, which contends 
that development costs in rural areas will be $500,000-$600,000 per unit higher under the 
GP Update when compared to the existing General Plan.  However, the County agrees with 
the Analysis that development is more expensive in rural areas, which has been a primary 
rationale for limiting further subdivision in rural areas without infrastructure and services.  
What the Analysis appears to be promoting is leapfrog development of clustered 
subdivisions in rural areas of the county.   
 
While the Analysis attributes higher costs of large lot development to higher land costs, the 
Analysis does not consider the costs of extending water, sewer, and transportation 
infrastructure into rural lands to accommodate additional development.  For example, 
currently groundwater constraints in rural lands require lot sizes of four to eight acres.  There 
large lot subdivisions are the most inefficient to build; therefore, to build in efficient patterns 
the water and sewer infrastructure would need to be extended to these areas at a great 
expense.  Also, the GP Update has significantly reduced the need to expand to four lanes 
the roads in the backcountry areas of the county, when compared to the existing General 
Plan.  The County’s analysis for its May 19, 2004 Board of Supervisors hearing showed that 
land use plans under the GP Update reduced road costs in the backcountry areas of the 
county by over $2 billion when compared to the existing General Plan (see Board Report at: 
http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/docs/bos_may04_report.pdf).   
 
Impact on Net Tax Revenues – The County disagrees with the Analysis, which contends 
that “the GP Update caused foregone net tax benefits equal to $16.2 million annually”.  The 
Analysis attributes a large portion of the tax revenue losses based on its contention that the 
GP Update would result in 14,000 new trans-regional commuters because the GP Update is 
not providing a sufficient number of housing units.  As discussed in the County’s response to 
the Impacts on Housing Units section of the Analysis, the number of housing units proposed 
under the GP Update is consistent with SANDAG forecasts for 2050 concerning housing 
needs for the unincorporated area. 
 
The Analysis attributes further tax revenue losses based on the 37,295 households with 
trans-regional commuters, based on the SANDAG 2050 forecasts.  While the SANDAG 
forecast may identify regional shortages that result in trans-regional commuting, these 
shortages are not within the unincorporated areas of the County, which is the area that the 
GP Update would govern.  Therefore, any losses in tax revenues attributed to these trans-
regional commuters should not be attributed to the GP Update 
 
The Analysis attributes additional property tax losses to a reduction in property values. 
Property Taxes in California are regulated by Proposition 13, enacted in 1978, limiting 
property tax to 1% of the assessed value of a property and limiting increases in this to 2% a 
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year under the current owner.  Under this scenario, many properties in the County of San 
Diego are assessed at less value then the property is worth.  Unless the Market Value is 
reduced below the assessed value of a home, then a property would not have reduced 
property tax payments.  Since properties are only reassessed upon a transaction, property 
values would have to decrease below their original purchase price before there would be a 
loss in tax revenues.  The County contends that this number is not significant due to the 
appreciation in property values over the past decade. 
 
Impact on Senate Bill 375 Emission Targets – (refer to County responses to Tax Revenues 
above)  
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Rea & Parker Research 
 

Rural Lands – Loss of Property Value 
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I.  Rural Lands – Loss of Property Value – The following is the County’s 
response to a letter by Rea and Parker Research dated April 15, 2010 (Letter I). 

 
The County disagrees with the conclusion of this letter that “rural lands in the County will 
experience real property value losses in excess of $1.8 billion…”  The County agrees with 
the letter, which also concluded that it is difficult to determine the impact that down-zoning 
would have on property values and that there are studies on both sides of the issue – that 
land values are both harmed or are not harmed. 
 
The letter incorrectly concludes that the GP Update will result in a 75 percent decrease in 
potential development in San Diego County due to density ranges changing from one unit 
per 10 – 40 acres to one unit per 40 – 160 acres.  This broad assumption is incorrect for 
several reasons.  First, the lowest density on the General Plan Land Use Map (Planning 
Commission Recommendation) is one unit per 80 acres, not 160 acres as stated in the 
letter.  Second, this broad across the board reduction in density does not represent how 
density has been applied to the GP Update Land Use Map, which reflects a combination of 
site-specific constraints, along with the Community Development Model that applies low 
(rural) densities in a manner to achieve a both separation between communities and to 
apply these rural densities in the remote areas of the County where infrastructure and 
services are lacking.   
 
The letter further concludes that land values in San Diego County average $10,000 to 
$15,000 per acre based on a search of records in Bonsall, Jamul, Tecate, and Fallbrook.  
This is an unrealistic conclusion given that land values generally vary significantly according 
to their location and corresponding availability of infrastructure and constraints and the 
presence of constraints.  However, based on this average lot value, and a general 
undocumented assumption that down-zoning will cause land values to decline by 35 to 40 
percent, the letter concludes that a $1.8 billion reduction in land values will result with 
implementation of the GP Update.  Given that many of the land sales records identified in 
the letter are within the County Water Authority (CWA) boundary (particularly Fallbrook and 
Bonsall), the basis for the land values does not reflect the areas where the down-zoning is 
generally being proposed; which is outside the CWA boundary where land values are 
generally less.  Therefore, the assumptions that the letter makes concerning both the basis 
for determining percent decline in land values due to down-zoning and the basis for 
determining current land values are not substantiated sufficiently to support the conclusion 
that the GP Update will reduce land values by $1.8 billion. 
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J.  Valley Center Road Safety – During the Planning Commission hearings, circulation 
and mobility in Valley Center were discussed in detail, including concerns raised regarding 
road safety.  A summary of this issue and the rationale for the County’s current 
recommendation is provided below. 
 
The County disagrees that the GP Update would adversely impact road safety.  While public 
testimony during Planning Commission hearings raised concerns over traffic accidents in 
Valley Center, there was no rationale provided that related those traffic accidents to the GP 
Update.  Further, no evidence provided to show that Valley Center receives a 
disproportionate share of traffic accidents, when compared to other areas in the county or 
state.   
 
A primary purpose of the General Plan Mobility Element is to reserve right-of-way so that 
improvements can be made when necessary.  Road safety is more of a factor to roads that 
are not built to full design standards and do not accommodate all users, such as bicyclists, 
pedestrians, and equestrians, in addition to motor vehicles.  The GP Update considers the 
context of a road when determining its classification and the Public Road Standards require 
accommodation of all users. 

 




