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I23-1 This comment provides introductory remarks.  

 

This comment does not raise issues regarding the adequacy of the Draft SEIR; 

therefore, no further response is necessary. 

 

I23-2 This comment provides general statements regarding the Draft SEIR.  

 

This comment does not raise issues regarding the adequacy of the Draft SEIR; 

therefore, no further response is necessary. 

 

I23-3 This comment states the Draft SEIR makes clear the Proposed Project will have 

significant negative impacts on the County and to residents in the Twin Oaks area and 

states the Proposed Project would undermine the Vision and Guiding Principles of the 

General Plan.  

 

The County agrees that the Project will have many significant and unavoidable impacts 

as described in the Draft SEIR.  However, the County does not agree that all Analysis 

Areas proposals of the Proposed Project would undermine the Vison and Guiding 

Principles of the General Plan.  The project includes many different Analysis Area 

proposals, with Proposed Project Map options (highest density/intensity options) and 

Alternative Map options (reduced density/intensity options with reduced 

environmental impacts), in addition to the option of retaining the existing General Plan 

land use designations for any Analysis Area. The proposals and map options vary 

widely, in terms of geographic location, environmental constraints, existing 

development patterns, and proximity to infrastructure, services, and jobs, among other 

factors (Draft SEIR, p. 1-13). Lumping all of the proposals together as consistent with, 

or inconsistent with the General Plan does not take into account the individual 

characteristics of the Analysis Area proposals. Section 2.9.3.2 provides covers the 

CEQA requirement for General Plan consistency review by providing a review of each 

of the policies of the General Plan that apply to a stand-alone GPA/Rezone with no 

development applications/proposals (like the current project) and that were relied upon 

to reduce impacts in the 2011 General Plan PEIR, which the current Draft SEIR tiers 

from. This review is provided for each Analysis Area proposal on an individual basis.  
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I23-4 This comment refers to community plans not being completed and states the SEIR 

should explain how the County can amend the General Plan without fully completing 

community plans.  

 

During the General Plan Update process, amendments were made to several 

community plans existing at the time, for consistency with the General Plan Update, 

and more significant updates were included for some community plans. The fact that 

the 2011 General Plan Update did not include a completely new community plan for 

every Subregion, Subregional Group Area, and Community Plan Area in the 

unincorporated County does not remove the legal authority of the County Board of 

Supervisors to amend the General Plan. This comment does not raise issues regarding 

the adequacy of the Draft SEIR, therefore, no further response is necessary. 

 

I23-5 This comment questions why the County did not consider an alternative that included 

a Purchase of Development Rights (PDR) program.  

The commenter is requesting an additional alternative, which they describe as a 

Purchase of Development Rights (PDR) program.  A Purchase of Development Rights 

Program is not excluded in the policies for the County of San Diego’s General 

Plan.  However, is unclear how the commenter is indicating the baseline for a program 

would work instead of the clear objectives and direction provided as part of the PSRs 

Draft SEIR; an evaluation of different zoning and general plan designations for 

properties in the unincorporated County. Such an alternative is outside of the scope of 

a General Plan Amendment and would not present a reasonable alternative.  The 

alternatives analysis in the SEIR meets the requirements of CEQA Section 15126.6 for 

the proposed project and objectives. 

Comments about the cost of the SEIR and PSRs GPA/Rezone are not environmental 

issues and no response is required.  However, this SEIR was directed after public 

workshops in 2012 following the adoption of the August 3, 2011 General Plan 

Update.  During the 2011 General Plan Update, PDR and Transfer of Development 

Rights programs were discussed in detail as a part of fact sheets associated with that 

document and in the project record.  They were considered and did not move forward 

as a part of the program as directed by the Board of Supervisors. 

 

I23-6 This comment provides general remarks regarding the Draft MSCP North County Plan 

and its schedule.  

 

The comment that the County has not been working on MSCP North County since 2011 

is incorrect. This comment does not raise issues regarding the adequacy of the Draft 

SEIR, therefore, no further response is necessary. 
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I23-7 This comment states the PSR General Plan Amendment and Rezone should be not be 

considered by the Board until the MSCP North County Plan is completed.  

 

The County disagrees with this comment. This comment does not raise issues regarding 

the adequacy of the Draft SEIR, therefore, no further response is necessary. 

 

I23-8 This comment expresses the commenter’s opinions regarding the regulatory processes 

(HCPs and NCCPs) effectiveness.  

 

This comment does not raise issues regarding the adequacy of the Draft SEIR, 

therefore, no further response is necessary. 

I23-9 This comment expresses the commenter’s opinions regarding the effectiveness of the 

MHCP process.  

 

This comment does not raise issues regarding the adequacy of the Draft SEIR, 

therefore, no further response is necessary. 

 

I23-10 This comment expresses the commenter’s opinions regarding the 404 permit process.  

Section 2.4.3.3 of the Draft SEIR adequately addresses potential impacts to federally 

protected wetlands.  No further response is necessary.  

I23-11 This comment first suggests text on page 2.4-3 of the Draft SEIR regarding Habitat 

Loss Permits needs clarification. The second part of the comment cites the Draft SEIR 

regarding the proposed increases in the number of potential dwelling units for PSRs 

NC22, NC37, and NC38+. 

The text on page 2.4-3 regarding Habitat Loss Permits is accurate, and notes that the 

wildlife agencies (USFWS and CDFW) must concur with the issuance of a Habitat 

Loss Permit for it to become valid as take authorization under the Endangered Species 

Act.  

The proposed density increases for these PSRs are accurately stated in the second part 

of the comment as reflected in Table 1-1 of the Draft SEIR.  No further response is 

necessary. 

I23-12 This comment states the commenter agrees with the determinations made regarding 

potentially significant and potentially significant and unavoidable impacts identified in 

the SEIR.  
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This comment does not raise issues regarding the adequacy of the Draft SEIR, 

therefore, no further response is necessary. 

 

I23-13 This comment summarizes most of the information in Table S-1 of the Draft SEIR with 

respect to potentially significant and unavoidable impacts of the Proposed Project, and 

states the commenter is in agreement with the determinations.  

 

This comment does not raise issues regarding the adequacy of the Draft SEIR, 

therefore, no further response is necessary. 

 

I23-14 The comment requests information regarding the number property owners of the PSR 

and Study Area parcels within the Twin Oaks Valley CSG area, and how many asked 

to be included in the GPA/Rezone.  The comment also states that the commenter and 

most her neighbors asked to be included in the Study Area for NC22. 

There are a total of seven owners of PSR parcels (those requesting changes) in the 

Analysis Areas within Twin Oaks. There are a total of 29 owners of Study Area parcels 

in the Analysis Areas within Twin Oaks. Staff is not aware that any of the Study Area 

owners requested the changes.    

An explanation regarding how the Study Areas were determined is provided in Section 

1.1 (second paragraph), Section 1.2.3 (second paragraph), and Section 1.3.1 (first 

paragraph) of the Draft SEIR.  The County acknowledges the commenters statement 

that neither she nor most of her neighbors asked for or support being in the Study Area.  

No further response is necessary. 

I23-15 This comment cites text in the Draft SEIR (Section 1.3.1, first paragraph) and implies 

the Proposed Project must alter densities of areas surrounding a Property Specific 

Request to justify the increase in density requested by the PSR owners, and questions 

how that technique reflects good or wise planning.  

 

The County disagrees with this comment. As stated in the first paragraph of Section 

1.3.1, the Study Area parcels (where appropriate) were also analyzed for increases in 

density to avoid “islands” of potentially incompatible land use designations that might 

result if only the PSR parcels were considered for increased density.  County staff is 

analyzing the proposed changes for all of the Analysis Areas as directed by the County 

Board of Supervisors, in the configurations described in Chapter 1 of the Draft SEIR 

and as shown in map figures. Chapter 4 of the SEIR analyzes alternative map 

configurations that, in many cases, would reduce the area subject to changes, but would 

still not result in spot designations. County staff is analyzing each Analysis Area 

(including General Plan consistency analysis) without any different consideration for 



Responses to Comment 

San Diego County Property Specific Requests 
General Plan Amendment and Rezone SEIR 
June 2018 

PSR parcels versus Study Area parcels. The final staff recommendations will vary 

based on the Analysis Area and associated constraints and General Plan consistency 

issues.  

 

This comment does not raise issues regarding the adequacy of the Draft SEIR, 

therefore, no further response is necessary. 

 

I23-16 The comment implies that many Study Area parcel owners may not want the density 

increase proposed by the Project and that some of the properties have constraints that 

would not allow the proposed density increase to be achieved.  The comment also asks 

what percent of Study Area parcel owners would actually be able to achieve more 

dwellings on their property if the proposed density is approved. 

 

The County believes the analysis presented in the Draft SEIR adequately discusses 

environmental constraints of the PSR Analysis Areas as indicated by the number of 

potentially significant impacts and potentially significant and unavoidable impacts.  

This information will be taken into account when the Department (PDS) develops its 

recommendation to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors. Feasibility of 

the proposed densities (associated with map options) will factor into staff 

recommendations.  Development project level analysis of site constraints would be 

performed for any subsequent development projects that might be proposed.  The 

County cannot predict what percent of property owners will pursue development 

projects that take advantage of increased density that may be approved.   

 

I23-17 This comment summarizes most of the significant and unavoidable impacts of the 

Reduced Density Alternatives.  

 

The County notes that in addition to the list of significant and unavoidable impacts 

listed in the comment, the Reduced Project Alternatives also result in significant and 

unavoidable impacts to indirect conversion of agricultural resources, groundwater 

supplies and recharge, conflicts with land use plans, mineral resource availability, and 

population growth. This comment does not raise issues regarding the adequacy of the 

Draft SEIR; therefore, no further response is necessary. 

 

 I23-18 This comment discusses the Reduced Density Alternatives for Analysis Areas within 

the Twin Oaks Valley Community Planning Area.  

The comment is accurate in that the Reduced Density Alternatives for NC18A and 

NC22 would still increase the number of potential dwelling units by 14 and 7 units, 

respectively.  The comment is also accurate in that the Reduced Density Alternatives 
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still result in many significant and unavoidable impacts.  No further response is 

necessary. 

 

I23-19 This comment provides statements regarding removing the Conservation Subdivision 

requirement and potential biological impacts of the Reduced Density Alternative for 

PSR Analysis Area NC22 and states the commenter is opposed to this Reduced Density 

Alternative. 

 

The County acknowledges the commenter’s opposition to the Reduced Density 

Alternative for NC22 specifically because of potential impacts to wildlife corridors. 

The comment accurately reflects that the Reduced Density Alternative for NC22 

contributed to the overall determination that the Reduced Density Alternatives would 

still result in significant and unavoidable impacts to wildlife movement corridors. No 

further response is necessary. 

 

I23-20 This comment refers to the Reduced Density’s Alternative inconsistency with General 

Plan Policy LU-6.2.  

 

The commenter is correct in that Reduced Project Alternative for NC22 (and other 

PSRs) were found to be inconsistent with General Plan Policy LU-6.2.The SEIR did 

not note that it was as simple as a GPA/Rezone could be used to bring it into 

consistency with the General Plan. The clarification after the inconsistency finding 

actually notes, “This finding of policy inconsistency should not be interpreted to 

conclude that any development project under the designation outlines of the Reduced 

Density Alternative Map in this subject area would be inconsistent with this policy. It 

is possible that development project-specific mitigation and/or design considerations 

could be proposed with analysis leading to a consistency finding. In addition to other 

factors discussed, this policy consistency evaluation considers the project context of a 

stand-alone GPA/Rezone with no development proposed, and the extent of 

development that would be possible under the proposed designations.” 

 

I23-21 This comment expresses the commenter’s opinions regarding the development 

potential of the parcels within Study Area for NC22.  

 

As shown in Table 1-1 of the Draft SEIR, there are 11 parcels in the Study Area 

comprising 28 acres.  The table shows that there are six additional potential dwelling 

units in the Study Area should the Proposed Project be approved.  Under the proposed 

Reduced Density Alternative for NC22, none of the Study Area parcels would be able 

to further subdivide with the proposed SR-4 land use designation.  The NC22 Reduced 

Density Alternative is appropriately proposed in that the SR-4 land use designation 
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would reduce impacts compared to the Proposed Project land use designation of SR-1.  

As shown in Table 4-1, the potential dwelling unit increase would be reduced from 52 

(Proposed Project) to 7 (Reduced Density Alternative) for NC22. 

  

I23-22 This comment summarizes the potential significant impacts of the Reduced Density 

Alternative for PSR Analysis Area NC22.  

 

Chapter 4 of the Draft SEIR provides the correct impact determinations for the Reduced 

Density Alternatives. These impact determinations were made in consideration of all 

of the Reduced Density Alternatives combined, not just in consideration of the NC22 

Reduced Density Alternative.  

  

I23-23 This comment refers to the Reduced Density Alternative for PSR Analysis Area 38+ 

and questions whether this would facilitate a denser looking development than adjacent 

properties in the City of San Marcos to the south.   

 

Many lot sizes in the jurisdiction of the City of San Marcos adjacent to NC38+ are 

approximately one acre in area.  Therefore, if either the Proposed Project or Reduced 

Project Alternative for NC38+ were approved, the County would not expect future 

development would appear denser than in the adjacent areas in the City of San Marcos. 

 

I23-24 This comment raises concerns that the Reduced Density Alternative for PSR Analysis 

Area 38+ may be too dense, given traffic concerns in that area.  

 

The comment is correct in that the Reduced Density Alternative for NC38+ would still 

be estimated to result in 27 additional potential dwelling units as compared to the 

existing SR-2 over the entire Analysis Area.  The analysis presented in Section 4.2.1.15 

of the Draft SEIR indicates the Reduced Project Alternatives would still contribute to 

cumulative traffic Level of Service impacts. 

 

I23-25 The comment states the existing SR-2 designation creates a transition between the City 

of San Marcos and SR-10 designation (to the north), and that the abrupt transition from 

SR-10 to SR-2 may result in growth inducement to the Twin Oaks CSG area. 

 The County is assuming the commenter meant to refer to an abrupt transition from SR-

10 to SR-1. The County disagrees with the comment.  All properties adjacent to the 

Analysis Area in the unincorporated County are currently SR-10, so there would be a 

transition from SR-10 to SR-2 to SR-1 even if the Proposed Project map or Reduced 

Density Alternative map were to be approved.       
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I23-26 This comment summarizes the potential significant impacts of the Reduced Density 

Alternative for PSR Analysis Area NC38+.  

 

Chapter 4 of the Draft SEIR provides the correct impact determinations for the Reduced 

Density Alternatives. These impact determinations were made in consideration of all 

of the Reduced Density Alternatives combined, not just in consideration of the NC38+ 

Reduced Density Alternative.  

 

I23-27 This comment correctly describes the Reduced Density Alternative for PSR Analysis 

Area NC37.  No further response is necessary. 

I23-28 This comment provides general statements as to why the Reduced Density Alternative 

for PSR Analysis Area NC37 appears to be appropriate.  

The comment is correct in that any development proposed in the western portion of the 

Study Area would be subject to Conservation Subdivision requirements with the SR-

10 Land Use Designation.  The comment is also correct in that the Reduced Density 

Alternative would also result in 12 additional potential dwelling units. 

I23-29 This comment states the Reduced Density Alternative for PSR Analysis Area NC37 

seems reasonable; however, this comment also raises concerns that the incremental 

increase in traffic is problematic.  

The analysis presented in Section 4.2.1.7 and Section 4.2.1.15 of the Draft SEIR 

indicates the Reduced Project Alternatives would still contribute to significant and 

unavoidable impacts related to wildland fire hazards and cumulative traffic Level of 

Service impacts.  No further response is necessary. 

I23-30 This comment states the S-4 designation for PSR Analysis Area NC37 would not 

require a Conservation Subdivision and could negatively impact wildlife movement.  

The commenter is correct in that the proposed SR-4 designation for the entire Proposed 

Project map and the eastern portion of the Reduced Density Alternative map would not 

be subject to Conservation Subdivision requirements as compared to the current SR-10 

designation.  Section 4.2.1.4 of the Draft SEIR provides an analysis of the effects to 

biological resources of the Reduced Density Alternative as compared to the Proposed 

Project. The Reduced Density Alternative would reduce the impacts associated with 

wildlife movement corridors as compared to the Proposed Project; however, the 

impacts would remain significant and unavoidable.    

I23-31 This comment summarizes the potential significant and unavoidable impacts of the 

Reduced Density Alternative for PSR Analysis Area NC37.  
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Chapter 4 of the Draft SEIR provides the correct impact determinations for the Reduced 

Density Alternatives. These impact determinations were made in consideration of all 

of the Reduced Density Alternatives combined, not just in consideration of the NC38+ 

Reduced Density Alternative.  

 

I23-32 This comment summarizes potentially significant and unavoidable impacts for all PSR 

Analysis Areas Reduced Density Alternatives.  

 

Chapter 4 of the Draft SEIR provides the correct impact determinations for the Reduced 

Density Alternatives. These impact determinations were made in consideration of all 

of the Reduced Density Alternatives combined.  

 

I23-33 This comment expresses the commenter’s opinion that the Reduced Density 

Alternatives’ potential impacts are too significant and unavoidable to be adopted.  

 

The County acknowledges the commenter’s opposition to adoption of Reduced Density 

Alternatives.  No further response is required. 

   

I23-34 The comment states the County did a good job recognizing potential impacts. This 

comment also expresses the commenter’s opposition to the Proposed Project and 

recommends the County consider a Purchase of Development Rights program.  

 

The County acknowledges the commenter’s stated preferences.  Please refer to 

response to comment I23-5 above regarding a Purchase of Development Rights 

program. 
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