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Responses to Comments on the  
Draft Environmental Impact Report 

An original draft version of this EIR was circulated for public review from April 28, 2016, to June 13, 
2016 (45-day public review period). Fifteen comment letters were received. Due to the revisions 
made to the Draft EIR, the County decided to recirculate certain portions of the Draft Revised EIR 
sections, as well as the Traffic Impact Assessment. The public review circulation period of the Draft 
Revised EIR occurred from November 18, 2016, to January 3, 2017 (45-day public review period). 
No additional comment letters were received on the Draft Revised EIR.  

The following is a listing of the names and addresses of persons, organizations, and public agencies 
that commented during the first public review period. On the following pages are copies of those 
letters and written responses to them.  

Table 1-1. List of Commenters 

Commenter Address 
State Agencies  
State of California Governor’s Office of Planning 
and Research 

1400 Tenth Street 
Sacramento, CA 95812 

County, City, and Other Local Agencies  
Sweetwater Authority 505 Garrett Avenue 

Chula Vista, CA 91912 
City of San Diego, Planning Department 1010 2nd Avenue, MS 413 

San Diego, CA 92401 
Valley Center Community Planning Group PO Box 127 

Valley Center, CA 92082 
San Diego County, Valle De Oro Community 
Planning Group 

3755 Avocado Blvd, #187 
La Mesa, CA 91941 

Organizations  
Pala Pauma Community Sponsor Group None provided. 
Bonsall Community Sponsor Group None provided. 
Individuals  
Keefe Baker None provided. 
Scott McMillan 4670 Nebo Drive, #200 

La Mesa, CA  
Dave Harbour None provided. 
Dave Harbour None provided. 
Eric Metz None provided. 
Carolyn Harris 910 Gem Lane 

Ramona, CA 92065 
Carolyn Harris 910 Gem Lane 

Ramona, CA 92065 
Cindi Lynn Pusateri None provided. 
Richard Keith None provided. 
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Comment Letter A – State of California, Governor’s 
Office of Planning and Research, SCH 
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Responses to Comment Letter A 
Response to Comment A-1 

This letter acknowledges compliance with the State Clearinghouse review requirements for draft 
environmental documents pursuant to CEQA. The letter does not raise an environmental issue for 
which a response is required. 
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Comment Letter B – Sweetwater Authority 
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Responses to Comment Letter B 
Response to Comment B-1 

This portion of the letter is introductory and does not raise an environmental issue for which a 
response is required. No changes were made to the Draft EIR as a result of this comment. 

Response to Comment B-2 
The comment suggests that the types of accessory land uses in the Draft EIR are more similar to 
commercial uses than to traditional agricultural uses and should be analyzed accordingly. 
Additionally, the comment states that this program should be reconsidered as a commercial 
promotion program. The comment is noted; however, the County disagrees with it. The primary 
intent of the proposed Ordinance is to offer existing agricultural operators a wider array of 
accessory agricultural use options, with streamlined permitting requirements. These options may 
preserve existing, and increase the potential for new, successful agricultural operations within the 
County. The comment is vague and does not explain how renaming the program would alter the 
environmental analysis. Further, it does not identify any flaws in the current analysis. The Draft EIR 
utilizes trip generation rates associated with commercial uses, as the basis for the analysis, which is 
transferred throughout the Draft EIR. In essence, the analysis does study potential impacts as if they 
were generated by commercial uses. As required by CEQA, the impact analysis is based on the 
anticipated direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts that could result from the specific proposed 
accessory agricultural uses. Therefore, regardless of how these proposed uses are labeled, the 
required environmental analysis was completed No changes were made to the Draft EIR as a result 
of this comment. 

Response to Comment B-3 
The County agrees with the statements made in this comment regarding the impacts that were 
identified in the Draft EIR regarding water quality (Impacts HY-1, HY-2, HY-3, and HY-4) and water 
and groundwater supply (Impacts WS-1, WS-2, WS-3, and WS-4), and that the determination for 
these impacts remain significant and unmitigable. The County also agrees with the statement made 
regarding the project alternatives that were analyzed in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR. No changes were 
made to the Draft EIR as a result of this comment. 

Response to Comment B-4 
This comment suggests that the proposed project should be replaced by the Draft EIR’s Reduced 
Project Area and Lot Size Use Restriction Project Alternatives. The comment is understood; 
however, as discussed in the Draft EIR, the two alternatives do not fully meet the proposed project’s 
objectives because they each limit a substantial number of properties from participation in the 
Ordinance, many of which are agricultural communities and represent a primary focus of the 
Ordinance. For instance, the County’s agricultural areas are found within the backcountry, such as 
Ramona, Julian, and Alpine. Some of these communities are not located within the County Water 
Authority boundaries (Reduced Project Area Alternative). Combining these two project alternatives 
would contradict the purpose of the proposed Ordinance, which is to allow existing agricultural uses 
the opportunity for agritourism and agricultural sales and to broaden the type of allowed uses. As a 
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result a large number of agricultural areas and operations would not benefit from the program. 
Ultimately, the County Board of Supervisors will determine whether to approve the proposed 
project or an alternative. The information in this comment will be in the Final EIR for review and 
consideration by the Board. No changes were made to the Draft EIR as a result of this comment. 

Response to Comment B-5 
This comment explains that in the case of the approach recommended in comment B-4 (combining 
the two project alternatives to limit the number of properties subject to the proposed Ordinance), 
agricultural properties not subject to the proposed Ordinance revisions would still be able to 
develop accessory uses under the current Zoning Ordinance requirements. While this is correct, the 
purpose of the proposed project is to improve the regulations on all agricultural properties to 
promote continued agricultural operations in the County. No changes were made to the Draft EIR as 
a result of this comment. 

Response to Comment B-6 
The County agrees that the comment summarizes a discussion in the Draft EIR (Section 2.5.3.1 
under the heading Animal Raising), which explains that the increased intensity of animals on 
agricultural lands would increase animal wastes and would thereby introduce additional sources of 
bacteriological contamination and elevated nitrates. No changes were made to the Draft EIR as a 
result of this comment. 

Response to Comment B-7 
The comment suggests that further details be provided regarding monitoring and enforcing the 
standard housekeeping practices and BMPs. The County of San Diego Department of Agriculture, 
Weights and Measures regulates agricultural facilities designated as high priority commercial 
facilities. More information can be found on their Water Quality Program webpage at 
http://www.sandiegocounty.gov/content/sdc/awm/ag_water.html. This reference contains a list of 
BMPs and a description of annual inspections required pursuant to County code, as well as links to 
other relevant references. In addition, the County’s Grading Ordinance regulates grading related to 
agricultural uses (see Sections 87.202 and 87.205 at 
http://www.sandiegocounty.gov/dpw/land/landpdf/gradingordinance.pdf). Sections 67.807(f) and 
67.808(7)(C)(v) of the County’s Watershed Protection Ordinance 
(http://www.sandiegocounty.gov/content/dam/sdc/dpw/WATERSHED_PROTECTION_PROGRAM/
watershedpdf/WPO.pdf) describe BMPs for manure and pet waste. Sections 3130.c and 3130.b.4 of 
the Zoning Ordinance (http://www.sandiegocounty.gov/content/dam/sdc/ 
pds/zoning/z3000.pdf) also describe BMPs for equine uses and manure management. No changes 
were made to the Draft EIR as a result of this comment. 

Response to Comment B-8 
The County has received and acknowledged this attachment. Responses to the March 18, 2013, 
letter were written by the County and provided in the Final EIR for the Tiered Equine Ordinance. 
The responses are included in this EIR for reference. No changes were made to the Draft EIR as a 
result of this comment. 
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Response to Comment B-9 
This comment is a summary statement regarding compliance with CalEPA’s enforcement of 
pesticide laws and regulations in California. The County agrees that statements related to this issue 
were made in Section 2.4.3.1 of the Draft EIR under the heading General Operational Impacts. No 
changes were made to the Draft EIR as a result of this comment. 

Response to Comment B-10 
The comment states that nitrate is among the most common contaminants in groundwater within 
the County, that groundwater contaminants of concern that may result from agricultural operations 
include pesticides and herbicides, and that pesticide and herbicides can enter both the groundwater 
and surface water from agricultural uses. The Draft EIR discusses these potential impacts and 
concludes that these potential contaminants related to the project would not significantly contribute 
to groundwater quality issues. The comment does not provide any information that contradicts the 
Draft EIR or that requires a revision to the document. No changes were made to the Draft EIR as a 
result of this comment. 

Response to Comment B-11 
This comment is a concluding statement and does not raise an environmental issue for which a 
response is required. The County has included the Sweetwater Authority on the notification list for 
this project. 

Response to Comment B-12 
The County acknowledges the attached figure. The figure does not raise an environmental issue for 
which a response is required. 
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Comment Letter C – City of San Diego, Planning 
Department 
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Responses to Comment Letter C 
Response to Comment C-1 

This comment is introductory and does not raise an environmental issue for which a response is 
required. 

Response to Comment C-2 
The comment summarizes the concurrent public workshop for the Regional Water Quality Control 
Board on the proposed General Waste Discharge Requirements for the Commercial Agricultural 
Operations Regulatory Program and associated CEQA documents. The comment states that as the 
proposed program requirements are evolving concurrently with public review of this Draft EIR, 
mitigation measures identified and potentially significant adverse impacts related to soil erosion 
and water quality could remain. This is consistent with the analysis in the Draft EIR, which identified 
potential direct and cumulative impacts on surface water quality and from soil erosion. The 
comment concludes that a statement of overriding considerations would need to be adopted for the 
proposed project to be approved. This is also consistent with the Daft EIR’s determination that the 
stated impacts are not fully mitigated. No changes were made to the Draft EIR as a result of this 
comment. 

Response to Comment C-3 
The County appreciates the comment. The suggested revision has been incorporated into Section 
2.5.1.1, Surface Water Hydrology. 

Response to Comment C-4 
The County appreciates the comment. The suggested revision has been incorporated into Section 
2.5.1.5, Stormwater Drainage Systems. 

Response to Comment C-5 
The County appreciates the comment. The suggested revision has been incorporated into Section 
2.5.2.3, Regional/Local Regulations. 

Response to Comment C-6 
This comment is a concluding statement and does not raise an environmental issue for which a 
response is required. 
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Comment Letter D – Valley Center Community Planning 
Group 
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Responses to Comment Letter D 
Response to Comment D-1 

This comment is introductory and expresses support for the project and does not raise an 
environmental issue for which a response is required. 

Response to Comment D-2 
The comment states that a 25-foot minimum setback distance is arbitrary, and the butchering 
truck/trailer should be permitted near/next to animal quarters. This is a comment on the proposed 
Ordinance and does not affect the Draft EIR. The comment presents a valid method for determining 
appropriate setbacks. The Ordinance has been amended to state that a 10-foot minimum setback is 
now allowed for both the interior side and rear yards. This is the setback found within the most 
restrictive interior and rear animal enclosure setback in the Zoning Ordinance. The proposed 25-
foot setback from the front and exterior side yards will remain in the Ordinance. No changes were 
made to the Draft EIR as a result of this comment. 

Response to Comment D-3 
The comment states that the proposed duration of mobile butchering would too severely limit 
custom butchering operations, which then would not encourage agriculture. The comment requests 
that a more appropriate duration, such as 30 days be established. This is a comment on the 
proposed Ordinance and does not affect the Draft EIR. The restrictions to the duration of a mobile 
butchering operation are proposed to protect surrounding property owners from long-term impacts 
of mobile butchering, such as noise and odor. As mobile butchering is a temporary use, the proposed 
operational time limits are required to prevent it from becoming a permanent use, without 
appropriate permits from the USDA and the State of California. Based on staff research, the typical 
mobile butchering operation would stay on site for 2 to 3 days, based on the refrigeration needs, 
offal disposal, etc. The typical mobile butchering and packing truck can usually only accommodate 
refrigerated storage of the butchered meat for 3 days of butchering. The disposal of offal off site also 
would limit the total consecutive days the operation could continue, as the offal cannot be stored or 
disposed of on site. Therefore, the duration requirements of the proposed Ordinance have not been 
amended. No changes were made to the Draft EIR as a result of this comment. 

Response to Comment D-4 
The comment suggests that the hours of operation should be limited from sunrise to sunset in order 
to accommodate seasonal changes. This is a comment on the proposed Ordinance and does not 
affect the Draft EIR. The proposed hours of operation are generally consistent with the Noise 
Ordinance and are proposed to protect potential neighboring property owners from excessive noise 
and odors either too early or too late in the day. Allowing the set-up and butchering activities at 
sunrise to sunset could negatively impact the surrounding neighbors during the longer summer 
daylight periods. Based on the need to protect the surrounding neighbors, the proposed times of 
operation have not been amended. No changes were made to the Draft EIR as a result of this 
comment. 
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Response to Comment D-5 
The comment suggests that offal be disposed of according to USDA and San Diego Health 
Department requirements either on or off site. This is a comment on the proposed Ordinance and 
does not affect the Draft EIR. No changes were made to the Draft EIR as a result of this comment. 

Response to Comment D-6 
The comment requests that further clarification be provided regarding the need for a separate 
ordinance section for fishermen’s market when it could be combined with the existing farmer’s 
market ordinance section. This is a comment on the proposed Ordinance and does not affect the 
Draft EIR. The comment is acknowledged, and no change is proposed to the Ordinance. The 
proposed separate fishermen’s market section provides clarity to the Zoning Ordinance. No changes 
were made to the Draft EIR as a result of this comment. 

Response to Comment D-7 
The comment states that microbreweries and micro-distilleries are an industrial use and this should 
not be allowed within an agricultural use regulation, as they are incompatible uses with agriculture. 
The comment requests that Section 6157.d be deleted and that a re-evaluation be conducted 
regarding facility-to-property size ratios, when micro-breweries/distilleries are proposed within 
agricultural use regulations. This is a comment on the proposed Ordinance and does not affect the 
Draft EIR. The Ordinance requires that with an accessory microbrewery or distillery, agricultural 
products that comprise constituent ingredients to the beer or spirits must be grown on the same site 
as the uses proposed in Section 6157.d. This preserves the agricultural production on an existing 
agricultural operation and preserves the rural nature of the site. It is true that such a facility is 
permitted in industrial use regulations, without the requirement to grow the beer and distillery 
ingredients on site; however, there is a demand today for microbreweries/distilleries with tasting 
rooms and associated cropping of ingredients on the same site. There is no evidence presented that 
the coexistence of the microbrewery/distillery would degrade the agricultural character of the site. 
It is more likely that the addition of growth of beer and spirits ingredients and the proposed 
Ordinance’s acreage requirements, in conjunction with the existing agricultural operations, will 
enhance the agricultural character of the site. No changes were made to the Draft EIR as a result of 
this comment. 

Response to Comment D-8 
The comment recommends that a larger parcel size be established for production livestock and 
creamery buildings. This is a comment on the proposed Ordinance and does not affect the Draft EIR. 
The proposed Ordinance presents a tiered approach to the square footage of a creamery structure as 
a ratio of the total lot size of the existing dairy operation. The Ordinance does not establish a parcel 
size for the production livestock. No changes were made to the Draft EIR as a result of this comment. 

Response to Comment D-9 
The comment recommends that manure management for all animals, not just poultry, be permitted 
where sufficient acreage is available, without causing harm to riparian habitats. Additionally, the 
comment recommends that there should not be a dispensation for poultry to the exclusion of other 
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animal operations. This is a comment on the proposed Ordinance and does not affect the Draft EIR. 
The proposed Ordinance moves Poultry Manure Management from Section 6156.dd to the new 
Section 6157.h. Both Sections 6156.dd and the new Section 6157.h are the same, with the exception 
of the proposed added language that would require the receiving site for poultry manure to be 
within the Small Animal Raising animal use type. Manure management for animals other than 
poultry is covered within the Zoning Ordinance Equine Ordinance (Section 3130.c.) and in the 
County Code of Regulations, at Title 6 – Health and Sanitation. Therefore, no revisions to the 
proposed Ordinance related to Section 6157.h are required. No changes were made to the Draft EIR 
as a result of this comment. 

Response to Comment D-10 
The comment states that the Traffic Impact Study was overly conservative in assuming that impacts 
would result from 100% participation in the expanded zoning use activities for all eligible parcels. 
Based on this comment and Comment D-12 below, the County modified the project’s trip generation 
methodology to more realistic expectations. The County reviewed the number of parcels (compared 
to those eligible) that have applied for or made improvements allowed under the Tiered Winery 
Ordinance. Based on this review, it was determined that approximately seven percent of eligible 
parcels may implement improvements over a 30-year planning horizon. Therefore, trip generation 
rates displayed in Table 3.3 of the Revised Traffic Impact Assessment were applied to seven percent 
of the eligible parcels within each community. The number of new trips generated by the project are 
shown in Table 3.4 of the revised Traffic Impact Assessment, and in Table 2.7-5 of revised Section 
2.7, Transportation and Traffic, of the Draft EIR. This revised methodology greatly reduces the 
anticipated project impacts as follows:  

 For County roadway segments that had not been previously identified as accepted at LOS E or F, 
4 roadway segments are now impacted versus 23 previously. 

 For County roadway segments that were previously identified as accepted at LOS E or F, 6 
roadway segments are now impacted versus 29 previously. 

 For State roadway segments that had not been previously identified as accepted at LOS E or F, 
no roadway segments are now impacted versus 5 previously. 

 For State roadway segments that had were previously identified as accepted at LOS E or F, 1 
roadway segment is now impacted versus 12 previously. 
This revised methodology represents a much more realistic expectation of traffic impacts that 
will result from the proposed project. 

As a result of this comment and comment D-12 below, the Traffic Impact Assessment report 
(Appendix E of the Draft EIR) and Section 2.7 of the Draft EIR were revised to reflect the modified 
trip generation methodology. Please see page 13 of the revised Traffic Impact Assessment and 
Section 2.7.3.1 of the Draft EIR (under the heading Trip Generation) for more discussion concerning 
the modified trip generation methodology. 

Response to Comment D-11 
The comment states that during special events, roads may experience temporary level of service 
impacts. However, it also states that it is unlikely that there will be year-round Valley Center 
Mobility Element road impacts that will require mitigation. This comment is acknowledged and does 
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not require a change to the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR analysis is considered a conservative approach 
to account for all potential impacts. The temporary impacts discussed by this comment would fall 
within the analysis included in the Draft EIR. No changes were made to the Draft EIR as a result of 
this comment. 

Response to Comment D-12 
The comment recommends that the Trip Generation for General Plan Mobility Element Roads be 
modelled with a maximum impact of 25 percent parcel participation. Please see the response to 
comment D-10 above concerning the County’s re-evaluation of traffic impacts utilizing a modified 
trip generation methodology for the proposed project. 
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Comment Letter E – San Diego County Valle De Oro 
Community Planning Group 
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Responses to Comment Letter E 
Response to Comment E-1 

The County acknowledges the comment expressing support for the Reduced Project Area 
Alternative. The comment does not raise an environmental issue for which a response is required. 
The planning group’s position will be reported to the County’s decision makers when the proposed 
Ordinance and EIR is presented for consideration. 
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Comment Letter F – Pala Pauma Community Sponsor 
Group 
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Responses to Comment Letter F 
Response to Comment F-1 

This comment is introductory and does not raise an environmental issue for which a response is 
required. 

Response to Comment F-2 
The comment primarily expresses general support for the project; however, it states that the 
proposed mitigation measures are deficient and may adversely affect the quality of life in the area of 
concern and generally within the unincorporated areas of the County of San Diego. The specific 
concerns are provided in the remainder of the letter and therefore are addressed in the responses 
below. No changes were made to the Draft EIR as a result of this comment. 

Response to Comment F-3 
The comment states that the projections of the average daily trips used in the Draft EIR are based on 
estimates of public participation that are too optimistic. Additionally, the comment states that the 
traffic volume data used is not current. The comment recommends that road segments that are 
projected to become LOS E or F have updated traffic surveys, ADT values reestablished, and 
mitigation measures revised for the project. Partly in response to this comment and as discussed in 
response to comment D-10, the County modified the project trip generation methodology to obtain 
more realistic expectations of project trip generation and traffic impacts. Changes were made to 
Section 2.7, Transportation and Traffic, of the Draft EIR and the Traffic Impact Assessment report 
(Appendix E of the Draft EIR). This resulted in the identification of much reduced traffic impacts. 
Please see response to comment D-10 for additional details. Because the traffic analysis is based on 
long-term traffic models, conducting more current traffic surveys and obtaining additional existing 
ADT values as suggested in the comment would not affect the analysis. 

Response to Comment F-4 
The comment states objections towards adding two road segments of approximately 8 miles in 
length to SR-76 to the list of General Plan road segments that may achieve LOS E or F. The comment 
states that this addition is not justified and that this action has the potential to cause public danger 
on SR-76.  

The public review version of Section 2.7 of the Draft EIR indicated that two segments of SR-76 would 
have operated at LOS E or F with the addition of project trips (Gird Road to Old Highway 395 in the 
Fallbrook Community Planning Group, and Valley Center Road to South Grade Road in the Pala 
Pauma Community Sponsor Group), and that these segments had not been accepted by the General 
Plan Mobility Element as operating at LOS E or F. Under the modified trip generation methodology 
described in response to comment D-10, these two segments are no longer impacted by the 
proposed project, and are no longer considered for acceptance at LOS E or F as a result of this 
project.  

The County disagrees with the views concerning public safety. The view that acceptance of a 
roadway segment at LOS E or F creates additional public safety issues is not supported by evidence 
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specific to the situation. The County also disagrees in general that acceptance of roadway segments 
at LOS E or F would be in conflict with the development of a roundabout. 

Response to Comment F-5 
The County disagrees that it would act in a way that jeopardizes public safety. Please see the 
response to comment F-4 above regarding how the project no longer would cause the two highway 
segments on SR-76 to be considered for acceptance at LOS E or F. No changes were made to the 
Draft EIR as a result of this comment. 

Response to Comment F-6 
The comment recommends that the Draft EIR analyze the impact on traffic flow of the levels of 
significance applicable to LOS E and F road segments for remediation by other land use projects now 
in the process of development or in preliminary stages. The Draft EIR includes a cumulative analysis 
that accounts for other GPA projects in the Pala-Pauma area, which resulted in a determination of a 
significant and unmitigable impact (T-3) even though certain mitigation measures will be 
implemented. However, the Draft EIR cannot assign mitigation to the other cumulative projects. The 
environmental analysis for the other cumulative projects either did or will consider whether each of 
those other projects would result in a significant traffic impact, and propose relevant feasible 
mitigation measures as necessary. No changes were made to the Draft EIR as a result of this 
comment. 

Response to Comment F-7 
The comment recommends that the Draft EIR consider the costs and efforts associated with 
establishing the proposed mitigation measures for additional enforcement and provisions of the 
project. However, this issue is separate from the environmental analysis of the proposed project. 
The enforcement of alleged existing unpermitted farm stands is a separate issue that has been 
referred to the County’s code enforcement. No changes were made to the Draft EIR as a result of this 
comment. 
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Comment Letter G – Bonsall Community Sponsor Group 

 



County of San Diego  Responses to Comments 

 
Draft Final Environmental Impact Report 
Agriculture Promotion Project RTC-36 

February 2017 
ICF 54.15 

 

 

 
  



County of San Diego  Responses to Comments 

 
Draft Final Environmental Impact Report 
Agriculture Promotion Project RTC-37 

February 2017 
ICF 54.15 

 

Response to Comment Letter G 
Response to Comment G-1 

This comment is introductory and does not raise an environmental issue for which a response is 
required. 

Response to Comment G-2 
The comment requests that further information be provided in the Traffic Impact Study with 
regards to how private roads would be impacted and how they would be addressed. County Private 
Road Standards are described on page 2.7-5 of the Draft EIR. Level of Service is not established for 
private roads, but minimum design standards are established based on projected ADT. In general, 
use of private roads is a private matter that must be addressed by the individuals with rights to the 
road. However, with the exception of the Zoning Verification Permits, neighbors would be notified of 
any discretionary applications (including those related to the proposed Zoning Ordinance changes) 
thereby allowing neighbors to comment on those projects. In those situations, the County would 
address private road issues to the extent possible under the law. No changes were made to the Draft 
EIR as a result of this comment. 

Response to Comment G-3 
The comment requests that further information be provided with regards to addressing how the 
changes in the Agriculture Promotion Program that will be part of the County General Plan can be 
made to address private roads and that the project does not require any governing body to have 
public meetings for the neighbors on private roads to make comments.  

Please see the response to comment G-2 above concerning the issue of private roads. With regard to 
the portion of the comment concerning changes in large animal designations and possible odor 
issues, the Draft EIR analyzed this issue and determined that impacts related to objectionable odors 
would be potentially significant (M-AQ-3 and M-AQ-7 in Section 2.1, Air Quality and Greenhouse 
Gases). Mitigation Measure M-AQ-5 will be implemented for future discretionary permits; however, 
overall, the impacts remain unmitigated. The proposed animal designator changes increase the 
number of Animal Designators may keep Large Animals, other than horses. It further makes the 
Animal Schedule more efficient by reorganizing the acreage descriptions for Large Animal Raising, 
other than equine. The Ordinance does not significantly alter the total number of Large Animals that 
could be placed on a property and, therefore, would result in similar impacts as could occur today. 
No changes were made to the Draft EIR as a result of this comment. 

Response to Comment G-4 
The comment requests that the County create an ordinance or requirement for road maintenance 
agreements on all private roads. Further, the comment requests that a modified document be used 
in the subdivisions that will include modifications for the semi-rural community. This comment does 
not raise an environmental issue for which a response is required. Maintenance of private roads is 
the responsibility of the parties that have agreed to such maintenance. Typically, all those granted 
rights to a private road also agree to support its maintenance. No changes were made to the Draft 
EIR as a result of this comment. 



County of San Diego  Responses to Comments 

 
Draft Final Environmental Impact Report 
Agriculture Promotion Project RTC-38 

February 2017 
ICF 54.15 

 

Response to Comment G-5 
The comment requests that a building standard be included for all fruit stands. The existing On-Site 
Agricultural and /or Horticultural Sales section has been moved to Section 6157.a, from Section 
6156.q, and is not a new section. As with the current section, the proposed Ordinance requires a 
structure for fruit stands. Any such structure over 200 square feet would be required to meet the 
Building Code and obtain a building permit. The Ordinance is proposed to allow stands up to 300 
square feet, and located 15 feet from a roadway, as an accessory use to the existing farming 
operation. The stand must sell products grown on the property and can only be operated by the 
owner or tenant farmer. The produce cannot be sold from a motor vehicle. Sanitation requirements 
for employees are found within the County Code of Regulations, at Title 6 – Health and Sanitation 
and do not need repeating in the Zoning Ordinance. If a violation to this section is suspected, 
residents may contact the County Code Enforcement staff to investigate the complaint. 

Response to Comment G-6 
The comment requests that road designation be changed from 4.1A to 2.2C for West Lilac Road in 
Bonsall as interpreted by the commenter from page 2.7-32 (Table 2.7-9) of the Draft EIR. Table 2.7-9 
states the current Mobility Element Classification (2.2C) for West Lilac Road and what the future or 
improved classification would need to be to address all anticipated future cumulative traffic (4.1A). 
However, there are no plans, and the proposed project does not propose, to change the current 
classification of 2.2C for West Lilac Road. No changes were made to the Draft EIR as a result of this 
comment. 
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Comment Letter H – Keef Baker, Individual  
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Responses to Comment Letter H 
Response to Comment H-1 

This comment is introductory and does not raise an environmental issue for which a response is 
required. 

Response to Comment H-2 
The comment requests that any Ag Homestay, microbrewery, boutique winery, or Ag stores be 
allowed on A70 and A72 farms with no commercial demands or restrictions. The comment is 
acknowledged; however, the proposed Ordinance represents a balance between broadening allowed 
accessory agricultural uses from what exists now, and the possible negative impacts caused by those 
accessory uses. The proposed regulations offer protection to surrounding property owners from 
potential impacts. The commentator appears to suggest that the proposed Ordinance requires 
commercially cooled or air conditioned processing buildings. This Ordinance does not require a 
microbrewery or micro-distillery owner to construct air conditioned buildings; however, new 
buildings would require building permits and conformance to the building code. 
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Comment Letter I – Scott McCillan, Individual  
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Responses to Comment I 
Response to Comment I-1 

This comment is introductory and does not raise an environmental issue for which a response is 
required. 

Response to Comment I-2 
The comment states that there is no reference in the proposed amendment to the Type 74 license 
for craft micro-distilleries. The comment requests that the proposed Zoning Amendments for 
Section 6157.d be further modified to include the Type 74 Craft Distillers license. The Type 74 Craft 
Distillers License is a new State License and requires that a distiller own and/or operate a still to 
produce spirits with a 100,000 gallon limitation. The license also permits sales of 2.25 liters per 
customer of spirits, if the sale is in conjunction with an educational tasting. Based on this, tasting 
rooms are permitted by the Type 74 License, which is consistent with the goals of the proposed 
Ordinance. Therefore, the Ordinance provisions relating to proposed Section 6157.d have been 
revised to include “…shall have either a current Type 04 Distilled Spirits Manufacturer License or a 
Type 74 Craft Distillers License issued by the California Department of Alcoholic Beverage and 
Control.” 
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Comment Letter J – Dennis Campbell, Individual  
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Responses to Comment Letter J 
Response to Comment J-1 

The comment requests further clarification regarding Sections 6157.d and 6157.a, which relate to 
combining a tiered winery and microbrewery/micro-distillery uses on the same properties, as well 
as the operation of a Small or Large Agricultural Store and the sale of wine and spirits. As the 
commentator implies, the size of a parcel restricts the ability of collocating both a tiered winery and 
a micro-distillery. Further, there may be cumulative impacts on property owners next to a 
concurrent winery and distillery uses. Such impacts have not been addressed by the Draft EIR and 
could adversely impact the surrounding property owners. The Tiered Winery Ordinance governs 
that type of use, and it cannot occur on the same property as a microbrewery or micro-distillery in 
order to reduce impacts on surrounding property owners. The proposed Ordinance would further 
permit an agricultural store on the same property as the agricultural product that is sold within that 
store. As the Small and Large Microbrewery/Micro-Distillery both allow sales of the alcohol 
produced on site, these sales would not be covered within the provisions for the Ordinance. It would 
not include the Small or Large Agricultural Store. The agricultural store is intended for the sale of 
agricultural products grown or raised (animal husbandry) on site. This use is not intended to 
include onsite wine or beer/spirits. 

Response to Comment J-2 
The comment requests further clarification regarding Section 6157.d. Related to the use of the term 
“small winery premises,” Sections 6157.d.1.m and 6157.k. have been amended by replacing the 
terms “small” and “boutique wineries” with “small” and “large microbreweries/micro-distilleries,” 
respectively. 
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Comment Letter K – Eric Metz, Individual 
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Responses to Comment Letter K 
Response to Comment K-1 

The comment requests that weddings be allowed within the Agriculture Promotion Program due to 
the fact that they are private parties that are not open to the general public. Further, the comment 
requests that weddings be allowed without requiring an Administrative Use Permit or a Major Use 
Permit and, if possible, be allowed under the Agricultural Tourism category. Within the Large 
Microbrewery/Micro-Distillery section of the Ordinance, weddings would be permitted, if included 
and addressed within the proposed Administrative Permit required for the Large 
Microbrewery/Micro-Distillery. This permit ensures that potential impacts on surrounding property 
owners that may be caused by a wedding or event are addressed during the permitting period. This 
is a less restrictive permit than the existing requirement to obtain a Major Use Permit to host 
weddings. 
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Comment Letter L – Carolyn Harris, Individual  
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Responses to Comment Letter L 
Response to Comment L-1 

This comment is introductory and does not raise an environmental issue for which a response is 
required. 

Response to Comment L-2 
The comment requests that only one tier – a limited wholesale winery (with no retail activities on 
the premises) – also should be available to other zones that allow commercial agriculture, 
specifically S88 and RR. The proposed Ordinance would allow commercial agricultural activities 
within an S88 Use Regulation provided there was no approved specific plan in the zone. After a 
specific plan is adopted by the Board, that specific plan would govern the permitted uses. If the uses 
approved within a specific plan did not include commercial agriculture, those uses would not be 
allowed without a specific plan amendment. The proposed Ordinance does not address tiered 
wineries or their permitted locations. This is found in another section of the Zoning Ordinance (see 
Section 6910), which is not amended by the Agriculture Promotion Ordinance. 

Response to Comment L-3 
The comment summarizes the appropriateness of the S88/RR area surrounded by A70/A72 
properties that include additional protections and would have precedence and apply to any winery 
operation. The protections referenced in the comment relate to an offsite chicken ranch that was 
adjacent to the proposed residential Specific Plan (SP), on the SP’s exterior property line. Those 
same protections would not govern lots within an SP that are used for winery purposes and may 
negatively impact neighboring property owners, within the SP. If an owner within an SP wishes to 
establish a tiered winery operation, that resident would be required to apply for a Specific Plan 
Amendment (SPA). During the review of an SPA application, impact reviews would be conducted to 
determine the impact of a winery use within the SPA. 

Response to Comment L-4 
The comment expresses the view that properties covered by an SP are subjected to overriding 
special protection considerations that would make a limited wholesale winery less likely to have a 
negative impact than a similar project located on other commercial agriculture (A70, A72, or S92) 
zones. Although this view may be true in many or most situations, the County cannot concur 
completely due to the variety of site-specific characteristics throughout the County. Those same 
protections would not govern lots within an SP that are used for winery purposes and may 
negatively impact neighboring property owners within the SP. If an owner within a SP wishes to 
establish a tiered winery operation, that resident would be required to apply for an SPA. During the 
review of a SPA application, impact reviews would be conducted to determine the impact of a 
winery use within the SPA. 

Response to Comment L-5 
The comment expresses support for the expansion of winery use types in the S92 zones of the 
County. Additionally, the comment recommends that winery use types be considered for the S88 
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and RR zones, and that if there are concerns with the limited wholesale being allowed in a specific 
plan area, that it be allowed with a higher onsite source requirement. The proposed Ordinance 
would allow commercial agricultural activities within an S88 Use Regulation provided there was no 
approved specific plan in the zone. After a specific plan is adopted by the Board, that specific plan 
would govern the permitted uses. If the uses approved within a specific plan did not include 
commercial agriculture, those uses would not be allowed without an SPA. The proposed Ordinance 
does not address tiered wineries or their permitted locations. This is found in another section of the 
Zoning Ordinance (see Section 6910), which is not amended by the Agriculture Promotion 
Ordinance. 

Response to Comment L-6 
This comment is a concluding statement and does not raise an environmental issue for which a 
response is required. 

  



County of San Diego  Responses to Comments 

 
Draft Final Environmental Impact Report 
Agriculture Promotion Project RTC-54 

February 2017 
ICF 54.15 

 

Comment Letter M – Carolyn Harris, Individual  
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Responses to Comment Letter M 
Response to Comment M-1 

The comment recommends that the Agriculture Promotion Program enable those making an 
investment in alcohol beverage facilities, equipment, and skills be allowed to diversify beyond just 
one product from their large agriculture parcels. There may be cumulative impacts on neighboring 
property owners next to a concurrent winery and distillery uses. Such impacts have not been 
addressed by the Draft EIR and could adversely impact the surrounding property owners. The 
Tiered Winery Ordinance governs that type of use, and it cannot occur on the same property as a 
microbrewery or micro-distillery in order to reduce impacts on surrounding property owners. The 
proposed Ordinance would further permit an agricultural store on the same property as the 
agricultural product that is sold within that store. As the Small and Large Microbrewery/Micro-
Distillery both allow sales of the alcohol produced on site, these sales would not be covered within 
the provisions for the proposed Ordinance. It would not include the Small or Large Agricultural 
Store. The agricultural store is intended for the sale of agricultural products grown or raised (animal 
husbandry) on site. This use is not intended to include onsite wine or beer/spirits. 

Response to Comment M-2 
The comment recommends that the proposed microbrewery/micro-distillery uses be less restrictive 
so as to allow the production of wine, beer, or distilled spirits on appropriately sized and located 
parcels where it could be shown that these uses are not incompatible. There may be cumulative 
impacts on neighboring property owners next to a concurrent winery and distillery uses. Such 
impacts have not been addressed by the Draft EIR and could adversely impact the surrounding 
property owners. The Tiered Winery Ordinance governs that type of use, and it cannot occur on the 
same property as a microbrewery or micro-distillery in order to reduce impacts on surrounding 
property owners. The proposed Ordinance would further permit an agricultural store on the same 
property as the agricultural product that is sold within that store. As the Small and Large 
Microbrewery/Micro-Distillery both allow sales of the alcohol produced on site, these sales would 
not be covered within the provisions for the proposed Ordinance. It would not include the Small or 
Large Agricultural Store. The agricultural store is intended for the sale of agricultural products 
grown or raised (animal husbandry) on site. This use is not intended to include onsite wine or 
beer/spirits. 

Response to Comment M-3 
The comment shows where the text under proposed Section 6157.d.1.a, Agriculture Microbrewery 
or Micro-Distillery, would be amended pursuant to the previous comment. Please see the response 
to the previous comment. 

Response to Comment M-4 
The comment also apparently recommends revising the requirements for signage as stated in 
proposed Section 6157.d.1.i, by increasing the area of one on-premise sign from 4 square feet to 12 
square feet. As the proposed uses may be located within residential properties and neighborhoods, 
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the signage size limitation is needed in order to protect surrounding property owners from 
obtrusive visual effects. No change to the Ordinance is required by this comment. 

Response to Comment M-5 
The comment shows recommended text revisions to proposed Section 6157.d.2.a, to allow both 
Type 03 and 04 licenses by the California Department of Alcoholic Beverage Control. The Type 03 
Brandy Manufacturer License only allows a permit holder to manufacture brandy, not other distilled 
spirits. Therefore, the combination of the Type 03 and 04 permits is not practical, within the scope 
of this Ordinance. No changes to the Ordinance were made as a result of this comment. 

Response to Comment M-6 
The comment shows recommended text revisions to proposed Section 6157.d.2.k, to state that 
amplified sound outside of any building shall be subject to the terms of the use permit, rather than 
not allowing amplified sound outside of any building; however, proposed Section 6157.d.2.k is 
related to the sale and consumption of pre-packaged food. Proposed Section 6157.d.2.i states that all 
operations shall comply with the provisions of Section 36.401 et seq. of the County’s Noise 
Ordinance. No changes were made to the Draft EIR or proposed Zoning Ordinance Amendment as a 
result of this comment. 

Response to Comment M-7 
The comment shows recommended text revisions to proposed Section 6157.d.2.l, to state that 
signage would be subject to terms of the use permit rather than a limit of 4 square feet. As the 
proposed uses may be located within residential properties and neighborhoods, the signage size 
limitation is needed in order to protect surrounding property owners from obtrusive visual effects. 
No change to the Ordinance is required by this comment. 

Response to Comment M-8 
This comment is a concluding statement and does not raise an environmental issue for which a 
response is required. 
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Comment Letter N – Cindi Lynn Pusateri, Individual 
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Responses to Comment Letter N 
Response to Comment N-1 

The comment requests further clarification regarding the revisions to the definition of Commercial 
Agriculture in Section 1110 of the Zoning Ordinance. The comment is acknowledged and Section 4. 
Section 1110, “Commercial Agriculture,” has been amended to replace the “and” with an “or,” at the 
end of subparagraph 3. 

Response to Comment N-2 
The comment recommends that the definitions of Micro-Distillery, Agricultural and Micro-brewery, 
Agricultural be revised to include fruits, berries, and other ingredients that may be used in the 
production of beer and distilled spirits. The proposed Ordinance already permits the use of onsite 
produced ingredients, besides the cited hops, honey barley, or grains (see Sections 6157.d.1.c and 
6157.d.2.b). The language is permissive toward other ingredients, if cultivated on site. Therefore, no 
changes are required as a result of this comment. 

Response to Comment N-3 
The comment recommends revising Section 6157.d.1.c and 6157.d.2.b to include language that 
allows other ingredients besides grains and vegetables to be planted for the production of spirits, 
whereas the public review text only specified hops, barley, or other grain. The proposed Ordinance 
already permits the use of onsite produced ingredients, besides the cited hops, honey barley, or 
grains (see Sections 6157.d.1.c and 6157.d.2.b). The language is permissive toward other 
ingredients, if cultivated on site. Therefore, no changes are required as a result of this comment. 

Response to Comment N-4 
The comment requests that the language under Sections 6157.d.1.m and 6157.d.2.k be revised as it 
appears that there is a typo that refers to wineries instead of small or large microbreweries or 
micro-distilleries. Relating the use of the term “small winery premises,” Sections 6157.d.1.m and 
6157.k. have been amended by replacing the terms “small” and “boutique wineries” with “small” and 
“large microbreweries/micro-distilleries,” respectively. 

Response to Comment N-5 
The comment expresses objections to Section S.6.1 in the Draft EIR (Reduced Project Area 
Alternative) with respect to breweries and distilleries as it categorically excludes properties 
dependent on groundwater (those areas outside the County Water Authority boundary). The 
comment states that the Ordinance changes require a groundwater study to obtain the necessary 
approvals and that is more fair to evaluate this on a case-by-case basis instead of excluding entire an 
groundwater-dependent area from eligibility under the program.  

The County notes that the proposed Zoning Ordinance Amendment does allow small microbrewery 
or micro-distillery uses with a Zoning Verification Permit and large microbrewery or micro-
distillery uses with an Administrative Permit, as long as a groundwater study is submitted that 
demonstrates there is adequate groundwater at the site to support the uses, among other 
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requirements. The concept of restricting the proposed Ordinance to exclude groundwater-
dependent areas is evaluated as an alternative to the proposed Ordinance because CEQA requires 
that a reasonable range of alternatives be considered that can avoid or significantly reduce potential 
impacts while still meeting most project objectives. As described in Sections 4.2, Analysis of the 
Reduced Project Area Alternative, and 4.5, Environmentally Superior Project, and Table 4-1 of the 
Draft EIR, the Reduced Project Area Alternative reduces all potential project impacts and reduces 
potential groundwater supply impacts to less than significant compared to the proposed project. 
This alternative was also determined to be the Environmentally Superior Alternative, although it is 
recognized that it would geographically limit the full application of the Agriculture Promotion 
Program. The County Board of Supervisors will ultimately decide whether to adopt the proposed 
Ordinance or one of the alternatives. 
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Comment Letter O – Keith Ritchey, Individual  
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Responses to Comment Letter O 
Responses to Comment O-1 

This comment is introductory and does not raise an environmental issue for which a response is 
required. 

Responses to Comment O-2 
The comment expresses objections to the Reduced Project Area Alternative as there are adequate 
protections against implementing the project on property that does not have an adequate water 
supply. The comment expresses support for the Full Project option as it will achieve all project 
objectives. Please see the response to comment N-5 above. No changes were made to the Draft EIR 
as a result of this comment. 

Responses to Comment O-3 
The project states that if the Reduced Project Area Alternative is adopted, the requirements for 
groundwater studies for small and large microbreweries and micro-distilleries should be 
eliminated, as the only properties eligible for these uses under the proposed Zoning Ordinance 
Amendment would be located within the County Water Authority boundary, and any water needed 
could be provided by the utility. 

The County disagrees with this comment because there are areas within the County Water Authority 
boundary that do not have infrastructure to connect to a municipal water supply and must still rely 
on groundwater. Therefore, these areas would be reliant on groundwater and a groundwater study 
would still be required. No changes were made to the Draft EIR as a result of this comment. 

Responses to Comment O-4 
The comment expresses support for the Lot Size Use Restriction Alternative if an alternative to the 
full project is required. The commenter believes this alternative would still promote accessory 
agricultural uses throughout the County, reduce potential impacts on groundwater supply, and 
perhaps limit accessory uses to those properties where they are more likely to succeed. The County 
agrees in that the analysis of this alternative determined that the impact on groundwater supply 
would be reduced but remain significant, as compared to the proposed project (see Section 4.3.2.8, 
Water Supply and Groundwater, and Table 4-1). This comment is noted and will be included in the 
project documentation for consideration by the decision makers. 

Responses to Comment O-5 
The comment recommends amending the proposed definitions for Microbrewery, Agricultural and 
Micro-Distillery, Agricultural in Section 1110 of the Zoning Ordinance to include other ingredients 
that may be used for onsite brewing or distilling such as berries, fruits, spices, honey, or other 
ingredients. These recommended revisions are also requested in proposed Section 6157 of the 
Zoning Ordinance for consistency. The proposed Ordinance already permits the use of onsite 
produced ingredients, besides the cited hops, honey barley, or grains (see Sections 6157.d.1.c and 



County of San Diego  Responses to Comments 

 
Draft Final Environmental Impact Report 
Agriculture Promotion Project RTC-63 

February 2017 
ICF 54.15 

 

6157.d.2.b). The language is permissive toward the use of other ingredients, if cultivated on site. 
Therefore, no changes are required as a result of this comment. 

Responses to Comment O-6 
The comment requests further clarification regarding whether it is permissible to have more than 
one activity on a property – such as a microbrewery and micro-distillery. The combination of both a 
winery and microbrewery/micro-distillery uses may create cumulative impacts on neighboring 
property owners next to a shared winery and distillery use. Such impacts have not been addressed 
by the Draft EIR and could adversely impact the surrounding property owners. The Tiered Winery 
Ordinance governs that type of use, and it cannot occur on the same property as a microbrewery or 
micro-distillery in order to reduce impacts on surrounding property owners. The proposed 
Ordinance would further permit an agricultural store on the same property as the agricultural 
product that is sold within that store. As the Small and Large Microbrewery/Micro-Distillery both 
allow sales of the alcohol produced on site, these sales would not be covered within the provisions 
for the proposed Ordinance. It would not include the Small or Large Agricultural Store. The 
agricultural store is intended for the sale of agricultural products grown or raised (animal 
husbandry) on site. This use is not intended to include onsite wine or beer/spirits. 
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