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Noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted. 



RESPONSES 

2 

 
 
 
 
 
DPLU does not agree.  The County is committed to providing 
for reasonable, growth as evidenced by its commitment to 
provide a range of housing types, but this growth is best 
served where designated by the Land Use Map for this 
General Plan.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Staff concurs that all development can not be 
accommodated near exisitng development, but the GP 
Update has been able to accommodate approximately 80% 
of the growth within the County Water Authority boundary.  
Growth outside of this area is also planned in select areas in 
focused, compact patterns of development. 
 
 
 
 
Staff contends that the compact development model 
accomplishes this.  Guiding principle has been revised to 
reference this compact pattern of development. 
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Staff does not concur that compact development patterns 
that retain or enhance community character are not feasible 
at the center of a community, such as Fallbrook, Alpine, or 
Valley Center. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Statement has been reworded to better describe past 
practices. 
 
 
 
 
Noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted. 
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Language has been added to address development that 
does occur in high risk areas. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This GP Update road network is the result of a multiple-
phased planning and analysis.  In conjunction with 
community input and traffic model forecasts, an initial road 
network was developed.  This network has been refined to 
maximize capacity, while minimizing the need to add travel 
lanes.  Also, these are areas forecasted to operate at a 
lower LOS, staff does not agree that if this road network is 
built out, that significant congestion will occur.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
These recommended measures are addressed as policies in 
the Climate Change section oof the COS Element. 
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The County, with its land use authority, is accommodating 
other economic development through the Land Use Map, 
which designated areas of commercial and industrial 
development to suppport jobs and economic development. 
 
 
 
The County Capital Improvements Program aggressively 
maintains public roads within the unincorporated area; 
however, maintenance of water and sewer systems are the 
responsibility of independent water and sewer districts 
outside of the purview of the County. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted.  Public outreach is addressed in the Introduction 
chapter. 
 
 
 
 
 
This section has been rewritten to more clearly convey the 
vision. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted. 
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Land Use Map does include adjacent areas of SR-1. 
 
 
Noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
The Land Use Map builds upon the existing patterns of 
development for the area. 
 
These areas are still under consideration and could be 
revised though Community Plan updates. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Your issues appear to be with the Land Use Map, which has 
and continues to go through a comprehensive planning 
process.  Throughout this process, staff has worked with 
property owners, advisory groups, planning groups, and 
individuals to develop the alternative being evaluated in the 
EIR.  In addition, staff has considered AB 32 and SB 375 
legislation in developing the land use map. 
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Noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Policies under Goal LU-1 revised as appropriate. 
 
 
 
Some community groups have been reluctant to allow 
densities above 15 dwelling units per acre and they provide 
examples of past development that has ignored community 
character, along with the basic principles of good design.  
Until these groups have a level of comfort that good higher 
density projects can be context sensitive, they will continue 
to resist increased density.  One way to provide this level of 
comfort is for the development community to partner with 
community groups and propose examples of good higher 
density that is compatible with their character. Until that time, 
the County will provide further guidance in implementing 
measures such as town center plans and design guidelines.    
 
 
 
See above response. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This comment seems to be referring to policy LU-4.5.  This 
policy has been revised in coordination with LAFCO. 
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Noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Staff appreciates your comment but does not agree that 
preserving community character should be removed from 
this goal.  The physical features make up a large part of a 
community’s character; especially in rural areas. 
 
 
Staff does not agree with the assertion that the County 
defines all existing undeveloped land as sensitive.  When 
reviewing development projects, the County uses an 
extensive GIS database which identifies where sensitive 
resources are located.  These policies are intended for 
development to avoid the resouces to the maximum extent 
that is feasible. 
 
 
 
The County is currently developing a Conservation 
Subdivision Program that will implement these policies.   
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Staff does not agree with this assertion.  For example, policy 
LU-6.8 does not require building on flat land, rather than 
development be designed in a manner to respect the natural 
contours of the land. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Community Plans are being revised to ensure they are 
consistent with the General Plan. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Reference to State law has been added to policy LU-13.2. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This section is not intended to infer that there will be few new 
roads.  That is a separate issue and new roads can lead to a 
reduction in vehicle miles traveled if they reduce trip length.  
VMTs will be reduced by build-out of the County GP Land 
Use Map, which focuses where growth will occur and 
provides to opportunity to colocate job and residential areas. 
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This will be addressed in the GP Implementation Plan. [See 
Implementation Measures 4.2.2.B Context-Sensitive Design 
and 4.2.2.C Community Road Standards] 
 
 
The MSCP is identified in the Implementation Plan [see 
section 5.1.1 Habitat Conservation Plans]. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Staff does not feel that it is necessary to further distinguish 
established preserves and PAMA. 
 
 
 
 
The community plans must be consistent with the General 
Plan, therefore community plans will not be able to prohibit 
clustering.  Staff does not agree that language requiring 
development to avoid sensitive resources should be 
changed. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Policy COS-3.2 does this by requiring mitigation of any 
unavoidable losses of wetlands. 
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Water resouces section has been edited to be consistent 
with other sections. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A policy has been added on the use of reclaimed water and 
other policies have been revised as appropriate. 
 
 
 
 
 
The policies are intended to provide broad direction.  The 
Climate Change Action Plan is being prepared and will more 
specifically address the requirements of AB 32 and SB 375. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The policy is meant to reinforce both the land use map and 
community development model as indicated by the reference 
to “regional and community-level development patterns”. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The land use map, more so than community plans, 
addresses providing for sufficient capacity to accommodate 
forecast growth. 
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Policy COS-20.3 require colaboration with SANDAG, while 
policies COS-20.1 and 20.2 address actions that the County 
will be responsible with. 
 
 
Noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted. 
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Staff does not agree that such housing types can not be 
designed to be sensitive to the community character.  There 
are techniques, such as buffering and blended densities to 
name two. 
 
 
 
 
Lage scale developments are already proposed in Fallbrook 
(I-15 / SR-76) and Valley Center, to name two. 
 
 
 
Staff does not concur that a “well-designed” project would 
not be consistent with community character and could win 
community support. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Refer to above response concerning context sensitive 
design techniques. 
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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. 
 
Refer to previous response concerning context sensitive 
design techniques, such as blended densities. 
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The County will work with SANDAG to prepare the SP375 
Blueprint. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted – meeting the target population projections is a 
guiding principle in the GPU. 
 
 
 
 
 
Staff does not agree with this suggested defciency which is 
responded to in more detail on the following pages. 
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1.  DPLU appreciates your comment but does not agree.  
We feel that this is adequately addressed by Guiding 
Principles #1 and #2.  In GP #2, the Land Use Map capacity 
is sufficient to accoommodate planned growth in the 
unincorporated County. 
 
 
 
 
 
Staff does not agree that this policy is appropriate at the 
General Plan level.  It should be included in individual 
community plans, when appropriate. 
 
DPLU does not agree with this policy because commercial 
and industrial land uses must be able to be economically 
sustained.  The GPU Land Use Map designates more 
commercial land uses than can be sustained by the 
forecasted build-out population. 
 
While DPLU can endorse efforts to achieve planned 
development in Villages, we do not place the same level of 
commitment in Semi-Rural and Rural lands where physical 
conditions and other environmental impacts may preclude 
achieving full build-out. 
 
2.  DPLU does not agree with the suggestion of 
inconsistencies as further explained herein. 
 
3.  The decision to limit changes to Regional Categories is 
the result of a compromise with other stakeholders, who 
wanted even less flexibility when making changes to the 
Land Use Map.
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DPLU agrees with the importance of the County’s 
employment lands, but does not agree that additions to the 
Draft General Plan are necessary. The proposed goals and 
policies are sufficient to support these uses. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The road network classifications were driven by the forecast 
trips that would be generated by full build-out of the Land 
Use Map to achieve an acceptable level of service.  In some 
finite and distinct instances, road design resulting in a LOS 
E/F has been determined to be acceptable according to 
specific rationale (see draft EIR Appendix I). Addtiionally, 
this comment incorrectly applies SANDAG’s population 
projections. SANDAG projects population based on the 
County’s General Plan. Therefore, the plan dictates 
SANDAG’s projections, not the reverse as suggested. 
 
 
 
This General Plan has attempted to balance many 
competing interests. In this light, implementaion of the 
General Plan policies must also be balanced. DPLU does 
not agree with the suggestion that General Plan does not 
support SB 375. DPLU has been in close coordination with 
SANDAG who is charged with implementing SB 375 for this 
region. 
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Neither of the referenced goals or their supporting policies 
require that existing development patterns be “matched”. 
The policies under these goals require consistency with the 
applicable community plan, which is a requirement of State 
law. DPLU disagrees with the suggestion that these 
additions are excessive.  
 
 
 
 
DPLU appreciates the comment, but does not agree.  The 
General Plan establishes the broad policy framework, but 
relies on community plans for more context specific policies. 
This is common planning practice. Since the community 
plans are part of the General Plan, they must be consistent 
pursuant to State law.  
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DPLU does not agree with these comments and notes that 
the guiding principles by nature are intended to be broad in 
their scope and detail. 
 
 
 
 
 
See response provided on page 4. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SANDAG forecasts Countywide growth, but the distribution 
of that growth is primarily a result of the land use maps for 
each jurisdiction. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Edits were generally made as recommended.   
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Revisions made as recommended. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Revisions made as recommended. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Revisions made as appropriate. 
 



RESPONSES 

23 

Text added 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Staff appreciates your comments, but does not agree that 
building codes alone are sufficient in eliminating risks. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Revisions made as appropriate. 
 
 
 
 
 
Edits made as recommended. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Text was added to plans for development that supports 
public transportation, when appropriate. 
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The section reemphasizes the need to develop compactly, 
which is primarily discussed under GP #2. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Staff appreciates your comment, but does not agree.  This 
principle identifies various measures that support agriculture.  
The purpose of retaining sufficient parcel size ensures that 
prime agricultural areas are not impacted by development of 
incompatible land uses. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted.  No change was made.  
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Community Development Model is defined under Guiding 
Principle 2.  Textbox added with policy referring back to GP 
#2. 
 
 
 
 
DPLU appreciates your comment. As written, this policy 
provides assurance that the map, and its guiding principles, 
will not be easily changed. It represents a compromise 
between the Steering Committee who requested greater 
restrictions and some of the stakeholders such as the 
commentor who favored less.  
 
 
 
 
 
DPLU does not agree with the removal of this policy or that it 
is difficult to interpret. Village densities are clearly shown on 
the land use map.  
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Revisions made as recommended 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This policy refers to the designation of land uses prior to an 
annexation.  The intention is to designate land uses based 
on the objectives and goals of the County’s General Plan, 
until such time as annexation.  Policy language has been 
changed so that consideration of adjoining land uses is not 
totally prohibited. 
 
 
 
 
 
This policy is intended to provide a mechanism for 
converting lands from public to private use.  Policy has been 
edited to provide additional clarity. 
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DPLU appreciates your comment but does not agree.  This 
policy is intended to provide overall guidance for 
implementing ordinances, and is the result of consensus 
building efforts with community representatives. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
DPLU appreciates your comment but does not agree.  This 
policy is the result of consensus building efforts with 
community representatives who want to ensure there are 
opportunities for community review of these developments. It 
is also important to note that under the current General Plan, 
no transfers are allowed.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Language added to address consistency between 
Community and General Plans. 
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Staff appreciates your comment but does not agree.  This 
policy is the result of consensus building efforts. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Revisions made as appropriate. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Policy revised as recommended. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
DPLU does not concur with deleting this policy.  The intent is 
to maintain a separation between cities and the 
unincorporated communities, until this area is annexed.  
Buffers should only facilitate implementing objectives of 
SB375 since they will provide more flexibility in establishing 
new land use plans once these areas are incorporated. 
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Staff appreciates your comment, but does not agree.  The 
intent of the policy is to address new commercial 
development that could be economically detrimental to the 
existing commercial core of a community. 
 
 
 
 
 
Policy revised as recommended. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Staff does not agree that inclusion of “when consistent with 
Community Plans” compromises the GP policy framework. 
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Policy revised as recommended. 
 
 
 
 
 
Policy revised as recommended, with minor edits. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Policy revised as recommended, with the addition of “when 
feasible” because sustaining public transit in some 
communities is not feasible without increases in density 
beyond the land use map. 
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Policy revised as recommended. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Policy revised as recommended, with minor edits. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Policy revised as recommended. 
 
 
 
 
Policy revised as recommended, with minor edits. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Staff does not agree that the additional text is necessary and 
would be inconsistent with the Land Use Map. 
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Staff does not agree with removing compatibility with 
community plans as this policy is a result of consensus 
building with planning groups.  Text revised to add 
“alternative septic systems”.  
 
 
 
 
Policy revised as recommended. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Policy revised as recommended. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The policy as written does not require the County to enforce 
every project.  It is the County’s discretion to balance this 
policy with other policies. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Staff does not agree with this comment.  The intention is to 
assign low densities to high fire hazard areas as the building 
and fire codes decrease risks, but minimizing the number of 
structures in these areas is preferred.  In addition, high fire 
hazard areas were considered when developing the land use 
map. 
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Staff does not agree.  The intent is to protect agriculture 
lands from encroachment from incompatible land uses, 
which is often higher density residential uses.  Policy COS-
6.4 is intended provide financial support. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Staff appreciates your comment, but does not agree with 
changing the policy.  Policy is intended to support 
agricultural land with long history. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
DPLU does not agree with removal of this policy. DPLU does 
agree that there will be some difficulties with implementation 
which will be addressed in guidance documents prepared by 
the department. 
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Policy revised as recommended. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Policy revised as recommended. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Staff does not agree because these uses should be located 
within the town center of planned communities. 
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Policy revised as recommended. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Staff does not agree.  Refer to response on page 19 for 
policy LU-6.6. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Policy revised to remove the requirement in Rural Lands. 
 
 
 
 
 
Staff does not agree because the intention is to preserve 
rural character. 
 
 
 
Policy revised to remove semi-rural areas as buffers 
between communities. 
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Policy revised as recommended, with minor edits. 
 
 
 
 
Staff does not agree with proposed edits.  The intent of the 
policy is to restrict where big box retail is located, as much 
as how it is designed. 
 
 
 
 
Policy revised to incorporate minor edits, but retains “within 
Villages” as a key component of the policy.  Portions of Otay 
Mesa and Lakeside that are suggested as suitable for Office 
Development are almost entirely designated with the Village 
Regional Category.  DPLU does not support Office 
Development outside of the Village Regional Category lands, 
which are traditionally not in close proximity to services 
and/or housing. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Text added as recommended. 
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Policy revised to clarify transitions. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Text added to provide examples of buffering. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Policy revised as recommended. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Policy revised as recommended. 
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Policy revised to provide better clarification. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Policy revised as recommended.  
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Edits made as appropriate. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Reductions in planned land use have been removed from 
the criteria. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Staff does not agree that additional text is necessary since 
design that minimizes impacts is already included in the 
policy language. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Edits made as appropriate. 
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Edits made with minor revisions. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Staff does not find this necessary since the policy already 
addresses road design. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Revisions made as recommended with minor revisions. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Revisions made as appropriate. 
 
 
 
 
 



RESPONSES 

42 

 
 
 
Staff does not agree that the proposed change is necessary.  
With the variety of TDM programs, we are not sure when it 
would not be feasible to use some measures for large 
development projects. 
 
 
Edits made as recommended, with minor revisions. 
 
 
 
Staff does not agree that added text is necessary.  The LID, 
Hydrology Manual, etc. would be addressed in the GPU 
Implementation Plan.  [See Implementation Measure 4.3.1.C 
Parking Lot Design] 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Edits made as recommended, with minor revisions. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This is similar to a policy in the Community Trails Master 
Plan that has already been adopted by the Board of 
Supervisors. 
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This is similar to a policy in the Community Trails Master 
Plan that has already been adopted by the Board of 
Supervisors. 
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It is not necessary to identify the LID Handbook in the policy.  
It would be identified in the Implementation Plan.  [See 
Implementation Measure 5.2.3.G Low Impact Design] 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Language changed to higher than two acres.  Staff feels that 
these residential densities are potentially incompatible with 
intensive agriculture uses. 
 
 
 
Staff does not concur with proposed policy language 
revisions.  Policy title was changed to “Development 
Location on Ridges” as this policy is intended to deny future 
development on ridgelines. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Policy has been added that addresses funding. 
 
 
 
Edits incorporated with minor revisions. 
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Staff does not agree with proposed revisions.  Policy as 
written is broad and offers flexibility.  
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DPLU appreciates the BIA’s concern with these statements, 
but disagrees that infrastructure and community character 
issues have no bearing on Land Use Planning for 
appropriate densities.  DPLU recognizes that the State of 
California presumes 30 dwelling units an acre as its 
recognized density for affordable housing development in a 
metropolitan County, such as San Diego, and uses these 
statements to explain some of the real constraints to 
development of housing at these densities. 
 
 
 
 
The intent of this statement was to explain some of the 
reasons multi-family residential is not appropriate in many of 
the Rural Villages, outside of the CWA and constrained by 
infrastructure.  The statement has been revised to clarify this 
intent. 
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DPLU has done an inventory of higher density residential 
lands as part of the Regional Housing Needs Assessment 
Inventory of Vacant or Underutilized sites.  As such this 
inventory only includes the approximately 200 parcels that 
are considered most ripe for development in the 5 year 
RHNA cycle.   This inventory is included in the Housing 
Element Background Report. 
 
 
 
 
 
This statement has been modified to clarify staff’s intent, that 
areas containing Significant Biological Resources are 
designated low densities. 
 
 
 
 
 
DPLU disagrees, housing on large acreage in Semi-Rural 
and Rural Lands is single family dwelling units and not 
affordable, escpecially in light of State law promoting 30 
dwelling units per acre as the goal for affordable units.  Multi-
family (10.9 du and higher) housing is not designated for, nor 
can it be accomodated, in these lands.  
 
 
 
DPLU appreciates, but disagrees with this comment.  
Affordable housing consistent with our rural communities 
outside of the County Water Authority Line are listed, and 
multi-family housing is not included in this list. 
 
 
 
 
 
See DPLU Response on next page
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DPLU disagrees with this statement, Village (two dwelling 
units per acre and higher) density housing densities requires 
increased sewer infrastructure that could be provided with 
septic systems on a lower density development.  The 
absence of adequate sewer and other infrastructure in rural 
areas makes them not conducive to Multi-Family 
development and such DPLU has not applied Multi-Family 
densities in the rural backcountry.  Village and Multi-Family 
densities have been applied in appropriate communities with 
adequate infrastructure.   
 
 
DPLU appreciates, but disagrees with this comment.  It 
continues to work with the State of California, Department of 
Housing and Community Development to ensure 
consistency with State Law. 
 
 
DPLU has spent an extensive amount of time studying 
environmental and physical constraints with each of the 
Land Use designations applied, however does not think it is 
necessary to require such a stringent standard.  Housing 
Element Program 1.1.3-1 has commitments from the County 
of San Diego to remove governmental constraints within the 
zoning ordanance, and to consider the provisions of a 
minimum density requirement in certain areas. 
 
 
 
DPLU does not see the reasons for this suggestion and 
disagrees. 
 
Noted. General Plan amendments that accommodate large 
scale residential projects increase the overall growth 
capacity of the County. Growth capacity is used by the State 
to allocate requirements for affordable housing. Therefore, 
there is a clear connection to the requirements.  
 
 
 
DPLU appreciates the comments from the BIA, comments 
are on the next page. 
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DPLU understands but does not agree with the suggested 
revision, the intent of this policy is to allow for alternative 
affordable housing types, such as second dwelling units, 
duplex or triplex units.  Implementation Program 1.2.1-4 
shows this intent and proposed actions 
 
Policy has been revised to expand options to provide 
flexibility in the regulations.
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DPLU appreciates your comment but does not agree.  After 
coordination with CAL FIRE, we have determined that the 
present firefighting equipment is insufficient when required to 
fight fires in buildings that are more than three stories, 
regardless of their fire suppression systems. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Revisions made as suggested. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Revisions made as suggested. 
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Policy has been amended to provide the requirement that 
existing station must be able to accommodate growth until 
there is sufficient development to suppport a new station. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Policy revised as recommended. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Concur.  Policy wording remains unchanged, but “whenever 
feasible” added to the end. 
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Noted 
 
 
 
Noted 
 
 
 
DPLU appreciates your comment, but does not agree.  A 
conscious effort was made when deciding whether a policy 
should be promoted, encouraged, or required.  Staff will 
reevaluate each individual policy based on the comments  
received. 
 
 
 
Although it may seem redundant, it is important to the 
Community Planning and Sponsor Groups that this be 
included. 
 
 
 
Use of consistent is important to Planning and Sponsor 
Groups. 
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Noted, but the development community would most likely 
disagree with your assertion that development is viewed as 
“entitled”. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
We appreciate this comment. 
 
 
 
Much of the unincorporated County is already developed at 
semi-rural densities, as such semi-rural is a major 
component in the Community Development Model.  The 
Land Use Map merely recognizes existing patterns of 
development, and there are very few, if any, instances where 
new semi-rural areas are created. 
 
 
 
Text modified to note that the semi-rural is primarily a 
reflection of existing conditions. 
 
 
 
 
Text has been modified to note that this is an ideal condition. 
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Text revised to reflect comment. 
 
 
 
Table revised to show OS-C and OS-R are also compatible 
in semi-rural and village areas. 
 
OS-C does not have any density.  Table LU-1 clarified to 
reflect this. 
 
Table revised to show compatibility in any category. 
 
 
Footnote added as recommended. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
DPLU appreciates your response, but does not agree.  
Limiting the flexibility of the Board of Supervisors, beyond 
the policies proposed in the Draft General Plan, is not 
consistent with seeking consensus between the various 
stakeholders.
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Refer to comment under LU-1 on previous page. 
 
 
 
 
 
Refer to comment under LU-1 on previous page. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Refer to comment under LU-1 on previous page. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
“Outside of a comprehensive GPA” text has been added, but 
remainder of policy has been retained.  The deletion of “for 
private projects” would require even staff initiated GPAs to 
require prior Board approval. 
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DPLU appreciates your comment, but does not agree.  
Planning and Sponsor Groups are strongly committed to the 
inclusion of minimum lot sizes in this policy. 
 
Concur that policy is unclear as written.  Policy rewritten and 
“classification” has been changed to “designation”. 
 
All outdated SPAs were eliminated during this GP Update 
process; therefore, the recommended policy is not 
necessary. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Text revised to reflect comment. 
 
 
 
Text revised to reflect comment. 
 
 
 
 
 
DPLU is very committed to the concept of sustainability, 
where the word is used extensively in the Conservation and 
Open Space Element.   
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DPLU feels that the “balance” is appropriate in this instance.  
There needs to be a balance between development and 
environment, but that balance may shift depending where 
the development occurs – in Village, Semi-Rural, or Rural 
Lands Regional Categories.  Sometimes, allowing greater 
environmental impacts in the Village category supports 
population growth where it is desired so that environmental 
impacts can be minimized in rural areas. 
 
 
Text revised to reflect comment. 
 
 
 
Text revised to reflect comment. 
 
 
 
DPLU appreciates your comment, but does not agree.  
Planning and Sponsor Groups are strongly committed to the 
inclusion of minimum lot sizes in this policy. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Text revised to reflect comment. 
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Noted 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Text revised to reflect comment. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A defintion of overdraft is included in both the glossary and 
within a textbox associated with the policy. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Text revised to reflect comment, with the addition of “except 
in the Borrego Valley”. 
 
 
 
 
Although the Community Plan is equal to the General Plan, it 
provides an opportunity for communities to establish 
individual standards that may not be evident by their existing 
community character. 
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Text revised to reflect comment. 
 
 
 
 
See response to policy LU-9.2. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
“Transportation node” was added to policies LU-9.3 and 9.7, 
which require a similar development type, configuration and 
design.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
Text revised to reflect comment. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Text revised to reflect comment.
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Text revised as recommended, with the addition of 
“whenever feasible”.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The Public Road Standards are currently being revised to 
incorporate context sensitive road types. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Corrected 
 
 
 
Noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Policy revised as recommended. 
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Table revised as recommended. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Policy revised as recommended. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Policy revised as recommended. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Policy revised as recommended. 
 
 
 
 
DPLU appreciates the comment, but does not concur that 
the recommended changes are necessary. 
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Text revised as recommended. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Text revised to clarify. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Policy revised as recommended. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Policy M-9.3 revised with recommended text. 
 
 
 
 
Text revised as recommended. 
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Text revised to encourage parking cash outs. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
New policy M-8.8 added to encourage the provision of 
shuttle services. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Policy revised as recommended. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted. 
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Text revised to remove the word “balance”. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Text revised as recommended. 
 
 
 
 
Text revised as recommended. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Text revised as recommended. 
 
 
 
 
Text revised as recommended. 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted. 
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Goal revised as recommended. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Policy revised as recommended. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Policy revised as recommended. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Goal revised as recommended. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Policy revised as recommended. 
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Policy revised as recommended. 
 
 
 
 
 
Policy revised as recommended. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Policy partially revised as recommended.  “Encourage” 
retained as development can not be required to remove 
existing invasive species.  Other edit has been incorporated. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Policy revised as recommended, with inclusion of other 
recommended changes. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Added as a bullet to policy COS-6.2. 
 
 
 
 
 
Staff does not concur with this comment because, as 
proposed, policy language would require buildings to be 
preserved, which is not always financially feasible. 
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Policy revised as recommended. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted, but this policy will not be added at this time.  
Additions to the scenic highway network could be added 
through the Community Plan updates, as well. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The recommended addition to the policy should be 
unnecessary because this was generally accomplished 
through the land use map. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Policy revised as recommended. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Policy revised as recommended. 
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Policy revised. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Policy revised. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Policy revised as recommended. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Policy revised as recommended. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Policy revised as recommended. 
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Policy revised as recommended. 
 
 
 
 
DPLU has spent an extensive amount of time studying 
environmental and physical constraints with each of the 
Land Use designations applied, however does not think it is 
necessary to require such a stringent standard.  Housing 
Element Program 1.1.3-1 has commitments from the County 
of San Diego to remove governmental constraints within the 
zoning ordanance, and to consider the provisions of a 
minimum density requirement in certain areas. 
 
 
 
Staff appreciates the comment, but feels that “encourage” is 
more appropriate because the County does not provide 
affordable housing, but can only encourage and facilitate the 
provision of housing through the land use map and 
development regulations. 
 
 
Policy revised to define large-scale as 200 units, consistent 
with LU-3.2. 
 
 
 
SR-1 designations in the Semi Rural Areas are appropriate 
for large scale residential development, as defined and 
allowed with the land use designation, and could benefit 
from a range of lot sizes, as described in the Conservation 
Subdivision Program, to reduce development footprint and 
increase open space. 
 
 
 
 
 
Please see response on next page
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DPLU acknowledges that density bonus law may be 
inappropriate for unincorporated communities.  Included in 
the 2009 Legislative Review Program adopted by the County 
of San Diego to sponsor proposals that  “Pursue reform of 
the state’s Density Bonus laws so that unincorporated areas 
are not adversely impacted by regulations.”  DPLU does not 
agree that this change is appropriate without revisions to 
State Law. 
 
 
 
Noted, but these policies and the associated programs are 
contingent upon funds received by the Federal and State 
Governments and the text was not revised as suggested.  
Additionally, there is a significant number of programs in the 
Housing Element Appendix that implement these policies. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Text revised as recommended. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted 
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Text revised as recommended. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Text revised as recommended. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Concept added to policy COS-3.1. 
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Policy revised as recommended. 
 
 
 
 
 
Policy generally revised as recommended. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Mitigation measures provided in a text box. 
 
 
 
 
New policy is partially incorporated. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Policy revised as recommended. 
 
 
 
 
There are no local, state, or national standards for response 
time to use as a guide. 
 
 
 
 
Correct, services are expected to be available 24/7. 
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Policy revised as recommended. 
 
 
 
Policy revised as recommended. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Policy revised as recommended. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Policy revised as recommended. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted 
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Policy revised as recommended. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Policy revised as recommended. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Policy revised to clarify intent. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Staff does not concur.  Impacts to wildlife are addressed in 
biological analysis and not in the Noise Element, which is 
intended to address human habitation.
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DPLU appreciates your comment, but does not concur.  
Single family dwellings differ from those uses in that they 
often have 24 –hour human habitation, where the 
recreational areas are just part-time uses. 
 
 
 
 
Policy revised replacing “encourage” with “require”. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Policy revised as recommended. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Added 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Although not specifically called out, off-highway vehicles are 
addressed in policy N-6.1.  In addition, the County recently 
adopted an Off-Highway Vehicle Ordinance. 
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This definition has been deleted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Revision made as suggested. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Revision made as suggested. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Definition of large lot subdivision provided. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This definition has been deleted. 
 
 
 
 
 
This definition has been deleted.
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This definition has been deleted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This definition has been deleted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted 
 
 
 
Revision made as suggested. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This definition has been deleted. 
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This definition has been deleted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Revision made as suggested. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This definition has been deleted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This definition has been deleted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Revision made as suggested. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This definition has been deleted. 
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Revision made as suggested. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Revision made as suggested. 
 
 
 
 
 
Revision made as suggested. 
 
 
 
The organization’s support is noted and appreciated. 
 


