
LIST OF PERSONS, ORGANIZATIONS, AND PUBLIC AGENCIES  
THAT COMMMENTED ON THE NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF  

AN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT  
FOR THE COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO GENERAL PLAN UPDATE 

LOG NO. 02-ZA-001 
 

Public Review Period: April 28, 2008 through May 28, 2008 
 

The following is a listing of the names and addresses of persons, organizations 
and public agencies that commented during this public review period.  
 

 NAME ADDRESS 
 STATE AGENCIES 
1 State of California, Department of 

Conservation 
Brian Leahy 
801 K Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

2 State of California, Department of Fish 
and Game 

Edmund J. Pert 
South Coast Region 
4949 Viewridge Avenue 
San Diego, CA 92123 

3 State of California, Department of 
Forestry and Fire Protection 

Lynnette Short, Forestry Assistant II 
Stephen H. Heil, Deputy Chief 
2249 Jamacha Rd. 
El Cajon, CA 92019 

4 State of California, Department of Toxic 
Substances Control 

Greg Holmes 
5796 Corporate Avenue 
Cypress, CA 90630 

5 State of California, Governor’s Office of 
Emergency Services: Disaster 
Assistance Program Branch 

Dennis Castrillo and Andrew Rush 
3650 Schriever Ave. 
Mather, CA 95655 
Andrew.rush@OES.ca.gov 

6 State of California, Governor’s Office of 
Planning and Research 

Scott Morgan 
P.O. Box 3044 
Sacramento, CA 95813 

7 State of California, Public Utilities 
Commission 

Rosa Muñoz  
320 West A Street, Ste 500 
Los Angeles, CA 90013 

 COUNTY, CITY AND OTHER LOCAL AGENCIES 
8 Chula Vista Elementary School District Rudy Valdez-Romero 

34 East J Street 
Chula Vista, CA 91910 

9 Chula Vista, City of Marilyn R.F. Ponseggi 
276 Fourth Avenue 
Chula Vista, CA 91910 

10 Escondido, City of Jonathan H. Brindle 
201 North Broadway 
Escondido, CA 92025 
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 NAME ADDRESS 
 COUNTY, CITY AND OTHER LOCAL AGENCIES (cont.) 
11 Pechanga Indian Reservation Laura Miranda 

Pechanga Indian Reservation 
Pechanga Cultural Resources 
Department 
P.O. Box 2183 
Temecula, CA 92593 

12 San Diego County Regional  Airport 
Authority 
 

Sandi Sawa 
P.O. Box 82776  
San Diego, CA 92138-2776 
ssawa@san.org 

13 San Diego Local Agency Formation 
Commission 

Robert Barry 
1600 Pacific Highway Room 452 
San Diego, CA 92101 

14 San Marcos, City of  Jerry Backoff 
1 Civic Center Drive 
San Marcos, CA 92069 

15 SANDAG Travis Cleveland 
401 B Street, Ste 800 
San Diego, CA 92101 

16 Santee, City of Mark Brunette 
10601 Magnolia Ave. 
Santee, CA 92071 

 PLANNING GROUPS 
17 Descanso Planning Group  Jo Ellen Quinting, Chair 

P.O. Box 38 
Descanso, CA 91916 

18 Elfin Forest/Harmony Grove Town 
Council 

Melanie Fallon 
20223 Elfin Forest Rd. 
Elfin Forest, CA 92029 

 ORGANIZATIONS 
19 Backcountry Grass Roots Group of 

Concerned Citizens 
Rich Volker 
325 W. Washington St., Ste 2, #337 
San Diego, CA 92103 

20 Campo-Lake Morena Business 
Association 

Dan Lawrence 
P.O. Box 451 
Campo, CA 91906 

21 H.O.P.E. of the Mountain Empire Randy Lenac 
P.O. Box 188 
Campo, CA 91906 

22 Palomar Observatory W. Scott Kardel 
P.O. Box 200 
Palomar Mountain, CA 92060 
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 NAME ADDRESS 
 ORGANIZATIONS (cont.)  
23 The Committee for Responsible Growth Barbara Chamberlin & 

Robin M. Simmons 
25607 Potrero Valley Rd. 
Potrero, CA 91963 

 INDIVIDUALS 
24 Boulder Skies Limited Partnership Howard and Rachel Antle 

24668 Manzanita Drive 
P.O. Box 895 
Descanso, CA 91916 

25 John Elliott P.O. Box 368 
Descanso, CA91916 

26 Beverly Esry 1883 Marc Trail 
Campo, CA 91906 

27 Billie Jo Jannen P.O. Box 443 
Campo, CA 91906 
jannen@aabol.com 

28 Lansing Companies Gregory Lansing 
12770 High Bluff Drive, Suite 160 
San Diego, CA 92130 
g.lansing@landsingcompanies.com 

29 Leach-Johnson Ranches Larry Johnson 
1259 Dewey Pl. 
Campo, CA 91906 

30 Lael Montgomery laelmontgomery@aol.com 
31 Rick & Cathy Prazma  5351 Westknoll Lane 

San Diego, CA 92109 
32 William J. Schwartz, Jr. 

Worley Schwartz Garfield & Prairie 
(representing Star Ranch) 

401 B Street, Suite 2400 
San Diego, CA 92101 
wschwartz@wsgplaw.com 

33 William J. Schwartz, Jr. 
Worley Schwartz Garfield & Prairie 
(representing Clifford J. Ward and Rick 
and Cathy Prazma) 

401 B Street, Suite 2400 
San Diego, CA 92101 
wschwartz@wsgplaw.com 
 

34 Clifford Ward 5351 Westknoll Lane 
San Diego, CA 92109 

 























































CI'IY OF

CHULA VISTA

PLANNING & BUILDING DEPARTMENT

June 9,2008

Mr. Devon Muto

County of San Diego
Department of Plauning and Land Use
5201 Ruffin Road, Suite B
San Diego, CA 92123

Subject: Comments on the NOP of a Draft Program EIR for the County of San
Diego General Plan Update (SCH #2002111067) LOG NO. 02-ZA-001

Dear Mr. Muto:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the
County of San Diego General Plan Update Draft Program Environmental Impact Report
(PEIR). The City of Chula Vista received the NOP for the proposed project on April 30,
2008.

The City of Chula Vista's boundaries abut three Planning Areas within the County of San
Diego jurisdiction: Otay to the east and south, Jamul/Dulzura to the east and north, and
Sweetwater to the north.  The EIR will have to analyze any impacts associated with
proposed changes within these three Planning Areas on the City of Chula Vista, and
provide adequate mitigation.

Each alternative analyzed in the Program EIR should use for its background land use
assumptions in the recently adopted City of Chula Vista General Plan Update (December
13, 2005). A copy of this document can be found on our web site at
www.chul avistaca, gov.

Biological Resources

The EIR must analyze the GPU in accordance with the City of Chula Vista's Multiple
Species Conservation Program (MSCP), the Otay Ranch Resource Management Plan
(RMP) Phases 1 and 2, and the Otay Ranch General Development Plan
(GDP)/Subregional Plan (SRP). Various projects located adjacent to the City's MSCP
Subarea Plan Preserve will be required to adhere to the provision of the Subarea Plan
(Section7.5.2 - Adjacency Management Guidelines) in order to reduce any potential
indirect impacts to the Preserve. The EIR must also consider impacts from those projects
located within the unincorporated areas of Otay Ranch to the RMP and GDP and as
necessary identify adequate mitigation measures.

PRIDE
AT  WORK
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Hydrology and Water Quality

Drainage basins that are co-located in both the City and the County should be adequately
analyzed and mitigated for county-related growth.

Land Use Planning

The EIR should clearly identify impacts of any proposed land use changes on the City of
Chula Vista as a result of proposed changes to the County General Plan. Please provide a
table showing the existing and proposed land use changes, new land use categories,
acreage changes within each land use category, and density increase or decrease within
each of the 3 planning areas abutting the City of Chula Vista. It was difficult to decipher
proposed land use changes from the various maps posted on the Cmmty's website.

Otay Landfill: Please indicate if any changes are proposed for the landfilI and provide full
description of the changes. The EIR must include an analysis of impacts
of the changes to the City of Chula Vista and identify adequate mitigation
measures.

Public Services

Police, Fire and emergency services may be required from the City of Chula Vista, which
would place demands on the City's safety service. Other public services to be provided
by the City of Chula Vista to county residents include recreational needs such as parks,
and schools. Impacts to these services must be analyzed and all mitigation identified in
the EIR.

Transportation and Traft]c

The EIR must analyze impacts to the City of Chula Vista's circulation network as a result
of changes to the General Plan. Appropriate mitigation must be identified, including how
the mitigation will be implemented and the cost of all mitigation measures.

Please be advised that the City of Chula Vista is presently working with SANDAG to
update the City of Chula Vista's land use inventory based upon the City's Adopted
General Plan. Series 11 does not have the City of Chula Vista's Adopted Land Uses and
Circulation Element.

The following roads are of particular concern:

•  La Media Road and La Media Road Bridge
•  Heritage Road and Heritage Road Bridge
•  Proctor Valley Road, east of Agua Vista Drive
•  Otay Lakes Road east of Lake Crest Drive

JSPlanning\StanD Advmlce Planning Division\Commentsklunsdictional\County SD\County GPU PEIR NOP June 9, 08.doc
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•  Willow Street Bridge
•  Bonita Road

a.  The EIR should assess the direct and cumulative impacts to the City's circulation
system and recommend mitigation measures.

b. The EIR must assess the impacts of proposed changes to the County's General
Plan that will result in an increase in allowable land use intensities/densities in the
County's jurisdiction an/or in the sphere of influence areas. The County's sphere
of influence includes portions of Sweetwater/Bonita, Jamul/Dulzura and the Otay
Mesa areas.

c.  The EIR should identify any inconsistencies between the City's and County's
planned roadway system.

d. The E1R should identify any City Circulation Element roadways that are proposed
to be reclassified and/or realigned within the sphere of influence areas.

e.  The EIR should use the City's Public Road Standards criteria for the assessment
of the roadway system with the City's jurisdiction.

f.  The EIR should use the City's Public Road Standards criteria for the assessment
of the roadway system within the City's jurisdiction.

The E1R traffic analysis should include other modes of transportation such as pedestrian
and bicycle usage. The GPU and EIR should address non-motorized transportation
methods and provide connectivity between the City of Chula Vista and County for all
residents' use.

Utilities and Service Systems

Sewer: The EIR must identify any area within the County that requires sewer service
from the City of Chula Vista, analyze potential impacts and provide adequate
mitigation. Any proposed development within the City's sphere of influence that
requires the use of City sewer facilities should be analyzed as a possible
annexation to the City of Chula Vista.

Cumulative Impacts

The EIR must adequately quantify all cumulative impacts relating to growth within the
County as it relates to the City of Chula Vista, and identify adequate mitigation measures
to reduce impacts.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on this NOP and look forward to working
with you during the preparation of the EIR and to reviewing the completed document.
The City of Chula Vista requests notification prior to any and all scheduled public
meetings, hearings, and workshops, and availability of draft documents related to the
proposed project. Please send notices to my attention. If you have any questions
regarding the above comments, please contact me at (619) 585-5707.

J:\Planning\StanD\Advancc Planning Division\Comments\Jurisdictional\County SD\County GPU PFiR NOP June 9, 08.doc
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Sincerely,

Marilyn R.F. Ponseggi
Principal Planner

Cc: Nancy Lytle, Acting Director of Planning and Building
Ed Batchelder, Advance Planning Manager
Kirk Ammerman, Principal Civil Engineer
Frank Rivera, Principal Civil Engineer
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May 16, 2008 File Number 7000300 

Devon Muto 
County of San Diego 
Department of Planning and Land Use 
5201 Ruffin Road, Suite B 
San Diego, CA 92123 
 
SUBJECT: County General Plan Update Notice of Preparation 

Dear Mr. Muto: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the 
County of San Diego’s upcoming General Plan Update. 
 
SANDAG staff has reviewed the NOP, Initial Study, and Draft General Plan Policies. 
The documentation provided indicates that the upcoming General Plan update 
proposes to support many regional policies, such as directing development toward 
areas of existing urbanization, creating developments that are internally and externally 
convenient and accessible by various modes of transportation, and the creation of a 
multimodal circulation system that provides for the safe, accessible convenient and 
efficient movement of people and goods. 
 
The attention to regional issues is appreciated and we look forward to completion of 
the Draft General Plan and associated Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). 
Based on the information in the Initial Study, SANDAG does not have any comments 
on the proposed contents of the DEIR at this time.  

Sincerely, 

 
TRAVIS CLEVELAND 
Regional Planner 
 
TCL/mwo 
 
 









 

  
 
 
 
 
Devon Muto, Interim Chief, DPLU        May 5, 2008 
5201 Ruffin Road, Suite B 
San Diego, CA 92123 
MS O-650 
 
Dear Devon, 
 
The Elfin Forest/Harmony Grove Town Council (EF/HGTC) appreciates the opportunity to comment on the 
environmental information which should be contained in the Environmental Impact Report for the San Diego 
General Plan Update.  With this letter we are requesting that DPLU review the status of the area in Elfin Forest 
known as Bridges Unit 7 (APNs 264-104-05, 264-104-12,264-104-13, 264-104-14, 264-104-16, 264-104-17).   
 
Our community has identified this area, which is high value gnatcatcher breeding habitat ,as an area that should be 
evaluated closely in the Environmental Impact Report in order to appropriately ascertain what level of development, 
if any, is appropriate for this highly environmentally sensitive area.  In addition we also believe that this area should 
be included in the Environmentally Sensitive Draft Map . It would be inappropriate to designate a building density 
of 1 du/2 Acres as the current maps contemplate on such a critical core habitat area.  
 
In 2006 during the Environmental Review process for this property, evidence was presented by independent 
biologists to County staff as to the high value of the habitat contained in Unit 7.  That information led County Land 
Use staff to change their recommendation from approval to denial of a proposed project on this site.   The August 
25, 2006 Staff report concluded: “Based on the findings of the ISA, the applicant’s responses and additional 
information received from the noted environmental professional, the Department believes that development of either 
Alternative for Unit 7 may lead to extinction of the CG Core Area population. “   
 
This area is also in the very core of the MSCP North, and preserving it as open space will greatly enhance the 
viability of that effort. The Elfin Forest Harmony Grove community is named for the habitat community, and 
between private and public entities large areas of contiguous high value habitat are being preserved already. 
However none of them have the unique characteristics which make the particular site such an important Gnatcatcher 
breeding site.  
 
We are available to discuss with your staff any of the background information that we have and might be needed in 
the EIR and in order to decide whether or not to include this parcel as RL-20, or at least SR-4, in the 
Environmentally Sensitive Draft Map. 
 
Respectfully, 

 
Melanie Fallon, 
 
Chair, EFHGTC Board 
 
Cc: Supervisors Horn, Slater-Price, Jacob, Cox, and Roberts 

Elfin Forest/ 
Harmony Grove  
Town Council 

Dedicated to a continuing rural atmosphere 

20223 Elfin Forest Rd., Elfin Forest, CA 92029

2008 Board Members: 
 
Melanie Fallon, Chair 
Jacqueline Arsivaud-Benjamin, Vice-Chair 
May Meintjes, Treasurer 
Mid Hoppenrath, Secretary  
Eric Anderson 
Karen Gardner 
Sal LaCorte 
Manu Sohaey 
Bill Telesco 
 













PALOMAR OBSERVATORY 
California instITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY 

P.O. Box 200 
Palomar Mountain, CA 92060 

 
Telephone (760)742-2111, Fax (760)742-1728, Email: wsk@astro.caltech.edu 

 
 

May 24, 2008 
 
Devon Muto 
Department of Planning and Land Use 
5201 Ruffin Road, Suite B 
San Diego, CA 92123 
 
 
 
Dear Mr. Muto, 
 
I am writing on behalf of the Palomar Observatory concerning the County’s 2020 
General Plan update.  The observatory has great concerns about land development and it 
associated impact on our scientific operations as the Forrest Conservation Initiative (FCI) 
expires. 
 
The observatory employs five telescopes that are used nightly for astronomical 
observations.  Research conducted at Palomar has had a profound impact in our 
understanding of the cosmos and the observatory continues to be a world-class leader in 
astronomical research and associated technologies. 
 
The site for the Observatory was chosen in 1934 primarily for its clear weather, stable 
atmosphere and dark skies.  The tremendous population growth in San Diego County and 
the surrounding areas has had a tremendous negative impact on the observatory in the 
form of light pollution.  The cooperation of San Diego County and other governments, by 
enacting the light pollution ordinances, has helped to preserve the Observatory. 
 
The sunset of FCI, even with light pollution ordinances, threatens the Palomar  
Observatory if the County allows increased growth in the County’s undeveloped lands. 
Every new development brings new sources of light and light pollution to the area.  The 



best way to protect the County’s two world-class observatories, Palomar and Mt. Laguna, 
is to combat urbanization in these undeveloped lands. 
 
This is especially true in the North Mountain subregion where Palomar is located.  Any 
new developments in this area pose a great risk to the observatory, however all new 
developments in the County will also contribute to light pollution, affecting the 
observatory. 
 
Further, a recent survey of Palomar Mountain residents, conducted by the Palomar 
Mountain Planning Organization, reveals that most of the residents in the immediate area 
want to keep Palomar as it is.  
 
It is with this in mind that Palomar Observatory recommends that the County’s General 
Plan 2020 keep the 40-acre minimum parcel size and a density of one dwelling unit per 
40 acres on all affected parcels as is currently in place under FCI.  Major and minor use 
permits in the North Mountain area should be substantially restricted or prohibited in the 
area. Any that are granted should be required to mitigate all impacts on the Observatory.  
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
W. Scott Kardel 
Palomar Observatory 
 
 
 



































Billie Jo Jannen – P.O. Box 443 – Campo, CA 91906 – (619) 415-6298 
 
Department of Planning and Land Use 
Project Processing Counter 
5201 Ruffin Road, Suite B 
San Diego, California 92123 
gpupdate.dplu@sdcounty.ca.gov 
 
 
Regarding: Project # LOG NO. 02-ZA-001; COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO GENERAL PLAN UPDATE 
(SCH #2002111067), for inclusion in definition of scope for project environmental impact 
statement. Preferred environmental alternative fails to take into account existing homes 
and parcels, which would result in false information appearing in the EIR. 
 
The preferred environmental alternative map produced by staff has a major shortcoming that will 
skew the results of the environmental review and contribute to the failure of the county to achieve 
its stated goals as listed in the NOP and numerous other documents produced in the general plan 
update process. 
 
The exclusion of existing density also does great financial harm to the owners of those homes, 
while serving no practical purpose in terms of supporting or promoting the public’s interests – 
quite the opposite, in fact. The supposed preferred environmental alternative ignores the 
presence of hundreds of existing homes and businesses for the sake of an alleged environmental 
benefit that is purely fictional and exists only on paper. 
 
My neighborhood serves as an excellent example. I have three homes on 16 acres. My 
immediate neighbor has two homes on approximately an acre. Three others have a home each 
on five acres. I and my neighbors expended considerable effort to get the real density that 
already exists in our neighborhood placed on the map, our chief concerns being our ability to 
rebuild if, for instance, a fire comes through. Secondarily, we will never be able to separate those 
houses from each other by dividing the land they sit on into individual parcels – an act that would 
have no negative environmental affects whatsoever, since no additional homes would result from 
such division. 
 
We are not talking about speculative values here. We are talking about homes that we have paid 
for, maintained, and paid taxes on for many years. Our local planning group agreed. The board of 
supervisors agreed. Our neighborhood was assigned a density of 1 DU/4 acres and has 
remained so on all subsequent maps until the unveiling of the preferred alternative map, which 
reduced the density to RL40 in complete denial of the reality on the ground. 
 
Effectively, the EIR for the preferred alternative will look at this broad brush approach and 
assume impacts of one home for that entire area, when in fact, there are eight homes. 
 
My neighborhood alone is certainly not enough to skew the environmental report, but there are 
hundreds of such properties scattered throughout the unincorporated area, not to mention 
hundreds more legal parcels that can all be built on, both before and after the update. All of these 
should have been taken into account before development densities were assigned to lands that 
have no homes on them. 
 
This issue has been raised repeatedly over the 10 years that this process has been going on, yet 
staff has consistently failed to give any thought to the massive inaccuracies and inequities of the 
maps it has produced. What’s more, the county has, at the same time, provided a huge window of 
opportunity for wealthy large landowners to embark on planning for huge high density 
developments on land that is virtually untouched. 
 
Specifically, the EIR, as planned, will fail in the following goals the county has laid out in the NOP: 

Formatted: Spanish (Spain-Modern
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Goal 1. Plan for projected and expected population growth in the region. Since the map has 
failed to correctly define the locations of existing home and population densities, it cannot 
possibly define what density to place elsewhere in order to keep growth within appropriate 
numbers. Hence, the EIR cannot offer correct information about projected impacts. 

 
Goal 3. Limit greenhouse gas emissions from vehicles by locating future residences closer to 
employment and town centers. Since staff has ignored many existing homes and legal parcels, it 
cannot possibly hope to correctly quantify their impacts in the project EIR. Final results will be 
skewed from reality and future emissions increased more than theoretical build-out numbers with 
the addition of “invisible” homes and parcels to the full build-out densities assigned to large 
properties that currently have no homes on them.  
 
Furthermore, most of our rural communities are required only to comply with the state’s basic 
smog check requirements. It is important for the EIR to quantify whether the cumulative impacts 
of growing NAFTA traffic and proposed build-out will impact our air quality to the extent that 
enhanced smog check requirements, such as are required in cities to the west, would be placed 
on local residents.  
 
Goal 4. Protect natural resources through the reduction of population capacity in sensitive areas. 
Failure to acknowledge existing home and population densities and the assignment of those 
densities to such areas as Buckman Springs Road and Highway 94 near Cameron Corners in 
Campo encourages building on sensitive lands. This particular area is an important watershed 
and wetland area, collecting water from upstream in the watershed and sending a portion of it 
west and south where it recharges local wells and sustains other riparian areas and wildlife. To 
ignore this in favor of painting on density just because it is “proximate to existing infrastructure 
and services,” is to ignore the potential for harm to a vital regional resource.  
 
These resources should have been quantified and protected before density was assigned on the 
county’s maps. The loss to groundwater and wetland resources cannot be mitigated. There is no 
water available to replace it. Picture the impacts to the property owners whose value was utterly 
destroyed by the Barona Casino and multiply it many times over. The Campo valley density was 
inappropriately placed and studies for the EIR should make this watershed a priority for special 
focus. 
 
If the county is serious about producing a good and environmentally sound plan update, then its 
staff needs to stop treating the project like a grade school coloring project. There are real impacts 
to the environment and real impacts to people that are being ignored to produce a map that fits 
some artistic standard that has little to do with the realities on the ground. This map will not result 
in a plan or an EIR that is legally defensible. 
 
These comments were submitted to DPLU by e-mail on May 24, 2008. Sincerely 

 
Billie Jo Jannen 
(619) 415-6298 
jannen@aabol.com 
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LANSING 
C O M P A N I E S  

May 27,2008 

Mr. Eric Gibson 
Interim Director 
Department of Planning and Land Use 
5201 Ruffin Road, Suite B 
San Diego, CA 92 123-1 666 

Re: Draft EIR - General Plan Update (SCH #2002111067) 
Log #02-ZA-001 
Comments on "Notice of Preparation" 

Dear Mr. Gibson: 

The following comments on the April 28,2008 "Notice of Preparation" for the San Diego 
County General Plan Update Environmental Impact Report (EIR), as referenced above, we 
hereby submit. As you are aware we own approximately 8,000 acres of real property in the 
unincorporated community of Boulevard. 

The "Notice of Public Meeting" attached to the "Notice of Preparation" states that "[tlhe 
updated General Plan will direct population growth balanced with infrastructure needs, 
development, and resource protection." It states further that the General Plan Update "will have 
the effect of directing population capacity and development in the western portions of the 
unincorporated area and reducing the potential for growth in the eastern areas to balance growth 
and development with infrastructure needs and resource protection." The "Notice of 
Preparation," itself, follows this theme by stating that the proposal "will direct population 
capacity in the western portions of the County and reduce the potential for growth in the eastern 
areas." 

The "Notice of Preparation" then breaks down the project's "general population 
distribution" into five (5) goals, as follows: 

1) plan for projected and expected population growth in the region; 

2) facilitate efficient, orderly growth by containing development within areas 
proximate to existing infrastructure and services; 

12770 High Bluff Drive, Suite 160, San Diego, CA 92130 
P: 866-422-591 7 F: 858-523-0826 



3) limit greenhouse gas emissions from vehicles by locating future residences closer 
to employment and town centers; 

4) protect natural resources through the reduction of population capacity in sensitive 
areas; and 

5 )  retain or enhance the character of communities within the unincorporated County. 

The conventional wisdom which drives proposed population direction is that the "eastern 
areas" of the County are unable to accommodate population increases. Indeed, the proposed plan 
subjects the "eastern areas" to reductions in currently planned density designations. We urge 
that the EIR prepared for the General Plan Update project not be written simply to justifL the 
conventional wisdom, but rather that it be written to recognize that many of the "eastern areas," 
including the community of Boulevard, are able to and should accommodate increased 
population, and to recognize that a "one size fits all" analysis will be deficient in terms of 
meeting the mandates of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Specifically, the 
EIR must address the many impacts which the project will cause by loading population into the 
"western portions" of the County and analyze objectively how many of those impacts could be 
reduced by increasing population in certain portions of the "eastern areas" while causing, at 
worst, minimal impacts which can easily be mitigated. 

The community of Boulevard under all published General Plan Update proposals will 
suffer a reduction of major proportions in population capacity. Overall density potential in the 
community, now averaging approximately 1 dwelling unit per 4 acres, will be reduced to as  low 
as 1 dwelling unit per 80 acres. When looking to the number of "environmental issues" which 
the County suggests that the EIR will consider, one wonders how many of those issues are 
matters of compelling concern so as to warrant reductions of this magnitude. The EIR must 
evaluate each of these "environmental issues" and compare the results to those which result from 
analysis of those "issues" in the "western portions." 

Issue areas such as "agriculture," "air quality, climate change, and energy," "land use 
planning," "noise," "public services," "recreation," and "utilities and service systems" must be 
evaluated on this comparative basis. Seemingly, these more general issue areas would not be 
considered as significantly impacted by population increases in many, presently underutilized 
portions of the "eastern areas" of the County. 

Environmental issue areas such as "aesthetics," "biological resources," "cultural 
resources," "geology and soils," "hazards and hazardous materials," "hydrology and water 
quality," and "mineral resources" are more properly analyzed on a case-by-case or project-by- 
project basis when actual development is proposed, but there appears to be nothing compelling in 
these issues at this "Program EIR" stage to support the direction of population capacity away 
from the "eastern areas." 

The community of Boulevard is virtually bisected by Interstate Highway 8 as it runs in an 
east-west direction. This highway has long been recognized as one of the most underutilized 
interstate highways in the United States. Certainly, it can accommodate trafEc increases from a 



larger community population. More significantly, the potential for Boulevard to grow in 
population and become a sustainable, thriving community would actually reduce traffic volumes 
generated by those who must now travel for employment and basic shopping needs to the more 
developed, and congested, "western portions"; where the Plan Update seeks to add even more 
population capacity. The environmental impacts of this proposal must be analyzed in the EIR. 
This scenario also must be analyzed in the "air quality," "climate change and energy," 
"population and housing," the "public services" and the "utilities and service systems" portions 
of the EIR. 

Historically, the theory has been that lack of groundwater availability is a substantial 
reason for reducing population capacity in the "eastern areas." However, it also must be 
recognized that there are areas, east of the mountains, where groundwater is available to 
accommodate an increase in population capacity rather than imposing a decrease. Preliminary 
studies done for us show that Boulevard is such an area In these times, when the availability of 
imported water from northern California and the Colorado River is frequently called into 
question, the availability of groundwater resources should be a positive attribute, not otherwise. 
This situation and its impacts must be analyzed in the EIR. 

We hereby assert that another issue which must be studied in the E N  revolves around the 
fact that Boulevard is really a "community" in name only and that its Country Town has long 
been in a state of decline, even with the density designations in the existing General Plan. 
Further reducing the population potential in this area will only exacerbate the situation for 
commercial establishments in Boulevard, which in many cases are now operating on very slim 
margins. The situation would worsen under the proposed General Plan Update designations, 
with the potential for blight to take over what could be a thriving community if population 
capacity were increased, fostering opportunities for sustainable development. 

The "eastern areas" of the County also are prime areas for alternative energy generation 
through solar and wind-powered opportunities. This form of utility provision must be discussed 
in the EIR with its potential for allowing the development of self-sustaining communities which 
also would be low on the generation of greenhouse gases. Reduction in population capacity 
diminishes the potential for this to occur in the "eastern areas." 

San Diego County has an obligation to participate in solving the regional housing needs. 
The County's ability to shoulder its "fair share" in this effort in the case where it plans, as here, 
to "reduce the potential for growth in the eastern areas" is a critical topic for analysis in the EIR 
under the "land use and planning" and the "population and housing" issue areas. Under 
SANDAG's 2030 Regional Growth Forecast, there is a regional housing capacity shortage. "The 
288,700 new homes needed by 2030 is roughly equivalent to the entire remaining housing 
capacity under existing plans." SANDAG projects that "between 2004 and 2030, more than 
99,000 housing units built in Riverside, Orange and Imperial Counties and in Northern Baja, 
Mexico will house at least one worker whose place of work will be inside San Diego County." 
The EIR must analyze the impacts that a reduction of growth potential in the County's "eastern 
areas" and how this can be mitigated. 



Economic forces in the "eastern areas" seemingly are already at work with improvements 
to the Tecate Crossing and the continuing increase in Homeland Security personnel, who will be 
looking for housing opportunities in the "eastern areas." The EIR must document what the 
current forecasts project with regard to this potential as well as the long term plans of 
government at all levels to locate offices in the "eastern areas." 

The future provision of emergency services (police, fire, medical) in the "eastern areas" 
is a topic which must be addressed in the EIR. Although there is a freeway conidor (Interstate 8) 
running through the "eastern areas," the ability of the public service providers to address such 
service needs as they arise is compromised today due to the low population levels. Interstate 8, 
while underutilized, is a main traffic corridor between San Diego and points east into and 
through Arizona, bringing visitors and commercial trafic into the County. If population were 
permitted to grow in the "eastern areas," particularly in Boulevard, the tax base would increase 
and level of provision of emergency services would increase as well to the benefit of residents as 
well as commercial and other travelers. 

We also assert that the alternatives analysis proposed for the EIR is deficient under 
CEQA requirements, both generally and particularly as it relates to Boulevard. 

The alternatives selected to date include those reflected in each of the following: (1) the 
draEt "Land Use Map" (originally the "Staff Map" which was the subject of preliminary hearings 
at the Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors several years ago); (2) the "Referral 
Map," nominally "the project" for purposes of CEQA analysis (which incorporates changes to 
several properties as directed by the Board of Supervisors after those preliminary hearings); 
(3) the Hybrid Map (a DPLU map which in many cases reiterates the proposed designations in 
(1) the Land Use Map); and (4) the Environmentally Superior Map (a DPLU map which 
proposes significant reductions in densities beyond those reflected in (1) the Land Use Map). 
Finally, a "no project" alternative is proposed which involves keeping the existing General Plan 
designations and densities. 

CEQA requires the EIR to analyze a "range of reasonable alternatives" to the project. In 
this situation, particularly in the community of Boulevard, the Land Use Map, Referral Map, and 
Hybrid Map "alternatives" are virtually, if not actually, identical. The Environmentally Superior 
Map Alternative appears simply to propose wholesale additional reductions to density 
allowances in blocks of undivided and already-divided lands in the community, apparently under 
the broad theory that less density must be less impactive and, therefore, "environmentally 
superior." 

This "range" of "alternatives" is really, in most instances, just "the project" with some 
minor changes. They do not rise to the level of a "range of reasonable alternatives." We 
therefore, suggest that another one or more alternatives be proposed which recognize the 
potential for "reasonable development" in the "eastern areas" rather than a dismissal of that 
option at the outset. The above discussion provides justification for such alternatives and 
presents strong evidence that such alternatives would in fact "reduce one or more significant 
impacts" per the State CEQA Guidelines. 



We very much appreciate the opportunity to provide these comments to the County of 
San Diego in response to the April 28, 2008 "Notice of Preparation" on the above-referenced 
EIR and project. Please give all of the above comments your serious consideration and 
incorporate the issues raised in them as a part of the draft EIR. 

Cc: Jeff Murphy 
Devon Muto 
Dianne Jacob 
Adam Wilson 





Muto, Devon 

From: Lael Montgomery [laelmontgomery@aol.com]

Sent: Sunday, May 11, 2008 10:56 AM

To: Muto, Devon; Carmichael, Leann; Citrano, Robert

Cc: Andy Washburn; Ann Quinley; csvet@sbcglobal.net; ctjohnson13@sbcglobal.net; 
JonVick2@aol.com; kathleen@benji.com; Keith Robertson; keithsimpson@earthlink.net; 
LaelMontgomery@aol.com; oliver.smith@respironics.com; richrudolf@sbcglobal.net; 
splane@pacificnet.net; terry@valleycentertimes.com; leon4homes@yahoo.com; 'Susan Simpson'; 
'Frank Shoemaker'; 'David Allen Montross'; 'Nancy Layne'; 'John Coulombe'; 
gmroofandmtc@aol.com; 'Susan Moore (E-mail)'

Subject: EIR Scope for GPUpdate

Page 1 of 1

6/3/2008

Devon, LeAnn, Bob, 
I’ve read the NOP for the GP Update.  
I am concerned that there is not yet a mention of the issue that most concerns every single one of the 26 
unincorporated communities: COMMUNITY CHARACTER. It is so important to the human habitat to keep this 
critical issue in our view finders. Presumably this falls under the category of AESTHETICS. The distinct identities 
of San Diego County communities are our most significant and precious resources, and these are exactly the 
resources that are most likely to be destroyed >>> morphed into a dull sameness (in a flash!!!) by the uniform 
road standards , plain vanilla zoning codes and conventional mass production building practices that have 
obliterated other SOCAL communities.   
  
This is a critical issue. How do we make sure that it gets incorporated meaningfully into the EIR Scope?  
  
Looking to you for guidance, 
  
Lael Montgomery 
Valley Center 
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May 28, 2008 

VIA EMAIL AND U.S. MAIL 

Mr. Eric Gibson 

Interim Director 
Department of Planning and Land Use 
5201 Ruffin Road, Suite B 

San Diego, CA 92123-1666 

Re: Draft EIR - General Plan Update (SCH #2002111067) 

Log #02-ZA-00I 
Comments on "Notice of Preparation" 

Dear Mr. Gibson: 

The following comments on the April 28, 2008 "Notice of Preparation" for the San Diego 
County General Plan Update Environmental Impact Report (EIR), as referenced above, are 
submitted on behalf of the Star Ranch, which owns approximately 2,160 acres of real property in 
the Mountain Empire Subregional Plan Area of the County and within the Campo-Lake Morena 
community. Star Ranch is presently processing General Plan Amendment and Specific Plan 
applications for its property. 

The "Notice of Public Meeting" attached to the "Notice of Preparation" states that "[t]he 
updated General Plan will direct population growth balanced with infrastructure needs, 

development, and resource protection." It states further that the General Plan Update "will have 
the effect of directing population capacity and development in the western portions of the 

unincorporated area and reducing the potential for growth in the eastern areas to balance growth 
and development with infrastructure needs and resource protection." The "Notice of 
Preparation," itself, follows this theme by stating that the proposal "will direct population 

capacity in the western portions of the County and reduce the potential for growth in the eastern 

areas." 

The Star Ranch project is proposed to be located in part in the Country Town of Cameron 
Comers which, in turn, is also proposed to be designated as a Village in the General Plan Update. 

Star Ranch understands that the land use policies in the General Plan Update documents are 
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intended to correct the known deficiencies in the "eastern areas" of the County, particularly in 
the locations planned with "Village" designations. While Star Ranch supports the policies, the 
proposed expansion of Cameron Corners falls short of authorizing the type and amount of 
residents, commercial, and public service facility development opportunities necessary to make 
that "Village" a workable, self-sustaining and successful community center. 

The thought behind the land use mapping for the Update appears to be prompted by the 

desire to protect the "eastern areas" from overdevelopment which could potentially exhaust or 
damage the resources in this part of the County. However, there are small pockets of 
developable land, such as the Cameron Corners Village area, which are able to accommodate 
reasonable growth, while the rest of the lands in the "eastern areas" can be protected. A recent 
SANDAG study dealing with "Unemployment Rates and Per Capita Income in the Southern San 
Diego Region" shows clearly that this area of the East County is beset by both high 
unemployment and low per capita income. 

These developable "eastern areas" of the County must have the impetus from land use 
designations allowing reasonable development, and therefore population growth, to provide a 

basis for them to thrive. In that regard, the General Plan Update should recognize the need for 
growth in these areas to prevent them from blight due to population stagnation. While the 
Update proposal would allow for some minimal growth in these areas, it is simply not enough. It 
will be necessary to allow for expansion of wastewater facilities and potable water development 

facilities rather than by creating a disincentive for them by restricting the reasonable growth. 
Further, the addition of public sewers to back-country development, in lieu of septic systems, is 

responsive to the policy of protecting groundwater resources and encouraging their sustained and 
effective use. 

Star Ranch believes that the overall policy of directing growth into the already crowded 

"western portion" of the County while forcing it away from the "eastern areas" is not the correct 
policy through which to create the incentive for the Village concept to be successful in 
implementing its own policies. That creates environmental consequences for both the "western 
portions" and the "eastern areas." Star Ranch requests that these environmental impacts and 
related consequences be studied fully in the Draft EIR for the General Plan Update. 

The Star Ranch appreciates the opportunity to provide these comments to the County of 
San Diego in response to the April 28, 2008 "Notice of Preparation" on the above-referenced 
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EIR and project. Please give all of the above comments your senous consideration and 
incorporate the issues raised in them as a part of the draft EIR. 

Very truly yours, 

WJS:mam 
cc: Mr. Barry De Vorzon 

Mr. Doug Paul 
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May 28,2008 

VIA EMAIL AND U.S. MAIL 

Mr. Eric Gibson 

Interim Director 
Department of Planning and Land Use 
5201 Ruffin Road, Suite B 

San Diego, CA 92123-1666 

Re: Update of the San Diego County General Plan 

Env. Review Number 02-ZA-001 
State Clearinghouse Number 2002111067 

APN # 405-222-08-00 - 9+ Acres in Descanso (Overlay FCI 40 Ac.) 

Dear Mr. Gibson: 

We represent Clifford J. Ward and Rick and Cathy Prazma in regard to their effort to 

seek a general plan amendment and a rezone on their 9+ acre property in Descanso (referenced 

above). A part of that effort is seeking inclusion of their property with an appropriate land use 
designation as a part of the General Plan Update and, accordingly, requesting that their proposal 

be analyzed in the Draft EIR for the Update. 

The Notice of Preparation dated April 28, 2008 for the Update's Draft EIR defines the 
proposed project as "a comprehensive update of the San Diego County General Plan." It further 
states that "the project will replace the existing General Plan, including all of the elements, land 

use distribution maps, and circulation maps. The project will also update 

Community/Subregional Plans." 

Our clients are seeking to modify the General Plan Update proposal to change the land 
use designation on their property from the RL-40 designation to the SR -4 designation. The 

property was in a 2-acre minimum parcel size designation until the Forest Conservation Initiative 
passed in 1993 mandating a 40-acre minimum parcel size. A change to the SR-4 designation is 

more consistent with the density and character of adjoining properties which are within the 

Descanso Country Town. These properties are small parcels ranging in size from Y4 acre to 'l'2 

acre, and containing homes with all utility services. 
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While we recognize that the existence and applicability of the Forest Conservation 
Initiative apparently compels a 40-acre minimum parcel size at this time, we ask that the EIR 
being prepared for the Update study the alternative of having this parcel designated as SR-4 
when the Initiative expires. 

Mr. Ward and the Prazmas have made application to the Descanso Planning Group to 

include their property in the modified Rural Village Boundary line for the General Plan Update. 
The property is inside the Descanso Water District service territory boundary, and the Descanso 
Planning Group has voted to use this boundary line as the Village line as well. 

This request is made in order to solve a current issue relating to the subject property and 
an adjoining parcel (APN 405-281-07-00). The adjoining parcel is improved with a dwelling 
unit, a small portion of which encroaches on the Ward/Prazma parcel, as does the septic system 
serving that dwelling. There are no other locations on this small adjoining parcel to 

accommodate the septic system. Both property owners are agreeable to a boundary adjustment 

to resolve this issue, but they are told by DPLU staff that a boundary adjustment would be 
prohibited by the fact that the Ward/Prazma property is within the Forest Conservation Initiative 

area and cannot be reduced in size. 

Although the land use designation on the WardiPrazma property apparently cannot be 
changed to SR-4 until the Initiative is no longer applicable to it, the inclusion of that potential 

future designation within the Draft EIR analysis for the General Plan Update will expedite the 

resolution of this issue at the earliest possible time. 

We thank you for your serious consideration of this request, which we believe to be 
unique in nature and not susceptible to setting a precedent. The study of such a scenario would, 
in our view, have no impact on the environmental analysis since the parcel is slightly larger than 
9 acres in size. Due to the slopes on the property, it most likely could not be subdivided to create 

even a second parcel. If you have any questions or wish to have more information, please 

contact me. 

Very truly yours, 

ftd 
William 

WJS:mam 
cc: Mr. Clifford J. Ward 

Rick and Cathy Prazma 
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