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I24-1 This comment provides introductory remarks that the commenter is submitting 

comments on behalf of the owners of Subareas 3 and 4 of the former Champagne 

Gardens Specific Plan (CGSP) Area. The comment notes the 2007 expiration of the 

Specific Plan, the General Plan land use designation (SR-2) and zoning use regulation 

(A70) proposed under the Proposed Project map, and the potential dwelling units 

associated with the existing General Plan land use designation for the properties and 

under the Proposed Project map. 

 The County acknowledges that the Draft SEIR references in the comment are accurate. 

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

therefore, no further response is required or necessary. 

I24-2 The comment notes the completion of the General Plan Update in 2011 and the lack of 

a new General Plan land use designation for subject properties as part of the General 

Plan Update. The comment notes the County could have made changes to the land use 

designations as part of the General Plan Update, but did not. 

 The County acknowledges that the Specific Plan Area General Plan land use 

designation and zoning were carried forward for the subject properties in the General 

Plan Update. The County would also note that the land use designation and zoning were 

originally placed on the subject properties at the request of the property owner (at the 

time) prior to the 1999 adoption of the Champagne Gardens Specific Plan. The 

comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft SEIR, therefore, no further 

response is required or necessary. 

I24-3 The comment states that the Draft SEIR assumes no residential development would be 

allowed on the subject properties. 

 This comment is correct. There is a 0 density on the Land Use Map for the subject 

properties. As a result, currently no residential development would be allowed. The 

comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft SEIR, therefore, no further 

response is required or necessary. 

I24-4 The comment references a court case in suggesting that a categorical taking occurs 

when a local agency’s land use designations disallow any kind of economic use of a 

property. 



Responses to Comment 

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

The comment does not raise issues regarding the Draft SEIR analysis; therefore, no 

further response is required or necessary. 

I24-5 The comment acknowledges that the current S88 zone actually does allow some 

economic use of the subject properties, but that Table 1-2 does not reflect any 

permissible density and intensity, some of which, if developed, would involve 

substantial GHG emissions. The comment suggests Table 1-2 reads as though the 

expiration of the CGSP removed all development rights for the subject properties, 

effectuating a regulatory taking. 

 The County is not clear on how the commenter could have come to such a conclusion 

when reading Table 1-2. The title of the Table is, “Land Use Designations and Dwelling 

Units within the Former Champagne Gardens Specific Plan Area.” The table shows 

potential dwelling units under the existing land use designations and under the 

Proposed Project map. There is nothing in the table that says the subject properties 

would not be allowed to pursue the non-residential uses allowed in the current S88 

zone. Because the comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft SEIR, no further 

response is required or necessary. 

I24-6 The comment suggests that the baseline for GHG emissions has been “artificially” 

minimized with the result of Table 1-2. The comment notes agricultural and 

packing/processing uses that could be allowed under the existing zoning would involve 

GHG emissions. The comment suggests that this results in GHG mitigation obligations 

that are inflated beyond what the facts can support. 

 The County is not clear on how the commenter could have come to such a conclusion 

when reading Table 1-2. See the response to comment I24-5. There is nothing in the 

table that says the table serves the purpose of detailing currently allowed land uses to 

be used in establishing baseline GHG emissions for addressing GHG mitigation 

requirements.  

 Regarding the comment that because the Draft SEIR does not account for GHG-

intensive uses, the Draft SEIR proposes GHG mitigation that are inflated beyond what 

the facts can support, the baseline for GHG is zero. See response to comment I24-3. 

The County’s Climate Action Plan (CAP) was approved by the Board of Supervisors 

on February 14, 2018. The CAP analyzed existing density and intensity allowed in the 

2011 General Plan Update and based projections to meet the 2020 and 2030 targets on 

the allowable land uses in the General Plan. The County used SANDAG Series 13 

modeling to equate the vehicle miles travelled (VMT) from the land uses in the General 

Plan to how much GHG emissions would result. That data informed the projections in 

the CAP. Therefore, the subject area has some GHG allowance in the General Plan and 

the CAP, in relation to non-residential uses that could be allowed in the S88 zone. 
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Please see response to comment I24-7 below for a discussion of the mitigation measure 

to reduce GHG impacts. Please also see responses to comment O3-113 and O3-130. 

I24-7 The comment notes that the owners and the commenter object to the “manner in which 

the County apparently intends to apply DSEIR Mitigation Measure M-GHG-1 to 

Parcels 2 and 4.” The comment goes on to quote part of a summary of the mitigation 

measure from the Draft SEIR. 

The full text of the proposed Mitigation Measure M-GHG-1 is provided in Appendix I 

of the Draft SEIR as a proposed zoning special area designator that would trigger the 

mitigation measure in the review of future projects in areas approved for changes as 

part of this PSRs GPA/Rezone. The comment refers to the “no net increase” option of 

the mitigation measure. This option requires that applicants in their respective CEQA 

documents (for future projects) quantify the GHG emissions from their projects that 

exceed the 2011 General Plan Update density or intensity. Therefore, uses allowed 

under the current zoning (carried forward in the 2011 General Plan Update) could be 

considered in an analysis of the baseline GHG emissions for the subject properties. The 

County included this mitigation because it is expressly authorized in CEQA, is feasible, 

and would ensure that GPAs do not conflict with the CAP projections. See responses 

to comment O3-113 and O3-130. 

I24-8 The comment suggests that if the CGSP had remained in place until the time of the 

General Plan Update approval or present, the potential dwelling unit total associated 

with the Proposed Project map would be considered downzoning, in comparison to the 

visitor serving commercial uses of the Specific Plan, and the mitigation measure would 

not apply. The comment goes on to repeat the commenter’s assumptions about Table 

1-2 that are stated in comments I24-5 and I24-6. 

 The owners of Subareas 3 and 4 had eight years to move forward with implementing 

actions on the CGSP. Neither they, nor any of the owners of properties in the former 

CGSP did this. As a result of their failure to do so, the Specific Plan expired, in 

accordance with the Resolution language that adopted the Specific Plan. 

Regarding the reference to Table 1-2, see responses to comments I24-5 and I24-6. 

I24-9 The comment suggests that Table 1-2 should have assumed the most GHG-intensive 

development scenario currently allowed under the S88 zoning and again suggests that 

the purpose of Table 1-2 was to establish baselines for Mitigation Measure M-GHG-1. 

 See the responses to comments I24-5 and I24-6. The County again refers the 

commenter to the full text of the proposed Mitigation Measure M-GHG-1 as provided 
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in Appendix I of the Draft SEIR. Neither that section, nor any other reference to this 

mitigation measure references Table 1-2. 

I24-10 The comment suggests that the County should undertake the “no net increase” analysis 

required of applicants of future projects by mitigation measure M-GHG-1 and adjust 

accordingly, mitigation requirements that Subareas 3 and 4 would be subject to for 

future projects. 

 The County disagrees with this comment, and notes that the Champagne Gardens 

Specific Plan was not a County initiated project and the expiration was the result of the 

failure of property owners within the former Specific Plan area to take action on any of 

the implementing requirements within the eight-year timeframe to do so. The Specific 

Plan Area land use designation and zoning were originally placed on the properties as 

requested by the property owners and as a result of an applicant-initiated (privately 

initiated) process.  

The current process to update the General Plan land use designations and zoning is 

being processed by the County at no cost to the property owners. The GHG analysis 

required of future development projects as noted in Mitigation Measure M-GHG-1 

shall be the responsibility of future applicants, and the County does not agree that it 

would be appropriate to place this additional burden on the County taxpayers. 

I24-11 The comment expands on the suggestion that the County should be responsible for the 

analysis required in Mitigation Measure M-GHG-1. The comment suggests that if such 

an analysis were prepared in the Final SEIR and if it were to result in a determination 

of “no net increase” in GHG emissions associated with comparing existing 

development potential to a 17-lot subdivision on Subareas 3 and 4, the County should 

determine that the mitigation measure is infeasible for Subareas 3 and 4, and 

recommend that Subareas 3 and 4 be exempt from this mitigation measure. 

 See the response to comment I24-10. On the feasibility of Mitigation Measure M-GHG-

1 please refer to responses to comment O3-113 and O3-130.  

I24-12 The comment again refers to the commenter’s interpretation of Table 1-2 of the SEIR 

(as discussed in comments I24-5 through I24-9) and cites court cases in suggesting that 

this interpretation requires the County to reject the application of Mitigation Measure 

M-GHG-1 for Subareas 3 and 4. 

 See the response to comments I24-5 through I24-9. Again, the text of Table 1-2 does 

not support the commenter’s interpretation of it. 
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 The CAP analyzed existing density and intensity allowed in the 2011 General Plan 

Update and based projections to meet the 2020 and 2030 targets on the allowable land 

uses in the General Plan. The County used SANDAG Series 13 modeling to equate the 

vehicle miles travelled (VMT) from the land uses in the General Plan to how much 

GHG emissions would result. That data informed the projections in the CAP. Though 

zero residential density was assumed for the subject parcels, there was some allowance 

for uses assumed in the County’s CAP for this area, in relation to non-residential uses 

that could be allowed in the S88 zone. Therefore, the subject area has some GHG 

allowance in the General Plan and the CAP. The GHG analysis required of future 

development projects as noted in Mitigation Measure M-GHG-1 shall be the 

responsibility of future applicants, and the County does not agree that it would be 

appropriate to place this additional burden on the County taxpayers. It is the 

responsibility of the applicant to determine the allowable GHG emissions associated 

with the subject parcels and then follow instructions required in Mitigation Measure 

M-GHG-1 to ensure that impacts would be less than significant. 

I24-13 The comment provides a conclusion statement, briefly summarizing previous 

comments. 

See the response to comments I24-2 through I24-12. 
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