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The County appreciates your comments and agrees with the 
importance of this plan.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The County appreciates your comment and believes that 
Policy S 3.1 (defensible development) and S 4.1 (Fuel 
Management Programs) address your concerns.   
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The County is not proposing landscape level clearing or 
burning in the backcountry in this document.  To clarify this 
point, “Fuel Management” on page 7-7 will be replaced with 
“Strategic Vegetation Management.” 
 
The County appreciates your comment and believes Goal S-
5 and Policies S.1 and S.2 address your concerns.   
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Noted 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted 
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Noted 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted 
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Noted 
 
 
 
Noted 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted 
 
 
Noted 
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Noted 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1) The GP Update Mineral Resources section will be revised 
to reference the 1982 and 1996 reports, and to summarize 
the content of the 1996 report.  
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2) The typographical error identified by the commenter will 
be corrected. 
 
 
 
 
 
3) The reason that various policies in the current General 
Plan were not included in the proposed Update is that they 
have proved to be infeasible for the County to implement. 
One of the examples cited in the 12-3-09, “Identify those 
deposits that are economically viable for extraction” involves 
business and profitability decisions that are outside of the 
County expertise or control. The economic viability of a 
particular proposal is also subject to substantial change over 
a short period of time. 
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4) The map included in the current draft Mineral Resources 
section is a representation of a GIS layer in the County’s 
computer archive. Portions of this map can be expanded 
such that Mineral Resource Zones can be related to 
individual parcels. 
 
 
 
 
5) Hester’s Granite Pit is shown on Figure COS-4 as a small 
area of MRZ-2 land in the Spring Valley area. Rosemary’s 
Mountain quarry is located immediately adjacent to, and is 
not discernable from, the large area of MRZ-2 land located 
along the San Luis Rey River in northern San Diego County. 
As the map is a GIS layer, any portion of it can be expanded 
to show particular parcels such as those that encompass 
existing mining facilities. 
 
6) The MRZ-2 and MRZ-3 areas shown on the map are the 
areas addressed in the proposed mineral resource policies 
COS 10.1 – 10.3, which encourage conservation/future 
extraction of mineral resources. Draft Policy COS-10.2 will 
be augmented to include the following provision:  
The potential for the extraction of substantial mineral 
resources from lands classified by the State of California as 
areas that contain mineral resources (MRZ-3) shall be 
considered by the County in making land use decisions.  
 
7) The type of information mentioned in this comment is 
found in the 1982 and 1996 Mineral Classification reports. 
These reports will be referenced and the information 
summarized in a revised draft Mineral Resources section. 
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8) The suggestioned clarification to Goal COS-10 are 
helpful. Revisions incorporated as follows:  
GOAL COS-10: Protection of Mineral Resources. The long-term 
production of mineral materials adequate to meet the local County 
annual demand, while maintaining permitted reserves equivalent to 
a 50-year supply, using operational techniques and site reclamation 
methods consistent with SMARA standards such that adverse 
effects on surrounding land uses, public health, and the 
environment are minimized. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
9) Refer to response 6 above. The State-designated MRZ-2 
and MRZ-3 areas are the areas that “have substantial 
potential for mineral extraction.” 
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10) Staff agrees with the comment.  The phrase “except 
where approval of such development or uses in that location 
is necessary to meet other important public policy goals or 
needs” will be deleted. 
 
 
 
 
11) A new policy (COS 10.9) will be added to the draft 
Mineral Resources section that would provide a zoning 
overlay for MRZ-2 lands and an adjacent buffer area. The 
draft policy will read as follows: 
COS-10.9 Overlay Zones. Provide zoning overlays for MRZ-
2 designated lands and a 1,500 foot wide buffer area 
adjacent to such lands. Within these overlay zones, the 
potential effects of land use actions on potential future 
extraction of mineral resources shall be considered by the 
decision-makers. 
 
12) Refer to response 10 above. 
 
 
13) The concept of the establishment of “mineral reserve” areas 
has been previously reviewed with Mr. Coalson and other CalCIMA 
members. It has been suggested that the County’s MSCP program 
for habitat conservation serve as a model to establish a “mineral 
reserve” program. There are significant differences, however, 
between placing land in biological open space and reserving an 
area for mineral extraction. Unlike biological open space, mining 
involves land disturbance, noise, air emissions and transportation 
effects. The CEQA requirements to identify a specific mineral 
reserve area and give it special permit status are similar to those 
required to establish an actual mining facility. In this circumstance, 
it is more appropriate to limit CEQA analysis to actual mining 
proposals brought forth by the mining industry. Thus, the concept of 
mineral reserve areas is not included in the draft GP Update.  
The focus of staff efforts has been to develop policies supportive of 
mineral extraction and to develop zoning ordinance changes that 
would facilitate the permitting of actual mining facilities. Note that 
SMARA Section 2762 does not require the County to create “areas 
designated for mineral extraction” or preclude the County from 
approving development that would extinguish access to State-
designated mineral resources.
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14) The compatibility of certain land uses with mining is a 
complex issue best addressed during project-specific review. 
For example, generally incompatible residential uses may be 
found compatible with a particular mining operation due to 
distance or site-specific topographic conditions. 
 
15) Comment noted. SMARA does not require that the 
County ensure access to designated mineral resources. 
SMARA Section 2764 does address the issue of maintaining 
access to existing mining facilities. 
 
16) Policy COS 10.2 addresses construction aggregate 
resources (i.e. MRZ-2 and MRZ-3 lands. Refer to response 6 
above. 
 
 
 
17) Staff agrees with the comment. Policy COS 10.5 will be 
revised to replace the phrase “time schedule” with “phasing 
plan.” 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
18) Inclusion of current reserve figures in the policy is not 
recommended. The figures would change over time and the 
figures in the policy would become a source of confusion. 
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19) The suggested language changes would be more 
restrictive than the current wording of the policy. It is the 
intent to encourage and allow recycling at all permitted or 
vested mining facilities, not just those where rock crushing is 
an element of an existing operation. Thus, the draft policy 
will not be modified. Zoning regulations that would 
implement this policy would address the specific permit 
requirements for recycling facilities as an accessory use. 
 
20) Comment noted. The County welcomes the input of the 
aggregates industry in developing new ordinance language 
and procedures. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
21) Refer to response 11 above in regard to item 1 listed in 
this comment. Item 3 is addressed by Policy COS-10.2. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
22) Mineral resource issues will continue to be addressed in 
the Mineral Resources section of the draft GP Update. The 
Land Use Element will include references to the Mineral 
Resources policies.  
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23) Refer to responses 1, 4, 5, 6, 7 , 11 and 13 above. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
24) Refer to responses 11 and 14 above. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
25) Comment noted.  The County supports the current 
efforts of SANDAG to evaluate available mineral resources 
in the region.
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26) Refer to response 13 above. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
27) Refer to response 13 above. The mitigation obligation for 
a development project rests with the permit applicant, not the 
County. 
 
 
 
28) The situation regarding a shortage of aggregate supplies 
is recognized by the County. Impacts on State-designated 
mineral resources are currently considered by the County 
when evaluating proposed development projects. Staff 
agrees that the availability of local aggregate sources would 
reduce regional air quality impacts.



RESPONSES 

15 

 
 
 
Noted 
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Staff appreciates your comments. 
 
 
 
 
Noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
This opening statement has been revised and the 
requirement to “balance” has been removed.  There are 
currently several measures in the plan, such as the acres of 
land being preserved, along with a measurement of 
emmissions required by the Climate Change Action Plan. 
 
 
“When possible” is generally used for projects that undergo a 
discretionary review process. 
 
 
Most of the policies in this plan “require” certain actions.  In 
instance where the County does not have this authority, 
words like “encourage” or “coordinate with” were used.  The 
Implementation Plan will include timely and measurable 
actions to implement the GP. 
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Noted 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
The County used several technical advisory committees, 
suchh as for the MSCP program or in development of 
Guidelines for Determining Significance.  In addition, the 
County participates with SANDAG regional forums for 
watershed and other issues. 
 
 
 
COS-1.1.  If appropriate, these maps will be included in 
community plans. 
 
COS-1.2.  When total avoidance of the preserve is not 
feasible. 
 
COS-1.3.  Staff does not agree that this language is weak. 
 
 
 
COS-1.3.  Policies COS-1.7 and COS-1.8 have been added 
that address funding. 
 
COS-1.4/5.  This is addressed in the Implementation Plan.  
[See Implementation Measure 5.1.1.I Wildlife Agency 
Coordination] 
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Staff appreciates your comment, but does not agre that non-
native, non-invasive plant species could not be beneficial as 
habitat. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Pre-Approved Mitigation Areas (PAMA) have been identified 
as the priority areas to conserve, along with Resource 
Conservation Areas, which are identified in Community 
Plans.  Staff appreciates your comments, but does not feel 
that new goals are necessary.  Again, some of these issues 
are being addressed in the Implementation Plan.  [See 
Section 5.1 Biological Resources] 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This policy refers to land outside of preserves (conservation 
land). The County’s highest priority is to preseve sensitive 
resources in semi-rural and rural areas, while allowing more 
flexibility in villages so that population increase can still be 
accommodated. 
 
These goals are included in the Land Use and Safety 
Elements. 
 
 
 
 
Noted. 
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This is outside the County’s authority. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted. 
 
 
 
 
The Safety Element (Chapter 7) of the General Plan includes 
policies that address your concerns with defensible 
development (refer to Goal S-3 through S-6 and the related 
policies under each goal).   
 
 
The County appreciates your comment.  Goal 14 of the 
Conservation and Open Space Element and the related 
policies (COS 14.1 to 14.13) address energy and 
sustainable development.  COS 14.11 is intended to set 
policy that minimizes impacts to native vegetation because 
of its value in removing carbon from the atmosphere.  We 
agree that using “clearing” in the context of vegetation 
management may be confusing.  As such, the County 
agrees to replace “clearing” with “vegetation management.”   
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Staff appreciates your comments 
 
 
 
 
Noted 
 
 
 
 
The use of “shall” over “should” is in compliance with State 
General Plan Guidelines.  To quote the Guidelines when 
referring to the use of “Should” – “It is better to adopt no 
policy than to adopt a policy with no backbone.”  As currently 
written in the draft GP, there are many examples where 
policy language has been modified to be less restrictive 
through the use of “Encourage”, “Support”, and “Promote”. 
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The Implementation Plan will provide more specific details 
on these programs.  In addition, it is staff’s intention that the 
Implementation Plan will continually be updated and its 
progress tracked through the annual report prepared on the 
status of the GP, as mandated by state law. 
 
 
 
 
Paragraph revised as recommended. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The Village Limit Line is intended to be implemented on a 
community by community basis as defined in individual 
community plans. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Staff appreciates your comment, but does not agree that this 
language should be changed because it addresses a nexus 
between land use issues and the resulting social and 
economic benefits 
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A policy has been added to the Water Resources section of 
the COS Element. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Mixed-use areas are considered 100% impacted by the EIR.  
Traffic impacts were evaluated assuming 50/50 residential / 
general commercial development, where residential 
densities were assumed to be VR-10.9 du/acre.  This  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
In some cases where the FAR is exceeded represents 
existing conditions, such as in Julian.  The FAR is not the 
sole driver of the impact analysis in the EIR.  Any 
subsequent instances will need to be evaluated in light of the 
EIR and should impacts be determined, then subsequent 
analysis will be required.   
 
The FAR describes the upper range of each category.  No 
expectation that both would be achieved.  Table has been 
revised to better clarify this. 
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The FAR and densities are maximum and lower threshold 
can be set in individual community plans. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
See statement above.  The San Dieguito Community Plan 
should establish limits that are appropriate for your 
community. 
 
 
 
 
Staff does not agree that sustainable design and 
conformance with existing topography are conflicting goals. 
 
 
 
 
Staff feels that some medium and high-impact industrial 
uses are appropriate in some villages when appropriate 
buffers and screening is provided.  Policy has been revised 
to add qualifying language “when feasible”. 
 
 
Noted 
 
 
 
 
The County has coordinated with the CWA in preparation of 
this plan. The CWA is in the process of updating their plan 
and has committed to plan for the forecasted growth of both 
the cities and unincorporated communities served by 
member agencies. 
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Policy has been revised to allow sewer extentions for 
“health, safety, and welfare” purposes. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted 
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Language has been added to the policy to clarify its intent. 
 
 
 
Appendix has been revised to include Paseo Delicias. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Staff does not concur that these policies are mutually 
exclusive, but implementing regulations will be revised when 
necessary.  For example, the RPO is being revised to allow 
more encroachment into areas with steep slopes when 
sensitive resources are being protected. 
 
Policy language has been clarified to distinguish that plants 
are encouraged for new development, but efficient irrigation 
systems are required across the board.  Policy will be 
implemented by a revised landscape ordinance. 
 
 
Table has been revised 
 
 
This would be implemented by measures such as supporting 
efforts of revitalization committees or through road 
improvement projects. 
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The policy includes the word “as appropriate” to provide 
flexibility in how the heat island effect would be minimized. 
 
 
Policy has been revised to remove “as defined in preceding 
policies” and further clarification has been provided. 
 
 
 
 
Policy has been revised as recommended. 
 
 
 
 
Generally 10 acres is more than is currently provided. 
 
 
 
 
Refer to previous comment on page 3. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Staff does not agree with the statement that this would be 
internally inconsistent.  In addition, densities above 15 to 20 
du/acre were not applied in rural communities. 
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Staff does not concur that clustering is not possible without 
sewer.  Lot sizes would have to be consistent with 
requirements for the use of septic tanks or alternate sewage 
disposal systems. 
 
 
 
 
 
There is only one area in Rancho Santa Fe with a density as 
high as 15 du/acre.  Since this area is completely built-out, it 
would not be applicable. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The Final Map will be revised to use most recent data.  The 
current Map is used to be consistent with the EIR analysis, 
which used the most recent data available at the time. 
 
 
Implementation of a Melo Roos is being considered for 
ongoing operation and maintenance. 
 
 
 
See above response. 
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Staff appreciates your comment, but does not agree.  Travel 
times are used in lieu of response times, because there are 
no consistent standards for appropriate “reflex” times, but 
these times should be fairly consistent among stations 
because of the requirement to have 24-hour staffed stations. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This figure is included in the Safety Element Backgound 
Report and staff does not consider it necessary to also 
include it in the Element. 
 
 
 
 
Policy LU-12.2 has been revised. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response time standards for law enforcement are not an 
appropriate tool because they rely on law enforcement 
personel patrolling, so their responses are not from a fixed 
location.   
 
 
 
 
Staff does not concur that it is appropriate to put this 
information in the Safety Element. 
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The “Industrial User” term and many others have been 
removed from the glossary. 
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Noted 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Policy revised as recommended. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Textbox expanded as recommended. 
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Text added as recommended. 
 
 
Noted, the SDAC will be included in the distribution to review 
the draft EIR. 
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We appreciate your comments. 
 
 
 
 
 
These comments have been noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Recommended revision has been incorporated. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
By providing a range, DPLU is attempting to provide 
flexibility in how bicycle users are accommodated.  This 
flexibility allows the paved width of the roadway to be kept to 
a minimum, while adequately accommodating the bicycle.  
Also, the Mobility Element network figures have been 
revised to show the requirement for bike lanes on all roads 
with the Boulevard classification. 
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The road network matrix (Mobility Element Network 
Appendix) has been amended to identify roads where the 
shoulder would be used as a parking lane, requiring 
additional right-of-way for a bike lane.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table M-3 has been revised to identify where bicycle and 
pedestrian circultation would be impeded. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
We appreciate your comments. 
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Noted 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
We appreciate your comments 
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Noted 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted 
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As identified in the Implementation Plan, staff is 
considering establishing an advisory group to support 
implementing the updated General Plan. [See 
Implementation Measure 1.2.1.F Advisory Group] 
 
 
Description of livable communities has been expanded. 
 
 
 
 
Revised as recommended 
 
 
 
 
 
Revised 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Added 
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While staff agrees with this concept, it does not agree that a 
policy is appropriate in the General Plan, which is land use 
focused. 
 
This is included in the Implementation Plan.  [See 
Implementation Measure 4.4.5.A Non-County Funding 
Programs] 
 
While the concept is worthy, this is outside the County’s 
jurisdiction and too specific for a General Plan. 
 
Policy COS-5.1 in the Agricultural Resources section of the 
Conservation and Open Space (COS) Element indirectly 
addressed access to locally grown food through its support of 
roadside stands and farmers markets. 
 
 
 
 
 
DPLU appreciates COI’s concerns with health and wellness.  
However, it disagrees the need to adress this level of detail 
and complexity in a General Plan for the physical development 
of the County.  
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The recommended policies in this section are outside the 
purvue of a General Plan. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
See response above. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
While staff recognizes the intent, DPLU does not feel that 
the level of effort that would be required for this would equal 
the benefit.  This is more appropriate in urbanized 
communities where there are more non-vehicular users of 
roadways.  Staff feels that Community Plan should address 
any specific issues where a substantial number of bicyclists 
and pedestrians would require additional capacity of the 
bicycle and pedestrian facilities. 
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Staff agrees with this concept, but feels that this is 
addressed through the policies that require the provision of 
complete streets and the provision of bicycle and 
pedestrian facilities in development.  
 
 
Policy M-9.1 has been revised to include this. 
 
Staff feels that this has been addressed in numerous 
policies that require the accommodation of bicycles and 
pedestrians (M-4.1, 4.3, 8.4, 8.5, 11.1, 11.2, 11.6, 11.8). 
 
DPLU appreciates the concepts expounded by the new 
recommended policies (6.1 – 6.3).  However, it disagrees 
the need to adress this level of detail and complexity in a 
General Plan for the physical development of the County.   
 
 
 
 
Similar policies are included in the COS Element (see COS 
17.1, 17.3, 17.4) 
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The County acknowledges that providing adequate water supply, 
volume and pressure is crucial to properly fight fires either at an 
individual home or the surrounding neighborhood.   As a general 
rule, a municipal water supply (waterlines and hydrants) is always 
preferable to on-site tanks.  However, when this is not feasible, the 
state and county fire code currently provide minimum water 
requirements for projects located outside established water 
districts.  Furthermore, all discretionary projects (e.g. subdivisions 
regardless of size) must have an approved Fire Protection Plan 
(FPP) prior to approval of the development project.  The purpose of 
the FPP is to assess the potential impacts resulting from fire 
hazards and identify the measures necessary to adequately 
mitigate those impacts.  As part of the assessment, the plan must 
consider the property location, topography, geology, combustible 
vegetation (fuel types), climatic conditions, and fire history.  The 
plan must address water supply and pressure, access (including 
secondary/emergency access where applicable), structural 
ignitability and fire resistive building features, fire protection 
systems and equipment, impacts to existing emergency services, 
defensible space, and vegetation management.  The plan must 
also identify and prioritizes areas for hazardous fuel reduction 
treatments and recommend the types and methods of treatment 
that will protect one or more-at-risk communities and essential 
infrastructures.  The plan must also recommend measures that 
property owners will take to reduce the probability of ignition of 
structures throughout the area addressed by the plan.  The FPP is 
prepared in conjunction with the Fire Authority Having Jurisdiction 
(FAHJ).   
 
M-3.3.  County appreciates your comments and will amend the 
Policy M-3.3 as follows:  “Require development to provide multiple 
ingress/egress routes whenever feasible in conformance with state 
and local regulations.” 
 
M-4.4.  The current state and County fire code regulations and 
County Road Standards include specifications for road width, grade 
and surface type requirements.  Deviations from these 
requirements/standards must be approved by the County and Fire 
Authority Having Jurisdiction prior to approval of the new 
development project.  There have been cases where deviations 
from the standards are necessary in order to achieve access in 
areas that have topographical and geographical constraints.  The 
deviation provisions provide the FAHJ with the flexibility in 
developing solutions that recognize unique site characteristics while 
ensuring safe evacuation for fire fighters and citizens.   
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Figure S-1.  The County appreciates this comment and will 
make sure that the most current Fire Hazard Map is 
incorporated into the General Plan prior to decision by the 
Board of Supervisors on Fall 2010.     
 
S-6.3 / LU-12.2.  The County appreciates your comment; 
however, the policy does not limit contribution to only capitol 
projects.  The requirement that development contribute its 
fair share contribution towards funding the provision of 
appropriate fire and emergency medical services as 
determined necessary to adequately serve the development 
includes not only construction costs, but ongoing operation 
and maintenance costs.  O&M costs could be funded by a 
Melo Roos; additional information is provided in the 
Implementation Plan.  [See Implementation Measure 6.2.3.C 
Fair Share Contribution] 
 
S-6.4.  As part of the Fire Protection Plan, the applicant must 
describe the current level of fire and emergency medical 
services being provided and how the new development 
project will impact that level of service.  If it is determined 
that the project will have a significant level of impact, the 
project must adequately mitigate to the satisfaction of the 
County and FAHJ.  However, the policy is designed to 
ensure that new development “pays its own way” for all 
service impacts; not just impacts on fire and emergency 
medical services.   As such, it is important to provide 
flexibility on how that can be accomplished.   
 
The County appreciates your comments and understands 
your concerns.  Although “Response Time” may be a more 
accurate measurement there are currently no documented or 
published standards for response time.  Furthermore, there 
is no agreement in the fire community on what the 
appropriate response time should be; suggested response 
times fluctuate not only between districts, but between fire 
stations.  Travel Time requirements have been in place for a 
number of years and there are national standards available 
to estimate the time (NFPA 1142 Table C.1.11(b)).  Until 
standards are developed and agreed upon by the fire 
community, the County must continue to rely on the travel 
time measurement.   
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The County appreciates the comment and feels that this 
could best be addressed in the individual community plans.  
The County anticipates that work on the community plans 
will start once the General Plan has been adopted by the 
Board of Supervisors in Fall 2010.   
 
You are correct that the county contracts with CAL FIRE to 
ensure that certain seasonal stations are staffed 24/7, 365 
days a year.  Furthermore, the County Fire Authority (CSA 
135) relies on these volunteers and volunteer agencies to 
provide fire and emergency medical services in the rural 
backcountry.   The text box on page 7-9 will be amended as 
follows:  :…These do not include volunteer stations, 
seasonal fire stations, and stations that are not obligated by 
law to automatically respond to an incident…” 
 
The County agrees and will make the language change on 
page 7-7 as proposed. 
 
The County agrees and will make the language change on 
page 7-7 as proposed. 
 
County appreciates your comments and will amend the 
section on Multi-Story Structural Fires as follows:  “…fight 
structural fires above three-stories with multiple stories is 
may be an issue…” 
 
County appreciates your comments and believes that Policy 
S-3.3 already addresses your concerns related to pockets, 
peninsulas and islands of flammable vegetation.   
 
County appreciates your comment, but disagrees with your 
statement that there is no mitigation that will result in “same 
practical effect” for lack of secondary access.  Current state 
and local fire code requirements specify maximum dead-end 
road lengths.  Secondary access is a logical mitigation for 
this requirement, but due to topographical or geographical 
conditions, may not be feasible in all situations.  In practice, 
depending upon the site and existing conditions, there have 
been cases where the Fire Authority Having Jurisdiction has 
found other acceptable mitigation measures for dead-end 
roads including emergency access only roads and 
proportionate improvements to the primary access road.   
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The County agrees and will make the language change to 
Policy S-3.6 as proposed 
 
 
The County agrees and will make the language change to 
Goal S-4 as proposed.   
 
 
The County agrees and will add the policy as proposed.   
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The County is pleased to have worked with SOHO in a 
collaborative manner in the development of the general Plan 
Update and its policies related to the preservation of 
historical resources. 
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Demolition Review.  Applications for discretionary permits on sites that 
contain structures 50 years or older are reviewed by County staff historians 
and evaluated pursuant to CEQA Guidelines as well as the requirements of 
the CA Register of Historical Resources and the National Register of 
Historic Places.  Applications for ministerial permits, such as demolition 
permits, currently undergo minimal review for historic resources.   
The County proposes to initiate a new effort to identify and catalog historic 
and potentially historic resources within the unincorporated County.  This 
process will require public participation and evaluation by County staff and 
the Historic Site Board.  The anticipated result of this effort is: (1) at 
minimum, better inform landowners of potential resources on their 
properties and options available to them under the State/National Register 
or the Mills Act; and (2) in some cases, properties may be zoned with a 
special area designator for historic resources, thereby restricting 
demolition/removal and requiring a Site Plan permit for proposed 
construction which will be reviewed by the Historic Site Board. 
 
Consultation.  The County agrees with this comment and will 
continue to initiate such consultations for discretionary projects.  In 
addition, the County welcomes the opportunity to consult with any 
specific local groups or individuals who wish to participate in the 
early screening process for projects. 
 
Penalties.  DPLU investigates any known or reported case of land-
use or building code violation within its authority.  For example, if a 
person were to move a few hundred cubic yards of soil on a 
property without a grading permit, this would constitute a grading 
violation.  As part of the investigation, the County attempts to 
determine forensically whether or not any cultural resources have 
been adversely affected; and if so, requires mitigation.  A monetary 
fine may serve as mitigation only if it clearly serves to mitigate the 
adverse effect.  It should be noted that any damage, unlawful or 
otherwise, of cultural resources that does not involve building code 
or land-use violations would be outside the jurisdiction of DPLU. 
 
Survey.  The County agrees and several community surveys 
already exist that identify historic properties and alert County staff 
to the presence of potential historic or cultural resources prior to 
development.  The County also uses the CHRIS database to 
screen sites for potential impacts as part of discretionary review.  
While it may not be feasible to evaluate all un-surveyed areas in the 
unincorporated County at this time, the County plans to participate 
in additional surveying efforts through available grants and as part 
of discretionary project reviews. 
 
Additional Incentives.  The County will continue to utilize the Mills 
Act property tax reduction program.  In addition, the draft GP 
includes numerous policies encouraging the protection and 
restoration of cultural resources.  The County welcomes any 
additional suggestions for incentive programs.



RESPONSES 

46 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The Department of Planning and Land Use does not concur 
that there are “fatal flaws” in the General Plan Update. First, 
the General Plan Update accommodates a reasonable 
amount of population growth, based on initial population 
build-out targets developed by the Community Planning and 
Sponsor Groups in 1998.  These community driven targets 
were requested by and supported by the Board of 
Supervisors.  Following the population targets the County of 
San Diego staff worked with the Community Groups, 
stakeholders and property owners to develop land use 
scenarios using established criteria that included assigning 
density based upon characteristics of the land, reduction of 
public costs and location of growth near infrastructure, 
services and jobs.  
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Noted 
 
 
The proposed General Plan Update Land Use Maps will 
implement a redistribution of growth over the existing 
General Plan, but addresses many of the concerns about 
the existing rural economy and services outlined in your 
letter by using a smart growth concept that could make the 
provision of services and jobs within the Rural Villages more 
feasible.  This method of growth would also be more 
effective in reducing water use, creating defensible space for 
fire safety, and increasing the propensity of residents/seniors 
to walk or use other methods of transportation; all agreed 
upon by S.O.R.E and the Department of Planning and Land 
Use to be positive attributes in a community.  Furthermore, 
the mapping provisions of the General Plan Update 
designated properties with densities that are reasonably 
attainable when environmental and physical concerns are 
considered, giving the County and property owners a solid 
foundation to predict and plan for growth.  The land use 
alternatives meet or exceed the population targets 
established early in the General Plan Update process, and 
are within the range for future units estimated by the San 
Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) and required 
for housing supply by the State of California in its Housing 
Element laws.  
 
Noted, however studies have shown that residential 
development does not pay for itself, with $1.42 in public 
expenditures for every dollar generated in tax revenues.  
These studies also show that these costs are 74 percent 
greater for low-density semi-rural development, commonly 
found and allowed in our backcountry communities today.  
The General Plan Update recognizes that continuing to 
develop in this fashion is not economically or 
environmentally feasible for the County of San Diego or 
other agencies that provide service to the unincorporated 
County. 
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The GPU does not establish minimum parcel sizes, rather 
proposes to decouple parcel size from density to make it 
easier for property owners to develop their land.  Also, see 
comment above concerning the mapping provisions of the 
GP Update, which designated properties with densities that 
are reasonably attainable when environmental and physical 
concerns are considered. 
 
 
 
 
 
DPLU is currently working with stakeholders to build 
concensus and implement the Conservation Subdivision 
Program. 
 
It is the opinion of staff that the land use maps, and 
associated downzoning provisions were developed 
systematically in a manner that more appropriately shows 
real development potential after constraints and regulations 
are considered, but DLPU also believes that there are 
opportunities for additional study and future General Plan 
Amendments to land use designations within the GP Update 
framework, an example of such with what was proposed in 
the Draft Campo / Lake Morena Special Study. 
 
 
 
 
See above response.  Also, Tribal governments have been 
consulted in the General Plan Update process.  Existing 
facilities and future plans, when available, for Tribal lands 
have been incorporated into traffic and environmental 
analysis and planned for based on resources available and 
the planning principles endorsed by the Board of 
Supervisors.  
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As stated previously, staff is not opposed to establishing 
Special Study Areas as a tool in the future for additional 
amendments following the adoption of the General Plan 
Update to allow for appropriate and measured growth, along 
with the infrastructure and services needed to support it.  
Staff anticipates it can more clearly outline what types of 
studies, timing and funding future special study areas would 
entail and the process they could go through to be 
developed. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
See previous responses. 
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Staff does not agree that these statements represent the 
legal realities in land use planning by statute or historical 
case law with regard to the legality of zoning or 
establishment of a “regulatory takings”.  A regulatory takings 
would only be established if the County of San Diego were to 
deny any economically viable use to a property.  There is no 
legal right established to retain a land use or intensity 
designation placed on a property indefinitely.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Refer to previous comments. 
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Refer to previous comments concerning establishing Special 
Study Areas as appropriate. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted 
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Noted 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted 
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Noted 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted 
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Staff appreciates the comments, but does not agree that 
most absentee property owners are unaware of the GP 
Update, which, over its nearly 11 year planning process, has 
conducted substantial outreach efforts, which are continually 
refined and improved. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Staff is aware of the changes in the CLMPG and is currently  
working with the group to establish a Special Study Area to 
reevaluate the Rural Village area of the Land Use Map. 
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See previous responses. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


