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Property Specific Requests (NM16, RM15, SD2, & SV17) General Plan Amendment; 
GPA12-012 – Community Planning/Sponsor Group Recommendations Received 

Note: The PSRs (NM16, RM15, SD2, & SV17) GPA (GPA12-012) was included in the materials for the General Plan Clean-Up GPA (GPA12-007) that were sent 
to planning groups. Each of the PSRs was considered by the applicable planning group in their recommendations (as reflected in the discussions, when minutes 
include those). The North Mountain Subregional Planning Area is not represented by a CPG/CSG. 

Ramona

San Dieguito 
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The Teyssier Family

Horizon View Farms

Kevin Johnston

Land Use/Environmental Planner

County of San Diego -Planning and Development Services
5510 Overland Avenue, Suite 310
San Diego, CA 92123
kevin.johnston@sdcounty.ca.gov

via email and USPS 7009 2820 0001 7307 6925

RE: County of San Diego General Plan Clean-Up General Plan Amendment 

(GPA 12-007); County Assigned ID: RM15

Dear Mr. Johnston:

My family, or one of our family controlled entities, owns the 295 acres generally known as
Horizon View Farms, and sometimes referenced as Project Specific Request RM15.  In March
2006, the Planning Commission certified a Negative Declaration of Environmental Impact and
approved subdivision of the existing 10 lots into a total of 36 lots.  The subdivision into 36 lots
corresponds with the density allowed under the requested SR-4 land use designation.  The
approved density of 36 lots and the development that it represents were part of the project
description for the Environmental Impact Report that the Board of Supervisors certified before
adopting the County General Plan in August 2011.

We agree with Staff that the environmental analysis already certified by the County prior to
approving subdivision of Horizon View Farms and prior to adopting the new General Plan is
adequate to allow the land use designation of Horizon View Farms to be changed from RL-40 to
SR-4 through the analysis that we expect to be included in an addendum to the previously
certified environmental documents.

We appreciate the work that you have done in bringing GPA 12-007 forward to the Planning
Commission and the Board of Supervisors for approval.

Sincerely,

Philip L. Teyssier
President

cc: (via electronic mail only)
Board of Supervisors Chairperson Greg Cox; Board of Supervisors Vice Chair Dianne Jacob
Supervisor Dave Roberts; Supervisor Ron Roberts; Supervisor Bill Horn
Cynthia L. Eldred, Esq.

F:\Alldata\PROJECT\GP2020\General Plan Clean Up 2013\Teyssier Support of General Plan Cleanup Letter to K Johnson 5-15-2013.wpd
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       May 17, 2013 
 
VIA ELECTRONIC AND U.S. MAIL 
 
Kevin Johnston  
Land Use/Environmental Planner 
5510 Overland Avenue, Suite 310 
San Diego, CA 92123  
kevin.johnston@sdcounty.ca.gov 
 
RE:  General Plan “Clean-Up” (GPA 12-007) 
 
Dear Mr. Johnston: 
 
 The Endangered Habitats League (EHL) appreciates the opportunity to comment 
on the proposed General Plan “Clean-up” Amendment process.  While EHL generally 
endorses the need for this process to fix errors and omissions resulting from the complex 
comprehensive Update that was concluded in August of 2011, this process should not be 
used to accommodate privately motivated substantive plan changes at public expense.  
Moreover, the proposed Property Specific Requests included in the Clean-Up 
individually and severally constitute changes that exacerbate adverse environmental 
impacts and create internal inconsistencies with the Guiding Principles that make up the 
framework of the Update.  We therefore urge the County to remove the PSRs from the 
General Plan “Clean-Up.”   
 
A Supplemental EIR May Be Required Under CEQA.  
 
 It is well settled that modifications to a project for which an EIR has been 
certified can require additional environmental review in a subsequent or supplemental 
EIR where “[s]ubstantial changes are proposed in the project which will require major 
revisions of the previous EIR or negative declaration due to the involvement of new 
significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously 
identified significant effect.” (CEQA Guidelines § 15163, subd(a)(1).)  The County has 
the affirmative burden to show that such effects will not occur if it chooses to rely on an 
“addendum” to a previously certified EIR (as opposed to a subsequent or supplemental 
EIR) after making project modifications. CEQA Guidelines § 16153, subd. (e) states: “A 
brief explanation of the decision not to prepare a subsequent EIR pursuant to Section 
15162 should be included in an addendum to an EIR, the lead agency's findings on the 
project, or elsewhere in the record. The explanation must be supported by substantial 
evidence.”  
 
 The four PSRs included in the Clean-Up, when considered cumulatively, have the 
potential to worsen traffic, GHG and air quality impacts, increase habitat fragmentation, 
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further stress groundwater resources, and disrupt community character.  For example, 
RM-15 in Ramona will impact nearly 300 acres and add 37 units in a remote, high fire-
risk and groundwater-dependent area.  NM-16 will place semi-rural densities adjacent to 
an area reserved for conservation and surrounded by rural zoning.   
 
 The County has made no showing that more severe, unexamined and therefore 
unmitigated impacts will not occur.  Indeed, at least two of the requests were never 
previously analyzed in any of the alternatives in the GPU EIR to which any addendum 
would attach; that they were granted project-level MNDs under the previous planning 
regime is irrelevant.  Never before in the long PSR process has the County considered 
environmental review under the former General Plan as a substitute for environmental 
review under the new General Plan.  To take one salient example, the analysis of impacts 
to Land Use under the former General Plan would be entirely different than such analysis 
under the new Plan – a plan which thoroughly revamps land use principles, goals and 
policies and redistributes growth accordingly.  Also, the MND’s were adopted up to 6 
years ago, with environmental studies predating that.  There can be no assumption of no 
significant impacts for these projects without supplemental environmental review.  
 
The PSRs Create Impermissible Inconsistencies with the Update’s Guiding 
Principles.  
 
 More fundamentally, three of the four requests proposed for processing as part of 
the “clean-up” are not remotely consistent with the Update’s Guiding Principles.  We 
address this point as to each request in more detail below.  
 
Ramona  RM15 
 
 RM15 would change the permitted densities on a nearly 300-acre PSR from RL-
40 to SR-4, even though most of the surrounding land is in rural densities.  To cure the 
spot zone, an additional 103 acres is involved. The stated rationale for this PSR is an 
existing tentative map at these densities, even though there is no guarantee that the Map 
will ever be built out.   Almost all the land is constrained by steep slopes and high fire 
risk.  Agricultural lands are found in the eastern portion.  The project is simply residential 
sprawl into a rural area. 
 
 Staff never really addresses these constraints, relying principally on the existence 
of a tentative map.  But the existence of a map should be irrelevant to the planning 
process, since planning to conform to a tentative map would negate the expiration times 
that are an integral part of the Subdivision Map Act.  Indeed, the very reason that 
tentative maps have a shelf life is to permit local jurisdictions to plan free from such 
constraints.     
 
 General Plan conflicts for RM15 include but are not limited to: 
 

• Guiding Principle 2 (Community Development Model) (encroachment into RL40) 
• LU-1.1, LU-1.2, LU-10.3, LU-5.3 
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• Guiding Principle 5 (hazards and constraints) 
• LU-6.11 
• Guiding Principle 8 (agriculture) 
• LU-7.1 
• Guiding Principle 9 (infrastructure) (outside CWA) 
• H-1.3 

 
 The incorrect categorization of RM15 also hinges upon its status as an unrecorded 
but inconsistent subdivision. Contrary to arguments made in correspondence by the 
landowner, the proposed change was never analyzed as part of any EIR alternative, but 
was instead part of a cumulative impacts analysis of pending subdivisions.  This 
summary analysis cannot substitute for analysis of this project’s impacts as part of a 
project alternative, and additional CEQA review—consistent with a moderate or major 
change—would be required.  The applicant has every opportunity to finalize the tentative 
map; otherwise, the public interest is served by reverting to the new General Plan. 
 
San Dieguito  SD2  
 
 SD2 would convert about 54 acres from SR-4 to SR-2; most of the re-planned 
land is outside the PSR to cure a spot zone.  Again, the stated rationale for this PSR is an 
existing tentative map with a higher density, even though there is no guarantee that the 
Map will ever be built out.  The existence of a map should be irrelevant to the planning 
process, since planning to conform to a tentative map would negate the expiration times 
that are an integral part of the Subdivision Map Act.  Indeed, the very reason that 
tentative maps have a shelf life is to permit local jurisdictions to plan free from such 
constraints.  Zoning to conform to a tentative map would negate these statutory time 
limits.  Independent of the map, it is clear the SR-2 designation is inconsistent with the 
significant habitat values on the site, as well as its location in a high fire risk area.   
 
 General Plan conflicts for SD2 include but are not limited to: 
 

• Guiding Principle 2 (Community Development Model) 
• Guiding Principle 4 (stewardship) 
• LU-6.1 
• Guiding Principle 5 (hazards and constraints) 
• LU-6.11 
• Guiding Principle 8 (agriculture) 
• LU-7.1 
 

 The incorrect categorization of SD2 also hinges upon its status as an unrecorded 
but inconsistent subdivision. Contrary to information in a previous staff report (June 20, 
2012), the proposed change to SR-2 was never analyzed as part of any EIR alternative.  
Instead, it was merely part of a cumulative impacts analysis of pending subdivisions.  
This summary analysis cannot substitute for analysis of this project’s impacts as part of a 
project alternative, and additional CEQA review—consistent with a moderate or major 
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change—would be required.  The applicant has every opportunity to finalize the tentative 
map; otherwise, the public interest is served by reverting to the new General Plan. 
 
North Mountain  NM16  
 
 NM16 represents a classic situation of robbing Peter to pay Paul.  The owner sold 
a portion of a rural landholding for conservation (and possibly reaping associated tax 
benefits) and now seeks to recover all the units the owner would have had if the land had 
not been sold by increasing densities on the remainder area—a portion with very high 
habitat values and very high fire risk––by up-planning it from rural densities to a semi-
rural SR-10 category. 
 
 General Plan conflicts for NM16 include but are not limited to: 
 

• Guiding Principle 2 (CDM) 
• LU-1.1, LU-1.3, LU-1.4, LU-9.2 
• Guiding Principle 4 (stewardship) 
• LU-6.2 
• Guiding Principle 5 (hazards and constraints) 
• LU-6.11, S-1.1, S-7.1 
• Guiding Principle 9 (infrastructure) (outside CWA) 
• H-1.3 

 
 Staff itself had concluded in January that “[d]ue to the remoteness of the property, 
the application of Semi-Rural designations does not support the project objectives to 
reduce public costs and promote growth near existing jobs, services and infrastructure” 
and that such a change was a “major” one that is inconsistent with the Update’s Guiding 
Principles.”  Staff now appears to conclude exactly the opposite, noting that the sale of 
lands into conservation “mitigates” these impacts.  But the issue is not about mitigation 
of impacts, it is about planning consistent with the rules the Board adopted in the Update, 
including evenhanded application of the Community Development Model.  This arbitrary 
change in position contravenes the Community Development Model and numerous goals 
and policies.  In addition, this PSR sets a terrible precedent, generating expectations of 
additional revenue beyond the fair compensation, and tax benefits often received, in a 
conservation sale. 
 
 In conclusion, in order to ensure a legally sound addendum for the legitimate 
items proceeding under the Clean-Up, we urge you to remove the above PSRs from the 
Clean-Up. 
 
       Yours truly, 
  

        
       Dan Silver 
       Executive Director 
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Johnston, Kevin

From: Eric Anderson [erictanderson02@yahoo.com]
Sent: Wednesday, May 22, 2013 5:05 PM
To: Johnston, Kevin
Cc: Horn, Bill
Subject: GPA 12- 007  (SD-2)

Dear Kevin Johnston and Jeff Murphy:

   Ref: General Plan Clean Up SD-2 

     I am writing to support bringing the last element of the General Plan to a close, the clean up on my families 
18.5 acres and the surrounding neighborhood. I support the SD-2 land use zoning. The Planning and 
Development Services has done a very good and complete analysis on this location and there is good reason to 
finalize this GPA (clean up) on this area. If any location exemplifies the spirit of Ron Robert's motion to 
finalize the General Plan and deal with the few locations which needed correct analysis to correctly designate 
the zoning this is it. After the many, often frustrating, years of participation on the General Plan process I am 
glad to finalize the appropriate zoning on this property.
Thank you for all your hard work.

Respectfully  
Eric T. Anderson
Farmer in the SD-2 zone 

PS- Please accept this email as I thought I had until Friday this week (in the  letter from you dated April 3  it 
said Friday) and it was not until I reached the end that I realized this was due Monday May 20. I sat down to 
write in a timely manner and am submitting now by email.  
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       March 4, 2014 
 
VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL 
 
Adam Day, Chair 
San Diego County Planning Commission 
5510 Overland Avenue, Suite 110   
San Diego, CA 92123 
<Lisa.Fitzpatrick@sdcounty.ca.gov> 
 
RE:   General Plan Amendment & Rezone; PSRs (NM16, RM15, SD2 & SV17)  
 (Item 2, March 7, 2014) –– OPPOSE 
 
Dear Chairman Day and Members of the Commission: 
 
 The Endangered Habitats League (EHL) appreciates the opportunity to provide 
written testimony for these Property Specific Requests.  EHL opposes NM15, RM15, and 
SD2.  In a letter dated May 17, 2013 (see Attachment E, incorporated by reference) we 
detailed why these proposals are contrary to the General Plan and to the public interest in 
good planning.   
 
 After reviewing the staff report, and the convoluted reasoning it contains, we 
remain convinced that these PSRs are exceptions to the rules, whose sole rationale is to 
financially benefit the applicants and which create inequities among landowners. 
 
 Specifically,  
 

1) For each of these PSRs, findings of General Plan conformance were made for the 
land use designations in the adopted General Plan.  Now, despite major changes 
from Rural to Semi-Rural, including a 10-fold density increase, staff now 
magically concludes that something completely different is also conforming.  
Both determinations cannot be correct.  Did staff, management, and the Board all 
get it wrong the first time around?  And as EHL has demonstrated in its letter of 
May 17, 2013, the new proposals violate General Plan policies.  Political 
expediency should not substitute for rigorous planning.  

 
2) Findings for mitigation under CEQA were made only for the adopted General 

Plan alternative.   The findings do not apply to the non-adopted alternatives where 
the PSRs are found and where their analysis occurred.  Therefore, to claim that 
mitigation for the adopted General Plan covers these PSRs is inaccurate.  It is 
blackletter CEQA law that tiering may only occur from the project that was 
actually adopted under CEQA.  (See Pub. Res. Code §21094, subd (b) [Tiering 
permitted “only to a later project which the lead agency determines (1) is 
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consistent with the program, plan, policy, or ordinance for which an 
environmental impact report has been prepared and certified”], emphasis added.)     

  
3) In relying on density reductions due to slope constraints in the adjoining 

properties that were re-designated in order to avert blatant spot-zoning, these 
requests violate General Plan Policy LU 1.9 providing that land use designations 
should be assigned corresponding to achievable densities.  (“What you see is what 
you get.”) 

 
 In conclusion, the General Plan and CEQA issues presented by the PSRs are not 
“fixable.”  In the case of RM15 and SD2, tentative maps that no longer serve the public 
interest should be allowed to expire.  That is the very purpose of expiration, which should 
not be thwarted.  In the case of NM16, the concept of “density transfer” is bogus because 
the density being “transferred” does not exist; rather, it was sold on the open market. 
 
 We urge you to stand for consistency and for fairness to all property owners.  
Please reject NM16, RM15, and SD2. 
 
       Yours truly, 
 

       
       Dan Silver 
       Executive Director 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Electronic copy:   LUEG 
   DPDS 
   County Counsel 
   Interested parties 
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