
























































































































































Response to Comments 
 

Responses to Letter O3, Endangered Habitats League 

 

O3-1 This introductory comment does not raise specific issues relative to the Draft Subsequent 
Environmental Impact Report (SEIR); therefore, no further response is required or necessary. 

O3-2 This comment makes several general statements of opinion regarding the Proposed Project 
but does not identify any specific issues regarding the adequacy of the Draft SEIR.  No further 
response is required for this comment.  

O3-3 The comment discusses the General Plan Guiding Principles, General Plan consistency and 
states that the project would undermine the integrity of the county’s planning efforts, 
therefore violating California Planning and Zoning Law.  

 
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.  

 
These Guiding Principles are made up of ten very broad statements, which are implemented 
through the goals and policies of the General Plan. The goals describe future conditions being 
strived for (through the General Plan) and tend to be general and broad statements. Policies 
provide guidance to assist in making decisions that will aid in reaching the goals. As such, the 
level of consistency with the policies of the General Plan is a threshold that can be used to 
determine fulfillment of the Guiding Principles for this programmatic approach.  

 
Section 2.9.3.2 of the Draft SEIR addresses the CEQA requirement for General Plan consistency 
review, by reviewing each of the General Plan policies that apply to a “stand-alone” General 
Plan Amendment (GPA)/Rezone (like this project; with no associated development 
applications or proposals included) and that were relied upon in the 2011 General Plan PEIR to 
reduce environmental impacts. This EIR tiers from the analysis in the 2011 General Plan PEIR. 
The policies that were relied upon to reduce environmental impacts are outlined in Table S-1 
of the General Plan PEIR. Table S-1 of the General Plan PEIR is available online at this link 
(starting on page 7) - 
https://www.sandiegocounty.gov/content/dam/sdc/pds/gpupdate/docs/BOS_Aug2011/EIR/F
EIR_0.01_-_Summary.pdf 

 
As detailed in Section 2.9.3.2, staff has found numerous General Plan policy inconsistencies 
with each inconsistency referring to a particular policy in relation to a particular Analysis Area. 
Additional policies that apply to a stand-alone GPA/Rezone, but were not relied upon in the 
2011 General Plan PEIR to reduce impacts, will be reviewed in the General Plan conformance 
report, which will be an attachment to staff reports for the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors hearings. The Board of Supervisors will be the decision-makers for the Project, and 
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they will have to find General Plan consistency with the map option they select for any 
Analysis Area. The final General Plan conformance findings would be adopted at the final 
Board of Supervisors hearing for the project and will reflect the Board of Supervisors’ findings. 

 
O3-4 This comment states the proposed project would violate CEQA, as the Draft SEIR fails to 

properly analyze environmental impacts, identify feasible and effective mitigation, or identify 
feasible project alternatives. 

The County disagrees with this comment.  The proposed project would change existing 
General Plan land use designations that establish allowable land uses and densities for 
development. The Draft SEIR conducted a programmatic level of analysis based on the 
maximum potential development according to the densities and intensities that would be 
allowed by the proposed land use designations, very similar to the analysis that was 
conducted in the General Plan Update Final PEIR, certified in 2011. The proposed project does 
not include any project level specific proposals for development. The Draft SEIR specifies 
General Plan policies and mitigation measures to reduce potentially significant impacts that 
were identified. Given that this is a programmatic analysis, many if not most, of the potential 
impacts cannot be fully mitigated.  This is similar to the findings made within the 2011 General 
Plan Update, for which this Proposed Project would supplement through this supplemental 
EIR.  
 
The Draft SEIR is a program EIR as that term is used in CEQA Guidelines Section 15168 and, 
therefore, the County is not obligated to provide a project-level analysis of the Proposed 
Project. That analysis will be required as future subdivision applications and/or Site Plan 
applications are submitted. The Draft SEIR analyzes the potential environmental effects of the 
Proposed Project, but it does not specifically analyze individual projects or actions resulting 
from the Proposed Project because the details of such projects and actions are not available 
(e.g., specific site design). This is consistent with the requirements of CEQA. Per State CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15168 (c), “[s]ubsequent activities in the program must be examined in the 
light of the program EIR to determine whether an additional environmental document must 
be prepared.” Furthermore, State CEQA Guidelines Section 15168 (c)(4) states “[w]here the 
subsequent activities involve site specific operations, the agency should use a written checklist 
or similar device to document the evaluation of the site and the activity to determine whether 
the environmental effects of the operation were covered in the program EIR.”  
 
Further, CEQA Guidelines Sections 15152(b) Tiering states, “[a]gencies are encouraged to tier 
the environmental analyses which they prepare for separate but related projects including 
general plans, zoning changes, and development projects.” The Draft SEIR is also consistent 
with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15152(c); which states “where a lead agency is using the 
tiering process in connection with an EIR for a large-scale planning approval, such as a general 
plan or component thereof (e.g., an area plan or community plan), the development of 
detailed, site-specific information may not be feasible but can be deferred, in many instances, 
until such time as the lead agency prepares a future environmental document in connection 
with a project of a more limited geographical scale, as long as deferral does not prevent 
adequate identification of significant effects of the planning approval at hand.”  
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Future subdivision applications and/or Site Plan applications would be required for 
development in accordance with any approved density/intensity increases, within all of the 
areas covered by the Proposed Project. These are discretionary processes which will require 
subsequent environmental review that may result in identification of site development 
specific impacts (associated with proposed development design and development footprint) 
and appropriate mitigation measures, as necessary.  These subsequent mitigation measures 
would be consistent with, and in addition to, those identified in the Draft SEIR for the 
proposed project. 
 
As discussed in Chapter 4 of the Draft SEIR, a Reduced Density (or Reduced 
Intensity)Alternative and a No Project Alternative were analyzed for 19 of the 21 PSR Analysis 
Areas except for PSR Analysis Areas FB19+ and ME26, which only have a No Project 
Alternative.  Due to development constraints in PSR Analysis Area FB19+, the Proposed Project 
is only estimated to result in one additional potential dwelling unit in comparison to the 
General Plan; as such, there is no opportunity for a reduced density alternative. For PSR 
Analysis Area ME26, there is no land use designation between the existing RL-20 and the 
proposed SR-10 designations. As such, any alternative map would have to look at changing 
only a portion of the Analysis Area. This Analysis Area does not lend itself to an alternative 
that would maintain the current land use designation in the most constrained area. The 
western portion is closest to the public road (Buckman Springs Road) and closest to the 
Village, but is more constrained by very steep slopes (limiting access improvements) than the 
eastern portion. Therefore, this Analysis Area only considers the Proposed Project map and 
the No Project Alternative map.  In addition, a 2012 Board Letter Alternative was analyzed for 
PSR Analysis Area SD15, and a Preliminary Staff Recommendation Map Alternative (one of the 
Reduced Density Alternatives discussed in Chapter 4) and Environmentally Superior Map 
Alternative were analyzed for the former Champagne Gardens Specific Plan parcels.   The 
ultimate Board decision may include a combination of the Proposed Project for some PSR 
Analysis Areas, and Reduced Density Alternatives or No Project Alternatives for other PSR 
Analysis Areas.  Therefore, the County believes a reasonable range of alternatives has been 
proposed for the project. 

 
O3-5 This comment requests that the County respond to each of the comments provided in the 

letter and to the report provided as Exhibit A to the letter.  

Responses to comments have been provided to each of the comments in this letter and the 
Exhibit A attachment. 

O3-6 The comment provides background information regarding the project and does not raise 
specific issues relative to the Draft SEIR. The County agrees that the comment accurately 
references the stated information from the Draft SEIR, with one exception. The comment 
refers to 21 PSRs. There are actually 41 PSRs that are combined with Study Areas to form 21 
PSR Analysis Area groupings.  No further response is required or necessary. 

O3-7 This comment provides background information regarding the Proposed Project, and 
discusses the General Plan Update’s Guiding Principles. The County agrees that the comment 
accurately references the stated information from the 2011 GPU and PSR Draft SEIR.  No 
further response is required or necessary. 

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



Response to Comments 
 

O3-8 The comment states that in marked contrast to the County’s Guiding Principles, the Project’s 
proposed land use designations show a continuing or escalating trend toward low-density, 
sprawling land use and a lack of commitment toward the environment. This comment does 
not discuss perceived deficiencies in the Draft SEIR, but further elaborates on previous 
discussions of General Plan consistency. As discussed in the response to comment O3-3, 
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. In 
order to provide decision makers with the appropriate level of information, General Plan 
consistency is reviewed separately for each Analysis Area, in order to take into account the 
wide variation of proposals. 

O3-9 This comment states while some amount of low density development may be appropriate in 
certain areas of the County, the proposed project makes an insufficient attempt to encourage 
compact land use development.  The comment also states the County should first direct 
growth to the 18 cities and other urban areas in the County within the incorporated 18 
municipalities and other urban areas prior to increasing growth in the Proposed Project areas. 

See the response to comment O3-3, associated with General Plan consistency analysis and the 
widely varying proposals associated with the different Analysis Areas. The scope of the project 
is detailed in Chapter 1.0 of the Draft SEIR. 

This comment does not raise specific issues relative to the adequacy of the Draft SEIR, and 
therefore, no further response is provided.  

O3-10 This comment discusses PSR Study Area parcels and suggests the Board of Supervisors (Board) 
never intended for increased land use densities in the Study Areas. The comment also 
provides inaccurate references to number of PSRs, Study Area parcels, and acreages.  

The Board of Supervisors’ direction for components to analyze in the GPA/Rezone is detailed 
in the Board Minute Orders of June 20, 2012 (Minute Order Number 3, linked here - 
https://bosagenda.sdcounty.ca.gov/agendadocs/doc?id=0901127e8005f1c3  ) and June 27, 
2012 (Minute Order Number 10, linked here -  
https://bosagenda.sdcounty.ca.gov/agendadocs/doc?id=0901127e8006014c ). The Board 
direction for analysis in the GPA included the Study Area parcels. There is no difference 
between PSR parcels and Study Area parcels, in terms of what is proposed in the GPA/Rezone, 
or in terms of how they are analyzed in the Draft SEIR, or in terms of how staff has evaluated 
them for General Plan consistency.  

Chapter 1.0 of the Draft SEIR provides a complete project description. A component of 
Chapter 1, Table 1-1 provides the number of parcels and acreages associated with each 
Analysis Area. Though the table differentiates between PSRs and Study Areas, in terms of 
numbers of parcels and acreages, nowhere in this table or in the Draft SEIR is it suggested that 
these two categories of parcels in the GPA/Rezone are analyzed/evaluated differently. 

This comment does not raise specific issues relative to the adequacy of the Draft SEIR, and 
therefore, no further response is required or necessary. 
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O3-11  This comment states that the significant and unmitigable impacts identified in the Draft SEIR is 
evidence of a flawed approach to land use planning and that the mitigation measures relied 
on from the 2011 GPU Final PEIR is flawed. The County does not agree that the significant and 
unmitigable impacts that were identified is evidence of a flawed approach to planning.  Please 
see Section 1.1 of the Draft SEIR as to how the Proposed Project was developed.  The County 
agrees that many potentially significant and unmitigable impacts were identified in the Draft 
SEIR; however as stated in the response O3-4, future subdivision applications and/or Site Plan 
applications would be required for development in accordance with any approved 
density/intensity increases, within all of the areas covered by the Project. These are 
discretionary processes that will require subsequent environmental review that will result in 
identification of site development specific impacts (associated with proposed development 
design, development footprint, and future project location) and appropriate mitigation 
measures, as necessary.  

The County does not agree that the mitigation measures relied on from the GPU PEIR are 
flawed. The GPU PEIR was certified by the Board of Supervisors in 2011. The mitigation 
measures therein were adequate as certified to reduce impacts from future development, and 
remain adequate for reducing impacts from the Proposed Project. 

O3-12 This comment states the Proposed Project would violate regional planning documents 
applicable to the PSR Analysis Areas.  

The Draft SEIR provided lengthy analysis of potential impacts related to conflicts with land use 
plans, policies and regulations in Sections 2.16,  2.3, 2.4 and 2.9 of the Draft SEIR.   

 The proposed project’s compliance with water supply planning documents such as the Urban 
Water Management Plans and the Regional Water Facilities Master Plan is described in 
Sections 2.16.4.4. and 2.16.6.4. The adopted General Plan policies and 2011 Program EIR 
mitigation measures, in addition to compliance with relevant agencies and applicable 
regulations such as the California Water Code, California Drinking Water Standards, Senate Bill 
(SB) 610, SB 221, Urban Water Management Planning Act, Water Conservation Projects Act, 
and San Diego Groundwater Ordinance, would reduce impacts on water supplies but not to a 
level below significant. 

 The proposed project’s compliance with the Regional Air Quality Standards (RAQS) is 
described in Section 2.3.3.1. The RAQS utilize San Diego Association of Governments 
(SANDAG) population forecasts in the development of measures for attaining air quality 
standards; and SANDAG growth forecasts are based on the adopted General Plan for the 
County. The growth associated with the proposed project (1,826 additional potential dwelling 
units) was not fully accounted for in SANDAG’s forecast, and therefore, the project is not 
accounted for in the RAQS. Therefore, the proposed project would result in a potentially 
significant impact on the environment. 

The proposed project’s compliance with the Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP) 
and other related biological resource plans is addressed in Section 2.4.3.6 of the Draft SEIR, 
which identifies the PSR Analysis Areas that fall within the draft Pre-Approved Mitigation Area 
(PAMA) and draft Focused Conservation Areas (FCAs) of the North and East County MSCPs. As 
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discussed in Section 2.4.3.6, the proposed project is not proposing to allow development in 
areas designated for biological preservation. Future development proposals, including those 
occurring on PAMA or FCA lands, would require subsequent environmental review, which 
would ensure that such proposals conform to any applicable Habitat Conservation Plans 
(HCPs) and Natural Community Conservation Plans (NCCPs). Furthermore, Section 2.9.3.2 of 
the Draft SEIR provides a consistency analysis with the MSCP for each PSR Analysis Area.  

O3-13 This comment states that the project proposes density increases in Very High Fire Hazard 
areas without adequate means of evacuation or sufficient emergency response.  

The County evaluated emergency response and evacuation plans in Section 2.7.3.7 of the SEIR 
and found that potential impacts on emergency response and evacuation plans (Impact HZ-1) 
would be reduced to less than significant with implementation of adopted General Plan 
policies and mitigation measures identified in the 2011 PEIR.  Future specific project 
development proposals would need to adhere to these policies and provide specific mitigation 
measures an necessary to address emergency response and evacuation.   

Table 2.7-3 identifies the total acres of land within each of the proposed PSR Analysis Areas 
that contain moderate, high, or very high wild fire hazard area. As discussed in Section 2.7.3.8 
of the Draft SEIR, increases in development of these areas prone to wildfires and would have 
the potential to expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death 
involving wildfires, including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas (Impact HZ-2 
and HZ-3)). General Plan policies and 2011 PEIR mitigation measures would be implemented 
to reduce these potential impacts; however, the  SEIR identified potential impacts from 
wildland fires as significant and unavoidable.  The 2011 GPU PEIR identified four potential 
mitigation measures that would mitigate these impacts to less than significant, but they were 
determined to be infeasible and remain so for analysis of the Proposed Project. 

The comment also states the most effective approach to protect people and structures from 
wildland fires is to prevent new residential structures from being exposed to fire in the first 
place.  The SEIR also includes evaluation of the No Project Alternative which would not make 
any changes to existing land use designations of the current General Plan. 

No changes were made to the SEIR as a result of this comment. 

O3-14 This comment cites CEQA case law, which describes the purpose of an environmental impact 
report.  

This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft SEIR, and, therefore, no further 
response is required or necessary. 

O3-15 This comment suggests the Draft SEIR fails to provide a sufficient degree of analysis to inform 
the public about the Proposed Project’s potential impacts. This comment also claims that the 
Draft SEIR has numerous and serious inadequacies. 

The comment does not provide any specific details regarding the adequacy of the Draft SEIR; 
therefore, no further response is required or necessary.  
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O3-16 This comment cites CEQA case law, which describes the importance of a comprehensive 
project description. 

This comment does not raise specific issues relative to the Draft SEIR, and therefore, no 
further response is required or necessary. 

O3-17  This comment suggests the Draft SEIR’s project description does not meet established legal 
standards; however, the comment does not provide any specific details as to how the project 
description is inadequate.    

The County disagrees with the comment, and has determined that the Draft SEIR project 
description is consistent with CEQA, the State CEQA Guidelines, and applicable law. 
Furthermore, the project description provided in the Draft SEIR provides the components 
required from CEQA Section 15124 Project Description.  

O3-18 This comment states that the project description is inadequate, deceptive, and does not 
include details contained in Analysis Area Reports that were not made part of the Draft SEIR.  

The County provided a detailed project description included as Section 1.3 of the Draft SEIR.  
Information pertaining to each of the PSR Analysis Areas was appropriately included in tables 
that were referenced due to the large amount of information that needed to be presented.  
The second paragraph of Section 1.2.3 of the Draft SEIR explains that most of the PSR Analysis 
Areas include a Study Area around the PSR Analysis Areas to prevent an island of potentially 
incompatible land use and zoning designations adjacent to and in the vicinity of some PSRs. 
Furthermore, Table 1-1 includes a breakdown of the PSR Area and the proposed study area. 

Information contained in the preliminary policy analysis reports was used to help inform the 
public outreach process and provide factual information associated with the criteria that 
would be used to evaluate General Plan conformance for the General Plan policies applicable 
to a stand-alone GPA/Rezone. The criteria for evaluation of the applicable General Plan 
policies includes discussion of certain issues that could also be applicable to CEQA review. The 
preliminary policy analysis reports were prepared for each Analysis Area, in batches by 
Community Plan Area (CPA), in advance of stakeholder meetings and Community 
Planning/Sponsor Group (CPG/CSG) meetings for the particular CPA. Once a preliminary policy 
analysis report was ready, it was linked on the project web page. Notices to property owners 
subject to proposed changes, neighbors within 300 feet of proposed changes, and applicable 
agencies that should receive notice of General Plan Amendments (per California Government 
Code) have received three mailed notices about the project since the start of processing 
(additional notices to come for notification of hearings), with each notice referring to the web 
page for additional information. In addition, links directly to the preliminary policy analysis 
reports were emailed to interested parties who provided an email address.  Preparation of the 
Draft SEIR analysis involved the review of the same and/or similar sources of data (the 
County’s geographic information system [GIS] databases, U.S. Geological Survey [USGS] data, 
etc.) that were used to prepare the preliminary analyses. Therefore, while not specifically 
referenced in the Draft SEIR, the information presented in the preliminary analyses was taken 
into consideration and disclosed in the various analyses throughout the Draft SEIR, where it fit 
with the programmatic format of the Draft SEIR, and the approach of a tiered document 

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



Response to Comments 
 

(tiered from the General Plan PEIR). However, per this comment, the Draft SEIR has been 
edited to reference these preliminary policy analysis reports in the Reference section (Chapter 
5) of the Final SEIR.  

Table 1-1 of the Draft SEIR clearly listed each PSR Analysis Area and its associated existing and 
proposed land use designations, number of dwelling units currently allowed and proposed by 
the project, the difference in dwelling units, and the total acreage. The table also tallies up the 
combined total of existing and proposed dwelling units, the difference between the two, and 
the acreages. Providing the information in text form in addition to the table provided is 
repetitive and is not required. Table 1-8 provides a description of the proposed PSR and 
Former Champagne Gardens Specific Plan (CGSP) Subareas, which again lists each of the 
project areas, the proposed changes to land use, and dwelling units. See the response to 
comment O3-10 for discussion of the Board direction on Study Areas and how they are 
included in the SEIR analysis. 

O3-19 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. Responses are provided below. No 
further response is required or necessary.  

O3-20 This comment suggests the Draft SEIR defers analysis of ascertainable environmental impacts 
to later CEQA review.  

The General Plan Amendment is a planning document that would direct future population 
growth and plan for infrastructure needs, development, and resource protection. Therefore, a 
programmatic EIR was prepared for this project, consistent with State CEQA Guidelines 
Sections 15168 and 15152, which state that a program EIR may be prepared on a series of 
actions that can be characterized as one large project and are related geographically or as 
logical parts in the chain of contemplated actions. Refer to response to comment O3-4.  

The comment states that a program-level EIR must contain “extensive, detailed evaluations of 
a plan’s effects on the existing environment.”  

This Draft SEIR analyzed the maximum development potential associated with the land use 
densities allowed by the land use designations proposed. The PSR GPA cannot predict when 
and how any future development will occur but can analyze the anticipated maximum 
potential development on a programmatic scale according to the intensities allowed by the 
land use designations assigned. The Draft SEIR does provide detailed analysis of the effects of 
the proposed GPA and provides significance conclusions and mitigation measures to reduce 
potential impacts from those effects (see Chapter 2 of the Draft SEIR).  

This comment also states that extensive, detailed evaluations were absent from the Draft 
SEIR.  

Please see response to comment O3-18 regarding the preliminary policy analysis reports.  

O3-21 This comment suggests the Draft SEIR defers analysis of ascertainable environmental impacts 
to later CEQA review.  

Refer to responses to comments O3-4 and O3-15. A programmatic EIR was prepared for this 
project, consistent with Section 15168 of the State CEQA Guidelines, which states that a 
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program EIR may be prepared on a series of actions that can be characterized as one large 
project and are related geographically or as logical parts in the chain of contemplated actions. 
At the programmatic level, specific development projects that would occur under the General 
Plan Amendment have not yet been proposed. Therefore, as stated in response to comment 
O3-4 above, future subdivision applications and/or Site Plan applications would be required 
for development in accordance with any approved density/intensity increases, within the 
areas covered by the Project. These are discretionary processes that will require subsequent 
environmental review that will result in identification of site specific impacts (associated with 
proposed development design, development footprint, and future project location) and 
appropriate mitigation measures, as necessary.  These subsequent mitigation measures would 
be consistent with, and in addition to, those identified in the Draft SEIR for the Proposed 
Project and those identified in the certified PEIR for the General Plan.  The County believes an 
comprehensive CEQA analysis was performed for the programmatic level of review for the 
Proposed Project.  

O3-22 This comment cites Sections 15126.2, 15091(a)(1), and 15126.2(b) of the State CEQA 
Guidelines and is augmented with the commenter’s interpretation of the cited guidelines, 
alleging that the Draft SEIR avoids analysis and mitigation by concluding impacts are significant 
and unavoidable.  

The County does not agree with the comment. The Proposed Project is an amendment to the 
General Plan, which guides the reduction of impacts through policies. Therefore, General Plan 
policies were used in the Draft SEIR as mitigation measures to lessen potential environmental 
impacts. The Draft SEIR provided mitigation measures in addition to the proposed policies to 
further reduce impacts; however, in several circumstances the impacts were identified as 
significant and unavoidable even with mitigation. See response to comment O3-4 regarding 
the use of the SEIR and reliance on the General Plan policies and mitigation measures.  

O3-23 This comment correctly lists the resources that were determined in the Draft SEIR to have 
significant and unavoidable impacts.  The comment also states that subsequent comments will 
detail why the Draft SEIR analysis fails to thoroughly assess impacts.    

The County disagrees the Draft SEIR failed to thoroughly assess impacts.  Please see responses 
to comments O3-4, O3-11, and O3-15 above and responses to the subsequent comments 
below. Please see response to comment O3-29. 

O3-24 This comment cites Section 15126.4(a)(2) of the State CEQA Guidelines, which discusses the 
requirement that proposed mitigation measures be “fully enforceable.”  

The PSR Draft SEIR tiers from the General Plan Update PEIR, which provided general plan 
policies and mitigation measures to reduce potential environmental impacts. The utilization of 
the program-level mitigation measures, including General Plan policies, are permissible in 
plan-level documents, as General Plan policies, mitigation/implementation measures, 
ordinances, design guidelines, and procedures establish requirements for future development 
that must be met prior to receiving discretionary permit approvals. The GPU PEIR was certified 
by the Board of Supervisors in 2011. The mitigation measures therein were adequate as 
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certified to reduce impacts from future development, and remain adequate for reducing 
impacts from the Proposed Project. Please see response to comment O3-29. 

O3-25 This comment cites General Plan Land Use Policy LU-5.2 and implies the County cannot take 
action to enforce the policy.  

The County disagrees with this comment, as the County can require sustainable planning and 
design to be incorporated into future development plans, including through compliance with 
the recently approved Climate Action Plan. The GPU PEIR was certified by the Board of 
Supervisors in 2011. The mitigation measures therein were adequate as certified to reduce 
impacts from future development, and remain adequate for reducing impacts from the 
Proposed Project. Please see response to comment O3-29. 

O3-26 This comment cites General Plan Land Use Policy LU-5.4 and implies the County cannot take 
action to enforce the policy.  

The County disagrees with this comment, as the County would cite this policy as applicable in 
review of development projects to require that large projects would fully utilize previously 
disturbed portions of a large site, as opposed to grading in native habitat. In addition, at the 
long-range planning level, the County is currently undertaking planning efforts that promote 
infill and accommodate biking and walking in the updating of Community Plans, with a focus 
on mechanisms to support development within Villages and achieving the residential densities 
on the General Plan Land Use Map for Villages. The GPU PEIR was certified by the Board of 
Supervisors in 2011. The mitigation measures therein were adequate as certified to reduce 
impacts from future development, and remain adequate for reducing impacts from the 
Proposed Project.  Please see response to comment O3-29.O3-27.  This comment cites General 
Plan Land Use Policy LU-6.1 and implies the County cannot take action to enforce the policy.  

The County disagrees with this comment, as the County would require development plans to 
preserve sensitive natural resources pursuant to County ordinances (e.g., biological mitigation 
ordinance) and the MSCP.  This review occurs when discretionary permits are processed for 
specific development proposals. The GPU PEIR was certified by the Board of Supervisors in 
2011. The mitigation measures therein were adequate as certified to reduce impacts from 
future development, and remain adequate for reducing impacts from the Proposed Project. 
Please see response to comment O3-29. 

O3-27  This comment cites General Plan Land Use Policy LU-6.1 and implies the County cannot take 
action to enforce the policy.  

The County disagrees with this comment, as the County would require development plans to 
preserve sensitive natural resources pursuant to County ordinances (e.g., biological mitigation 
ordinance) and the MSCP.  This review occurs when discretionary permits are processed for 
specific development proposals. The GPU PEIR was certified by the Board of Supervisors in 
2011. The mitigation measures therein were adequate as certified to reduce impacts from 
future development, and remain adequate for reducing impacts from the Proposed Project. 
Please see response to comment O3-29. 
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O3-28 This comment cites General Plan Land Use Policy LU-6.10 and implies the County cannot take 
action to enforce the policy.  

The County disagrees with this comment, as the County would require the protection of 
property and residents from the risks of hazards through the County Fire Code, the Flood 
Damage Prevention Ordinance and other local, state, and federal regulations when 
discretionary permits are processed for specific development proposals. The GPU PEIR was 
certified by the Board of Supervisors in 2011. The mitigation measures therein were adequate 
as certified to reduce impacts from future development, and remain adequate for reducing 
impacts from the Proposed Project. Please see response to comment O3-29. 

O3-29 This comment references CEQA case law pertaining to implementation of policies, programs 
and mitigation measures and states the General Plan policies used in the Draft SEIR fail to 
mitigate impacts of future projects.  

The County disagrees with this comment. The Proposed Project is an amendment to the 
County’s General Plan. This Draft SEIR relies mainly on General Plan policies and mitigation 
measures to reduce potential impacts of the Proposed Project. However, no specific 
development proposals are included as part of the project; therefore, as stated in response to 
comment O3-4 above achieving the allowed density associated with any approved land use 
designation changes will require subsequent environmental review that will result in 
identification of site specific impacts (associated with proposed development design, 
development footprint, and future project location) and appropriate mitigation measures, as 
necessary.  These subsequent mitigation measures would be consistent with, and in addition 
to, those identified in the Draft SEIR for the proposed project.  

The General Plan Implementation Plan is a key mechanism for implementing the mitigation 
measures that were carried forward from the General Plan PEIR, which the current Draft SEIR 
tiers from. The GPU PEIR was certified by the Board of Supervisors in 2011. The mitigation 
measures therein were adequate as certified to reduce impacts from future development, and 
remain adequate for reducing impacts from the Proposed Project. The County implements the 
policies and mitigation measures on each project during discretionary review. Many policies 
and mitigation measures are applied to future discretionary projects through the County’s 
Guidelines for Determining Significance. For example, the Guidelines for Determining 
Significance—Biological Resources set forth the requirements and mitigation measures to be 
applied to each discretionary project as applicable. The County’s guidelines and procedures 
for all areas are located at the following link: 
https://www.sandiegocounty.gov/content/sdc/pds/procguid.html. 

These and other County procedures implement the General Plan policies and mitigation at the 
project level. All guidelines and procedures would apply to future development under the 
Proposed Project. 

O3-30 This comment provides general statements that the Draft SEIR’s analysis of significant effects 
is deficient and failed to properly analyze the project’s environmental impacts.  
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The County disagrees with this comment. A discussion of the Proposed Project’s impacts was 
provided in Chapter 2 of the Draft SEIR and includes an existing conditions section and analysis 
pursuant to either County significance guidelines or CEQA Appendix G Guidelines. Available 
data specific to the PSR Analysis Areas was utilized in the analysis for the programmatic level 
of review that was performed.  No further response is required or necessary. 

O3-31 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow and does not raise specific issues 
relative to the Draft SEIR. These comments are responded to below. No further response is 
required or necessary. 

O3-32 This comment suggests the Proposed Project’s impacts on agriculture are not adequately 
addressed in the Draft SEIR.  

Impacts on agriculture are discussed in Sections 2.2.3.1 and 2.2.3.3 of the Draft SEIR, and 
Tables 2.2-2, 2.2-4, and 2.2-5 quantify the total area of agricultural resources within each PSR 
Analysis Area and the combined total agricultural land that would have the potential to be 
converted to non-agricultural resources. The method of calculating disturbance is based on 
land use and is an effective way of determining how land use will affect resources in each PSR 
Area. The percentage of impact assumes that higher intensity land uses have a greater impact 
per unit area compared to less intensive land uses; increased development densities would 
cause a greater potential for impact. General Commercial (C-1), Rural Commercial (C-4), 
Medium Impact Industrial (I-2), Village Residential (VR), and Semi-Rural 1 (SR-1) designations 
are considered to have 100 percent impact (p. 2.2-5). Semi-Rural 2 (SR-2) (see discussion 
below) and Semi-Rural 4 (SR-4) designations are considered 75 percent impacted, Semi-Rural 
10 (SR-10) is considered to have a 50 percent impact, Rural 20 (RL-20) is considered to have a 
25 percent impact, and Rural 40 (RL-40) is considered to have a 12.5 percent impact (p. 2.2-6). 
As stated in the Draft SEIR, based on the potential impacts by land use designation, 4,724 
acres of County-identified agricultural land within PSR Analysis Areas have the potential to be 
impacted (pp. 2.2-6 & p. 2.2-16). This section concludes that impacts (Impacts AG-1, AG-2, AG-
4, and AG-5) would remain significant and unavoidable after implementation of General Plan 
Policies COS-6.2, COS-6.3, Cos-6.4, LU-6.4, LU-7.1, and LU-7.2 and mitigation measures Agr-1.1 
through Agr-1.5.  Future specific project development proposals would need to develop an 
agricultural resources report pursuant to the County’s Guidelines for Determining Significance 
for Agricultural Resources if the project might have potential impacts to agricultural resources.    

O3-33 This comment refers to the baseline used in Section 2.2.1 of the Draft SEIR.  

Section 2.2.1 states, “the existing conditions described for agriculture and forestry resources 
in the 2011 PEIR are the same as the existing conditions evaluated in this SEIR. No changes to 
the existing conditions have been identified that would alter the conclusions from the 2011 
PEIR” (p. 2.2-1). 

The comment also acknowledges that the cumulative analysis provided in the Draft SEIR 
concluded that agricultural resources are in decline in the region. 

References used from the 2011 General Plan Update Program EIR (PEIR) were reviewed, to 
ensure existing conditions were the same at the time the Draft SEIR was prepared.  Section 
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2.2.1 of the Draft SEIR discloses the existing agricultural resources within each of the Proposed 
Project areas, which is the Proposed Project. Specifically, Table 2.2-2 provided the existing 
acreage of Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program agricultural resources within each PSR 
Analysis Area and former CGSP Area. Table 2.2-4 provides the existing acreage of County-
identified agricultural lands within the PSR Analysis Areas. Table 2.2-5 provides the existing 
soils found within the PSR Analysis Areas classified as prime farmland soils. Table 2.2-6 
highlights County crop statics from the 2015 Agriculture, Weights and Measures annual 
report. Table 2.2-7 identifies a 10-year comparison of agricultural growth in the County from 
2005 to 2015, which showed that overall acreage has decreased but the crop values have 
increased in value. Further evidence of this is the County’s report titled, Economic 
Contribution of San Diego County Agriculture, prepared in 2017, by the County Department of 
Agriculture, Weights and Measures. Table 2.2-9 provides the acreage of agricultural preserves 
within each PSR Analysis Area. Table 2.2-10 identifies the Williamson Act Contract lands within 
the PSR Analysis Areas. Section 2.2.1.3 discusses the agricultural trends in San Diego according 
to the 2012 Agricultural Census by the U.S. Department of Agriculture.  

Within San Diego County, the total number of acres in agricultural production has decreased 
by 50,006 acres between the years 2011 and 2016, as predicted by the 2011 General Plan PEIR 
(from 300,786 acres to 250,720 acres, respectively - County Department of AWM Crop 
Reports: https://www.sandiegocounty.gov/awm/crop_statistics.html); however, it is also true 
that County agricultural lands are concurrently being preserved.  The County PACE Program 
has preserved 1,761 acres since 2013.  The County continually seeks opportunities to increase 
this total, by acquiring land for placement into perpetual agricultural easements. The County 
has further incorporated the PACE Program into the CEQA review process for discretionary 
permit applications. Since 2015, one acceptable mitigation measure is placement of on-site 
agricultural lands into the PACE Program; thereby, increasing the total number of acres as 
agricultural easements. Several projects have been approved with such mitigation measures.  
Additionally in 2016, the County placed approximately 400 acres of privately-owned lands 
with agricultural production, into a Williamson Act Contract (PDS2015-AP-15-002). 

Relating to forest lands, the County does not contain lands specifically zoned for forest land, 
timberland, or timberland production. The project’s impact analysis and the cumulative 
analysis provided in the Draft SEIR were based on the existing conditions presented in the 
Draft SEIR.  

However, Section 2.2.2 of the Final SEIR has been edited to state that the existing regulatory 
conditions described for agriculture and forestry resources in the 2011 PEIR are the same as 
the existing conditions evaluated in this SEIR except for the additions of the County’s approval 
of the Agriculture Promotion Program (POD-14-001) and the State’s update to CEQA 
Guidelines to include potential impacts to forestry resources.  

O3-34 This comment summarizes the direct and indirect agricultural impacts discussed in the Draft 
SEIR and asks for specific acreages of indirect conversion. The comment suggests that the 
Draft SEIR only quantifies the loss of farmland in the PSR Analysis Areas: VC7+. BO18+, and 
VC57+.  
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Section 2.2.3.3 of the Draft SEIR discusses the impacts related to the potential indirect 
conversion of agricultural resources associated with future development at densities 
associated with the Proposed Project designations. The text of this section states: “[t]he 
greatest impacts in the categories listed in Table 2.2-2 include 498 acres of Farmland of Local 
Importance in VC7+, 113 acres of Farmland of Statewide Importance in BO18+, 262 acres of 
Prime Farmland in VC57+, and 732 acres of Unique Farmland in VC7+.” Furthermore, Table 
2.2-2 of the Draft SEIR provides the total potential direct impact acreages for all PSR Analysis 
Areas, except CD14, DS24, and SD15, which do not contain FMMP designated Farmlands. A 
qualitative analysis was provided for the project’s potential indirect impacts to agricultural 
resources, as the PSR GPA cannot predict under what circumstances future development 
would occur.   

To expand on the response to comment O3-3, possible future discretionary project applicants 
would be required to follow the County’s CEQA Guidelines for Determining Significance and 
Report Format and Content Requirements for Agricultural Resources (County Guidelines).  The 
County Guidelines require analysis of potential agricultural impacts caused by proposed 
development.  Such proposals would present quantifiable data, as the basis for potential 
impact analysis (e.g., topography; number of dwelling units, building square footage; location 
of sensitive resources and access roads; stormwater design).  The proposed project does not 
offer this type of factual information, and nor should it, because the Draft SEIR represents a 
programmatic analysis.  To attempt development project-specific analyses for each PSR would 
require speculation about how each PSR property owner might develop a property, in the 
future.  If a property owner decides to apply for development, the future discretionary review 
process would require a project-specific impact analysis to identify potential impacts and 
mitigation measures, in compliance with the County Guidelines.  As a programmatic 
document, the Draft SEIR does not describe proposed site-specific development plans or 
project-specific environmental analysis.  

O3-35 This comment cites CEQA case law and does not raise specific concerns with the adequacy of  
the Draft SEIR; therefore, no further response is required or necessary. 

O3-36 This comment states that the Draft SEIR fails to provide a sufficient degree of analysis to 
inform the public about the Proposed Project’s potential to result in indirect conversion of 
agricultural land.  

The County disagrees with this comment. Refer to responses to comments O3-4 and 
particularly O3-34. This PSR GPA includes only those changes related to General Plan 
designations (and zoning when necessary for consistency) that establish allowable land uses, 
residential densities, and commercial development intensities for future and currently 
unknown property development. The PSR GPA by itself, does not facilitate predictions related 
to the timing and extent of future development plans.  The Draft SEIR does  analyze the 
maximum potential development on a programmatic scale, according to the development 
constraints associated with  the areas covered by the project. .   

A qualitative analysis was provided for the project’s potential indirect impacts to agricultural 
resources.  
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O3-37 This comment cites Federation of Hillside & Canyon Assns., 83 Cal.App.4th at 1261, and 
Sections 15002(a)(3) and 15168 (b)(4) of the State CEQA Guidelines pertaining to policy 
alternatives and mitigation measures.  

This comment does not raise specific issues relative to the Draft SEIR and, therefore, no 
further response is required or necessary. 

O3-38 This comment states that the Draft SEIR violates Sections 15002(a)(3) and 15168 (b)(4) of the 
State CEQA Guidelines and suggests amending unspecified 2011 General Plan policies to limit 
conversions of agricultural lands.  

This comment appears to confuse the purpose of this environmental impact analysis with 
overall general plan policy revisions.  The purpose of this Draft SEIR is to programmatically 
study and identify the potential impacts of the proposed project that includes broadly the 
following: 1) Amendments to current General Plan land use designations and the resultant 
residential densities and commercial intensities; 2) Proposed rezoning to match the proposed 
land use designations; 3) Amendment to the Valley Center Community Plan Residential Policy 
8; and 4) Amendment to the General Plan Mobility Element.  Further, the properties involved 
with the PSR GPA are disparate and distributed unevenly throughout the unincorporated 
County.  Their environmental conditions are not necessarily similar and there is no specific 
land development applications that correspond with the PSR GPA. 

Aside from the Valley Center Community Plan amendment, the Proposed Project does not 
include amending the 2011 General Plan Policies.  Based on the purpose of the PSR GPA and 
the programmatic nature of the associated Draft SEIR, the environmental analysis is adequate 
and complies with all Sections of the CEQA Guidelines.  

CEQA Section 15002(a)(3) identifies that one of the basic purposes of CEQA is to prevent 
significant environmental damage by requiring changes to projects with  the use of project 
alternatives or mitigation measures. The Draft SEIR provides alternatives and mitigation 
measures to reduce potential project-related impacts.  

Further, CEQA does not preclude the use of mitigation measures from a previous program EIR 
in a subsequent EIR. In fact Section 15168(b)(4) allows the lead agency to utilize  broad policy 
alternatives and program-wide mitigation measures in subsequent environmental 
documentation. The GPU PEIR was certified by the Board of Supervisors in 2011. The 
mitigation measures therein were adequate as certified to reduce impacts from future 
development, and remain adequate for reducing impacts from the Proposed Project.  

O3-39 This comment states that the 2011 GPU’s policies to protect agricultural resources are too 
vague and unenforceable to be used in the Draft SEIR.  

As stated in response to comment O3-29 and O3-38, Section 15168(b)(4) of the State CEQA 
Guidelines allows the lead agency to consider program-wide mitigation measures. To achieve 
any density/intensity increases, future property-specific discretionary development projects  
would go through a future and subsequent discretionary review. As stated in response to 
comment O3-34, such discretionary permit applications would provide the needed 
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development footprint proposal and factual data associated with the development proposal 
to facilitate consideration of impacts to agricultural resources.  

O3-40 This comment cites the City of San Luis Obispo’s General Plan policies and suggests the County 
of San Diego adopt such policies.  

Barring the comment’s use of mandatory language, it essentially describes the type of analysis 
and resultant mitigation measures already used by the County, and found in responses to 
Comments O3-33 and O3-34.  The comment does not raise specific issues relative to the Draft 
SEIR, and, therefore, no further response is required. 

O3-41 The comment suggests strengthening the existing GPU policies for agricultural resources and 
evaluating other feasible measures to reduce the severity of the project’s significant impact on 
agricultural resources. The comment includes policies from the City of San Luis Obispo General 
Plan. 

The County appreciates the commentator’s policy suggestions.  As stated in previous 
responses to comments (e.g., O3-33, O3-34, and O3-38), the Draft SEIR is a programmatic 
evaluation of the Proposed Project, the PSR GPA.  The Draft SEIR shows that reliance on 
General Plan Polices and the mitigation measures cited in the 2011 GPU PEIR reduce the 
significance of impacts, but not to a level of less than significant.  As examples,  Section 2.2.5 
of the Draft SEIR incorporated adopted 2011 GPU PEIR mitigation measures Agr-1.1 through 
Agr-1.5.  

The comment suggests the County should identify ways in which the project could avoid 
developing farmland.  Section 2.2.5.1 of the Draft SEIR specifically cites mitigation measure 
Agr-1.2, “Develop and implement programs and regulations that protect agricultural lands 
(such as the CEQA guidelines, Zoning Ordinance, Right to Farm Act, Open Space Subvention 
Act, Farm and Ranch Lands Protection Program, San Diego County Agricultural Enterprises and 
Consumer Information Ordinance, BOS Policy I-133, and the San Diego County Farming 
Program), as well as, those that support implementation of the Williamson Act (including the 
CEQA guidelines, Zoning Ordinance, and Subdivision Ordinance).”  

Mitigation measure Agr-1.4 states, “Develop and implement the PACE program which 
compensates landowners for voluntarily limiting future development on their land.”  The PACE 
Program exists to protect agricultural lands in perpetuity, and promotes limiting the future 
development potential on agricultural lands (see response to comment O3-33)... 

See response to comment O3-4 regarding reliance on the previously certified GPU PEIR. The 
GPU PEIR was certified by the Board of Supervisors in 2011. The mitigation measures therein 
were adequate as certified to reduce impacts from future development, and remain adequate 
for reducing impacts from the Proposed Project. 

O3-42 This comment advocates for the purchase of agricultural conservation easements as 
mitigation to reduce impacts to agricultural resources.  

 The County PACE Program’s mitigation component is the comparable policy to the cited 
agricultural conservation easement (see response to comment O3-33).  Several discretionary 
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permit applicants have elected to use the PACE Program to mitigate significant impacts to 
agricultural lands.  In response to the comment letter’s Footnote Six (p. 8), there is no CEQA 
requirement for a jurisdiction to require agricultural easements to mitigate potentially 
significant impacts.  (See Friends of the Kings River v. County of Fresno (Dec. 2014) 232 
Cal.App.4th 105).    

O3-43 This comment correctly describes the direct and indirect conversion of agricultural land 
resulting from implementation of the Proposed Project.  In essence, the commenter suggests 
that without additional agricultural mitigation, the proposed project could be growth inducing 
and result in the loss of the County’s agricultural lands.  

Referring to response to comment O3-4, the proposed project proposes changes to current 
General Plan land use designations.  The land use designations establish allowable uses of 
property and the corresponding potential residential densities and commercial intensities. The 
Draft SEIR contains a programmatic analysis, which is based on the maximum potential 
development within each PSR area. This is a comparable methodology to that utilized for the 
2011 Certified General Plan Update Final PEIR (Draft SEIR, pp. S-2 and 1-14, etc.). The 
proposed project does not include project-level, site-specific development proposals. As 
shown throughout, the Draft SEIR presents impact evaluation and mitigation measures to 
reduce potentially significant impacts. Given the Draft SEIR’s programmatic analysis, many 
potential impacts cannot be fully mitigated.  This is very similar to the analysis found within 
the 2011 General Plan PEIR (see response to comment O3-3).  

Any subsequent project-specific discretionary permit proposals would undergo project-level 
CEQA analyses, to disclose the potential impacts and mitigation measures. Discretionary 
project applications (triggering CEQA review) would be required to develop at the proposed 
densities/intensities covered by the project. The proposed project’s potential growth-inducing 
impacts were addressed in Section 3.1 of the Draft SEIR.  

O3-44 The comment advocates reviewing a requirement that each PSR make a fair-share 
contribution to the PACE Program.  

As stated in response to comment O3-42, requiring applicants to use the PACE Program as 
mitigation is not mandated.  (See generally  Friends of the Kings River v. County of Fresno (Dec. 
2014) 232 Cal.App.4th 105). Section 2.2.5 of the Draft SEIR requires the implementation of 
adopted General Plan Policies COS-6.4, LU-6.4, LU-7.1, LU-7.2, and the mitigation measures 
certified within the General Plan 2011 PEIR (and carried forward in the current Draft SEIR): 
Agr-1.1, Agr-1.2, Agr-1.3, Agr-1.4, and Agr-1.5. The GPU PEIR was certified by the Board of 
Supervisors in 2011. The mitigation measures therein were adequate as certified to reduce 
impacts from future development, and remain adequate to reduce impacts from the Proposed 
Project.  

O3-45 This comment provides a summary of Sections 15130(a) and 15355(a) of the State CEQA 
Guidelines that pertain to cumulative impacts. 

The comment does not raise specific issues relative to the Draft SEIR. Therefore, no further 
response is required. 
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O3-46 This comment suggests that the Draft SEIR provided an “inadequate” analysis of the project’s 
cumulative impacts to agricultural resources.  

The Draft SEIR discusses the cumulative impact analysis approach, and provides a list of 
cumulative projects in Section 1.11.  The Draft SEIR discloses in Section 2.2.4, that, “The 
geographic scope for the agricultural resources cumulative impact analysis is the San Diego 
region, including both incorporated and unincorporated areas, and surrounding counties, 
unless otherwise stated below.”  Section 2.2.4.1 discusses the decline of agricultural resources 
within these jurisdictions, and includes Tribal Lands.  Section 2.2.4 provides analysis of the 
potential cumulative impacts associated with implementation of the Proposed Project. It 
clearly shows that the Proposed Project would contribute to cumulative impacts.  The Draft 
SEIR further, in bold type, states that the cumulative impacts are significant, but cannot be 
mitigated to a level of less than significant.  Therefore, cumulative impacts are significant and 
unavoidable.   

Per Section 15130(b), “The discussion of cumulative impacts must reflect the severity of the 
impacts and their likelihood of occurrence, but the discussion need not provide as great of 
detail as is provided for the effects attributable to the project alone.” The sentence 
immediately following this statement is, “The discussion should be guided by the standards of 
practicality and reasonableness…” Both the Draft SEIR and 2011 GPU PEIR acknowledge that 
the total acreage of agricultural lands in the County are steadily declining.  This fact is also 
accepted by the commenter (see comments O3-33 and O3-34, as examples).  Since 2011, the 
annual San Diego County Crop Reports (AWM) have identified overall annual losses of County 
agricultural lands*.   As an accepted fact, detailed and exhaustive analysis regarding the overall 
decrease is unnecessary, and is neither “practical” nor “reasonable.” Further, Section 15030 
allows for a cumulative impact analysis to rely on previously adopted plans (i.e., the County 
General Plan).  In compliance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(b), the Draft SEIR included 
a list of cumulative projects and relied upon the 2011 GPU (SEIR Section 1.11, p.1-16, etc.). 
Therefore, the Draft SEIR is adequate and complies with CEQA. 

O3-47 Similar to the previous comments, the comment suggests that the Draft SEIR does not 
propose mitigation capable of addressing the unavoidable cumulative impacts to agriculture.  

Section 2.2.5 provides several General Plan policies (COS-2.1, COS-2.2, COS-3.1, COS-6.2, COS-
6.3, COS-6.4, LU-5.3, LU-6.1, LU-6.4, LU-6.6, LU-7.1, LU-7.2, LU-10.2) and mitigation measures 
carried forward in the current Draft SEIR (Agr-1.1, Agr-1.2, Agr-1.3, Agr-1.4, Agr-1.5, Agr-2.1, 
Bio-1.1, Bio-1.3, Bio-1.5, Bio-1.6, Bio-1.7) to reduce cumulative impacts.  As stated in the 
previous responses to comments, the County concluded that even with implementation of the 
General Plan policies and mitigation measures, the Proposed Project, in combination with 
other cumulative projects, would have a cumulatively considerable contribution to the 
regional loss of agricultural land. Even with mitigation measures such as the County’s PACE 
Program, which is essentially the type of mitigation suggested by the commenter, impacts 
could not be reduced to a level that is below significant.  

*2013 Crop Report did show an increase of approximately 1,600 acres from 2012. 
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O3-48 This comment summarizes the biological resources in San Diego County as described in the 
2011 GPU EIR, and cites the Draft SEIR’s acknowledgment of the importance of the MSCP, 
PAMAs, and FCAs.  

This comment does not raise specific issues relative to the Draft SEIR, and, therefore, no 
further response is required.  

O3-49 This comment states that the Draft SEIR does not provide a thorough analysis of the Proposed 
Project’s potential impacts on biological resources.  

The Draft SEIR evaluated impacts on biological resources in Section 2.4.3. However, at the 
programmatic level, without project-specific development proposals and site plans, the exact 
extent of impacts on biological resources cannot be determined. Refer to response to 
comment O3-4. 

O3-50 This comment cites Section 15125(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines, which discusses the 
requirements for identifying the applicable environmental setting in a document.  

This comment does not raise specific issues relative to the Draft SEIR. Therefore, no further 
response is required.  

O3-51 This comment states that the Draft SEIR does not include the level of detail presented in the 
preliminary policy analysis reports, specifically related to ecological features and constraints of 
each PSR Area, and fails to fully disclose the ecological importance of each PSR Area.  

See response to comment 03-18, regarding the preliminary policy analysis reports. 

2015 is the established baseline for this Draft SEIR for most topics, as it is the year the Notice 
of Preparation was released and the year the County’s database was accessed to obtain an 
inventory of environmental data pertaining to the PSR Analysis Areas. The Draft SEIR 
evaluated the impacts on ecologically important resources within each of the PSR Analysis 
Areas in Section 2.4.3.1. Furthermore, the project’s potential impacts to the MSCP and PAMA 
were evaluated in Sections 2.4.3.4 and 2.4.3.6 of the Draft SEIR. However, at the 
programmatic level, without project-specific development proposals and site plans, the exact 
extent of impacts on biological resources cannot be determined. Refer to response to 
comments O3-4 and O3-18. 

The comment also states that Figure 2.4-1 is on an 8.5 by 11 inch sheet at a scale at which no 
reader can translate the information and relate it to the impacts within each PSR Analysis 
Area.  

The comment refers to a map depicting vegetation communities as Figure 2.4-1; however, the 
correct figure number is Figure 2-4.2.  Thus, this response is to Figure 2-4.2 Estimated 
Vegetation Impacts.  The County disagrees that the information in Figure 2-4.2 is not readable; 
the figure is on an 11 by 17 inch sheet. The purpose of the figure is to visually depict the 
location of the PAMA areas in relation to the proposed project areas. While the proposed 
project would result in an increase in density/intensity of land uses it is not proposing to allow 
development in areas designated for biological preservation. Conservation within a PAMA is 
achieved by providing mitigation ratios that favor developing outside the PAMA and 
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conservation/mitigation inside the PAMA; however, the MSCP would not preclude a land 
owner from developing on PAMA lands.  

O3-52 This comment cites Section 15125(c) of the State CEQA Guidelines, which discusses the 
requirements for demonstrating that significant impacts of the Proposed Project were 
adequately investigated and discussed. This comment suggests that the Draft SEIR fails to 
entirely analyze how the Proposed Project would impact the extensive special-status plant and 
wildlife species. 

 The County disagrees with this comment.  Section 2.4.3.1 of the Draft SEIR analyzes potential 
direct and indirect impacts to special status plant and wildlife species. The Draft SEIR discloses 
the potential for the Proposed Project to adversely affect these resources; however, at the 
programmatic level of analysis, the exact extent of potential impacts on these biological 
resources cannot be identified. Therefore, as stated in response to comment O3-4 above, 
future subdivision applications and/or Site Plan applications would be required for 
development in accordance with any approved density/intensity increases, within the areas 
covered by the project. As stated in Section 2.4.3.1, the presence (or the potential to occur) of 
sensitive species would require confirmation through site-specific biological resource surveys 
and project level mitigation when future discretionary projects are proposed. The County 
Guidelines for Determining Significance—Biological Resources set forth the requirements and 
mitigation measures to be applied to each discretionary project as applicable. The County’s 
guidelines and procedures for all areas are located at the following link: 
https://www.sandiegocounty.gov/content/sdc/pds/procguid.html. 

These and other County procedures implement the General Plan policies and mitigation at the 
project level. All guidelines and procedures would apply to future development under the 
Proposed Project.  

O3-53 This comment suggests the Draft SEIR relies on the same “deficient” approach used in the 
2011 General Plan PEIR to analyze impacts on special-status plant and wildlife species. Section 
2.4.3.1 of the Draft SEIR identifies impacts based on the Proposed Project’s planned land use 
designations.  

The comment also suggests that the Draft SEIR states that the impacts on vegetation 
communities is under-represented due to limitations on the accuracy of the acreages of 
suitable habitat.  

The County disagrees that the approach is deficient. The 2011 General Plan PEIR and the Draft 
SEIR use impact percentage criteria to estimate the impacts of the Proposed Project on 
special-status plant and wildlife species (i.e., the analysis assumes that higher density 
development would result in a greater percentage of disturbance within any given project 
site). At the programmatic level, the approach used in the Draft SEIR is appropriate given that 
higher density development would, in most circumstances, result in a greater area of 
disturbance than lower density development. The comment is correct that the Draft SEIR 
conservatively assumes that in some PSR Analysis Areas the acreages of suitable habitat for 
special-status species may be under-represented. The Draft SEIR also assumes that in some of 
PSR Analysis Areas the acreages of vegetation communities may be over-estimated, due to the 
potential for additional disturbance to have occurred since the vegetation communities have 
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been mapped (page 2.4-6).The approach is appropriate for a programmatic-level EIR analysis, 
as there is no development footprint to evaluate.  
 

O3-54 This comment states that based on its approach to impact analysis, the Draft SEIR’s failure to 
provide a sufficient degree of analysis to inform the public about the Proposed Project’s 
potential impacts on biological resources violates CEQA. This comment asserts that the County 
makes broad-brush, worst-case assumptions about impacts and then claims that no feasible 
avoidance or mitigation measures are available and does not identify the specific situations in 
which follow-up studies would be required. 

Refer to response to comment O3-4. The Draft SEIR analyzed the project at a programmatic 
level similar in approach to the 2011 General Plan PEIR.  In the absence of project-specific 
development proposals where specific footprints of ground-disturbing activities would be 
known, the level of detail provided in the Draft SEIR provides sufficient information to identify 
that the proposed action could result in impacts on biological resources, from future 
development projects. In addition, while the Draft SEIR dismisses the use of the MSCP for the 
North County and East County areas as an infeasible mitigation measure, it goes on to identify 
11 other mitigation measures to address potential impacts on biological resources. 
Furthermore, with or without mitigation measures, all subsequent discretionary actions 
resulting from adoption of the Proposed Project would be required to undergo project-level 
CEQA analyses during which project-specific impacts would be analyzed and mitigated, as 
necessary. Subsequent discretionary project applications would be required in order to 
achieve any of the densities/intensities proposed, in any of the areas covered by the project.  

O3-55 This comment references the inclusion of the County’s Guidelines for Determining 
Significance, which provides a list of information that should be evaluated to support a 
determination of impact significance, included in the Draft SEIR.  

This comment suggests that rather than evaluating each of the considerations, the County 
made blanket findings of significance to special-status species and other broad categories of 
resources. The comment further indicates the Draft SEIR fails to disclose whether the project 
would have an adverse effect on each sensitive plant and wildlife species listed in the County’s 
Guidelines. 

The County disagrees with the commenter’s opinion that the Draft SEIR conflicts with CEQA. 
At the programmatic level, the Draft SEIR does disclose to the public and decision-makers the 
potential impacts associated with future development projects within the areas covered by 
the project, including identifying mitigation measures (see responses to comments O3-53 and 
O3-54). This comment generally repeats comments O3-A-40 through 44 in the commenter’s 
Exhibit A attachment. See the responses to these comments. None of the items from the 
County’s Guidelines for Determining Significance – Biological Resources that are listed in 
comment O3-A-40 could be definitively determined without a development proposal, 
particularly a proposed development footprint. As there are no proposed development 
footprints associated with the current project, the County has to provide a programmatic 
analysis of potential impacts from future development projects. This analysis follows the 
format of the 2011 General Plan PEIR, which it tiers from.   
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O3-56 This comment states the Draft SEIR makes no effort to provide relevant information on the 
areas in which special status species have been observed or where they have the greatest 
potential to occur. This comment also asserts that the Draft SEIR fails to identify the types of 
biological resource surveys required to reliably determine presence or absence of the special-
status species potentially present in the PSR Analysis Areas and does not provide mitigation 
measures that require these surveys.  

As acknowledged in the comment, Table 2.4-4 in the Draft SEIR provides the estimated 
acreage within Analysis Areas potentially supporting special status species, by CPA/Subregion. 
Subsequent discretionary project applications would be required in order to achieve any of 
the densities/intensities proposed, in any of the areas covered by the project, which would 
trigger the requirement for subsequent project-specific CEQA environmental analysis. The 
future projects would have to meet requirements in the County’s Guidelines for Determining 
Significance – Biological Resources, the Resource Protection Ordinance (RPO), the Biological 
Mitigation Ordinance (BMO) where applicable, and the Habitat Loss Permit (HLP) where 
applicable, as referenced in mitigation measures Bio-1.5 and Bio-1.6 of the Draft SEIR. See 
response to comment O3-52. As stated in the Draft SEIR in Section 2.4.3.1, the presence (or 
the potential to occur) of sensitive species within the PSR Analysis Areas would require 
confirmation through site-specific biological resource surveys and project-level mitigation 
when future discretionary development projects are proposed. A project-specific analysis of 
potential impacts to individual special status species cannot be provided at the programmatic-
level at which the Draft SEIR was prepared.  
 

O3-57 This comment asserts that the Draft SEIR did not sufficiently analyze the Proposed Project’s 
indirect impacts on sensitive species.  

Refer to response to comment O3-4. Furthermore, the Draft SEIR discusses the sources of 
indirect impacts that affect biological resources as a result of new residential (and some 
commercial) development. As such, the Draft SEIR adequately characterizes the type and 
extent of impacts that could occur on biological resources from these indirect impacts. As 
noted previously, until specific development plans are proposed, details of the significance of 
impacts cannot be provided at the programmatic-level scale at which the Draft SEIR was 
prepared. This type of analysis is appropriate for a programmatic EIR.  

O3-58 This comment states the Draft SEIR must be revised. This comment provides 
recommendations regarding the revisions, including prioritizing development of areas with 
relatively low potential to support special-status species and mapping.  The County disagrees 
with the recommendations for revisions in this comment. Figure 2.4-2 in the Draft SEIR is a 
map showing the vegetation communities within the PSR Analysis Areas. In addition, Table 
2.4-2 includes estimated acreages of vegetation communities within the PSR Analysis Areas 
and Table 2.4-4 provides estimated acreage potentially supporting special status species. 
Figure 2.4-1 identifies draft PAMA and FCA areas, which generally are more likely to have 
higher potential to support special status species.  Until specific development plans are 
proposed, site-specific mitigation, including areas to be conserved, cannot be identified.  

 
O3-59 This comment cites Exhibit A’s explanation of the importance of the North County and East 

County MSCPs.  
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This comment does not raise specific issues relative to the Draft SEIR. Therefore, no further 
response is required. 

O3-60 This comment states the Draft SEIR fails to evaluate the Proposed Project’s impacts on the 
County’s conservation planning areas, including its wildlife corridors.  

Figure 2.4-1 shows identified wildlife linkages, PAMA/FCA, and the location of the PSR Analysis 
Areas. Section 2.4.3.4 analyzes potential impacts to wildlife corridors. The Draft SEIR provides 
an adequate programmatic-level analysis of potential impacts within PAMA/FCAs and wildlife 
corridors/linkages. Also, refer to response to comment O3-4.   

O3-61 This comment states that the Draft SEIR’s reliance on the future need for subsequent projects 
to comply with applicable HCP/NCCP/MSCP guidelines does not negate the County’s 
responsibility to evaluate potential adverse effects that implementing the Proposed Project 
could have upon those planning efforts. The comment asserts the Draft SEIR should include as 
much detail as was provided in the previously discussed preliminary policy analysis 
worksheets and then should specify avoidance and mitigation measures that would ensure the 
ecological integrity of the overall reserve system. 

As discussed in Section 2.4.3.6 of the Draft SEIR, the PSR Analysis Areas that fall within the 
adopted and draft HCPs and NCCPs are disclosed; however, until specific development plans 
are proposed, the project-specific impacts cannot be provided.  Refer to response to comment 
O3-4.  

O3-62 This comment suggests that the Draft SEIR fails to observe that in authorizing increased 
development density in areas identified as PAMA/FCA, the County would not only be allowing 
development in these high-value areas, but also encouraging land owners to increase the level 
of development in and around the anticipated future preserve system, which could ultimately 
undermine the ability to establish an ecologically viable MSCP habitat preserve system. 

The Draft SEIR takes into consideration the increased density of development that could occur 
within PAMA/FCA lands with approval of the Proposed Project. Refer to Section 2.4.3.6, page 
2.4-18 of the Draft SEIR for information on how the regulatory process works for development 
proposals within PAMA/FCAs. Conformance with the MSCP would be required for future 
development projects, regardless of the applicable General Plan land use designation.   

O3-63 This comment states that the Draft SEIR has no evidence to conclude that impacts on the 
County’s conservation planning process (and wildlife movement corridors) would be less than 
significant.  

The County disagrees with this comment. Refer to responses to comments O3-60 and 03-61 
and Section 2.4.3.6 of the Draft SEIR.   

O3-64 This comment states that the Draft SEIR’s conclusion that the Proposed Project would not 
conflict with policies and ordinances intended to protect biological resources is not supported 
in the analysis. This comment also states that the Draft SEIR does not evaluate the Proposed 
Project’s consistency with General Plan policies, specifically noting Policy COS-2.1.  
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See the response to comments O3-147 and O3-167. Policy COS-2.1 states, “Protect and 
enhance natural wildlife habitat outside of preserves as development occurs according to the 
underlying land use designation. Limit the degradation of regionally important natural habitats 
within the Semi-Rural and Rural Lands regional categories, as well as within Village lands 
where appropriate.” Per the wording of the policy, this applies to the review of development 
projects and is not applicable to a stand-alone GPA/Rezone with no associated development 
applications or proposals. It’s helpful to note that there is the potential for clustering in almost 
every Analysis Area per the proposed land use designation and zoning minimum lot size; 
where the proposed zoning minimum lot size would facilitate open space preservation on a 
development site, while still meeting density potential. Future discretionary projects would be 
required to analyze consistency with applicable General Plan policies based on the specific site 
development. 

O3-65 This comment states that the Draft SEIR problematically concludes that the Proposed Project 
would not result in significant impacts associated with consistency with local policies 
protecting biological resources through reliance on County ordinances such as the Biological 
Mitigation Ordinance and the Resource Protection Ordinance.  

The County disagrees with this comment. Refer to response to comment O3-4. The Biological 
Mitigation Ordinance and Resource Protection Ordinance will be applied to future projects 
with a specific development plan and those projects must be found to comply with the 
ordinances.  Therefore, at the programmatic-level at which the Draft SEIR was prepared, staff 
expects any future projects that might result from the Proposed Project would fully comply 
with our local policies and ordinances.  

O3-66 This comment states that the Draft SEIR fails to provide an adequate analysis of the Proposed 
Project’s cumulative impacts on biological resources. The comment also suggests that the 
Draft SEIR does not identify feasible mitigation capable of addressing the unavoidable 
cumulative impacts on biological resources. 

Refer to response to comment O3-46 regarding the Draft SEIR’s approach to cumulative 
analyses. Section 2.4.2 of the Draft SEIR includes an analysis of the Proposed Project’s 
cumulative impacts on biological resources on a programmatic level. In addition, Section 2.4.5 
provides several General Plan policies (COS-1.1, COS-1.2, COS-1.3, COS-1.4, COS-1.5, COS-1.6, 
COS-1.7, COS-1.8, COS-1.9, COS-1.10, COS-1.11, COS-2.1, COS-2.2, COS-3.1, COS-3.2, LU-6.1, 
LU-6.2, LU-6.3, LU-6.4, LU-6.6, LU-6.7, LU-10.2) and mitigation measures (Bio-1.1, Bio-1.2, Bio-
1.3, Bio-1.4, Bio-1.5, Bio-1.6, Bio-1.7, Bio-2.1, Bio-2.2, Bio-2.3, Bio-2.4) to reduce cumulative 
impacts. However, the County concluded that even with implementation of the General Plan 
policies and mitigation measures, the Proposed Project, in combination with other cumulative 
projects, would have a cumulatively considerable impact to biological resources.  

O3-67 This comment states that the Draft SEIR lacks a legally defensible approach to mitigating the 
project’s impacts on biological resources. This comment also states that the Draft SEIR 
identifies the adoption of MSCP Plans as an applicable mitigation measure, which was 
determined to be infeasible.  
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The County disagrees with this statement. Under the subheading, Infeasible Mitigation 
Measures” Section 2.4.5.1 specifically states, “[t]he County has determined the following 
measures to be infeasible; these measures will not be implemented. 

• Adopt MSCP Plans for North County and East County that provide coverage for special 
status species as well as protections for wildlife corridors, habitat linkages, and core 
habitat areas in those regions. These conservation plans require approval at the federal 
and State levels, which the County cannot guarantee ahead of time. In addition, the 
timing of these programs (i.e., MSCP adoption and implementation) may not coincide 
with the Proposed Project impacts in these areas. Therefore, this measure cannot be 
considered feasible mitigation for the Proposed Project.” 

As discussed in Section 2.4.5 of the Draft SEIR, mitigation of biological resources impacts does 
not rely solely on the adoption of MSCP North County and East County Plans, but also includes 
11 other mitigation measures that were identified in the Adopted 2011 PEIR (Bio-1.1 through 
Bio-1.7 and Bio-2-1 through Bio-2.4)  as well as the incorporation of several adopted General 
Plan policies. However, to be conservative at this programmatic level of analysis, impacts 
related to Special Status Species, Riparian Habitat and Other Sensitive Natural Communities, 
and Wildlife Movement Corridors and Nursery Sites were determined to remain significant 
and unavoidable the MSCP North County and East County Plans are not yet available to 
address these potential impacts in a coordinated and comprehensive manner with the State 
and Federal agencies. Subsequent discretionary project applications would be required in 
order to achieve any of the densities/intensities proposed, in any of the areas covered by the 
project. Future development project-specific CEQA review would include additional mitigation 
measures to reduce project-specific impacts on biological resources.  

O3-68 This comment states that the Draft SEIR’s reliance on the future need for subsequent projects 
to comply with applicable MSCP guidelines does not negate the County’s responsibility to 
evaluate potential adverse effects that implementing the Proposed Project could have upon 
those planning efforts.  

Refer to response to comment O3-67. 

O3-69 This comment asserts that the County has been working on the MSCP for “at least the last 
decade” and that “there is no reason that it cannot redouble its efforts to work with state and 
federal agencies” to complete the MSCP. In addition, the comment suggests the Draft SEIR 
should be revised to include a mitigation measure that sets forth a detailed process needed to 
complete the MSCP. 

This comment provides a general opinion regarding the County’s planning efforts. In addition, 
mitigation measure Bio-1.2 does include a provision that the County should continue 
preparation of the MSCP North County and East County Plans.   No changes were made as a 
result of this comment. 

O3-70 This comment states that mitigation of biological impacts need not rely on a completed MSCP, 
and other mitigation could be included to accomplish similar goals. The comment states that a 
measure should be evaluated that ensures PAMA and FCA lands are sufficiently preserved 
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during this interim period. Comments O3-71 through O3-76 detail the provisions the 
commenter believes this mitigation measure should include.  

As discussed in Section 2.4.5 of the Draft SEIR, mitigation of biological resources impacts does 
not rely solely on the adoption of MSCP North County and East County Plans, but also includes 
11 other mitigation measures that were identified in the Adopted 2011 PEIR as well as the 
incorporation of several adopted General Plan policies. Future development occurring under 
the Proposed Project, if approved, would require further environmental analysis, which would 
include additional mitigation measures to reduce project-specific impacts on biological 
resources and would likely include provisions similar to those outlined by the commenter in 
comments O3-70 through O3-76.  

O3-71 This comment states a measure should be evaluated which includes mapping of plant 
communities within each of the PSR Analysis Areas.  

Figure 2.4-2 in the Draft SEIR provides vegetation mapping within the PSR Analysis Areas.  
2011 GPU PEIR Mitigation Measure Bio-1.5, included as mitigation in Section 2.4.5 of the Draft 
SEIR, states the County’s GIS records will be utilized to avoid or mitigate impacts as 
appropriate. Vegetation mapping is a component of the County’s GIS records. Thus, when 
specific development is proposed in a PSR Analysis Area, vegetation community mapping will 
be included as part of the analysis. Also, see response to comment O3-4. 

O3-72 This comment states a measure should be evaluated which includes  a detailed analysis of 
special-status plant and wildlife species, riparian habitat and wetlands, and wildlife and 
nursery sites.  

  2011 GPU PEIR Mitigation Measure Bio-1.5, included as mitigation in Section 2.4.5 of the Draft 
SEIR, states the County’s GIS records and the Comprehensive Matrix of Sensitive Species to 
locate special status species will be utilized to avoid or mitigate impacts as appropriate. 2011 
GPU PEIR Mitigation Measure Bio-2.3 ensures wetlands and wetland buffer areas will be 
adequately preserved whenever feasible. 2011 GPU PEIR Mitigation Measure Bio-1.6 requires 
implementation of the RPO, BMO and HLP Ordinance to protect wetlands, linkages, corridors 
and populations of rare, endangered plant and animal species. Thus, these mitigation 
measures incorporate components to analyze and protect these biological resources.  Also, 
see response to comment O3-4. 

O3-73 This comment states a measure should be evaluated which includes identification within each 
PSR Analysis Area where future development should be avoided or mitigated to less-than-
significant levels through restoration, offsite mitigation, etc.  

2011 GPU PEIR Mitigation Measure Bio-1.5, included as mitigation in Section 2.4.5 of the Draft 
SEIR, states information in the County’s GIS records and the Comprehensive Matrix of 
Sensitive Species will be used to avoid or mitigate impacts as appropriate.  Bio-1.6 requires 
implementation of the RPO, BMO and HLP Ordinance to protect wetlands, linkages, corridors 
and populations of rare, endangered plant and animal species. Thus, these mitigation 
measures incorporate components to avoid and mitigate impacts.   Also, see response to 
comment O3-4. 
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O3-74 This comment states a measure should be evaluated which includes a component that all site-
specific avoidance/mitigation measures should be incorporated into the conditions of 
approval for each zoning change, tentative tract map, etc. for each property and be written in 
specific and “fully enforceable” language.  

When specific development is proposed, the County would require all site-specific 
avoidance/mitigation measures in the conditions of approval. Also, see response to comment 
O3-4.   

O3-75 This comment states a measure should be evaluated which includes specifying whether 
additional site-specific CEQA analysis will be required prior to granting final development 
approvals for each PSA Analysis Areas.  

Future subdivision applications and/or Site Plan applications would be required for 
development at any of the proposed densities/intensities of the Proposed Project, within all of 
the areas covered by the project (in addition to grading permits and other potential 
discretionary applications, depending on the area). These are discretionary processes which 
would trigger CEQA review and review of the General Plan policies that are applicable to 
development applications/proposals. Also, see response to comments O3-4.  

O3-76 This comment states a measure should be evaluated which includes identification of the 
specific site-specific studies that will be required during the additional CEQA analysis.  

This Draft SEIR was conducted at the programmatic level. When specific development 
proposals are submitted, subdivision applications and/or Site Plan applications would be 
required for development at any of the proposed densities/intensities of the Proposed 
Project, within all of the areas covered by the project (in addition to grading permits and other 
potential discretionary applications, depending on the area). These are discretionary 
processes which would trigger CEQA review. These future development projects would be 
reviewed in accordance with the County’s Guidelines for Determining Significance and other 
applicable ordinances/regulations as discussed in Draft SEIR mitigation measures Bio-1.5 and 
Bio-1.6. Requirements for additional studies and surveys would be applied to future 
development projects based on the proposed development footprint (and likely edge effects), 
in accordance with these Guidelines and regulations. Also, see responses to comments O3-4.  

O3-77 This comment provides context for comments O3-78 through O3-88. 

This comment does not raise concerns regarding the adequacy of the Draft SEIR, therefore, no 
further response is required. 

O3-78 This comment indicates the Proposed Project will increase population within the Wildland-
Urban Interface (WUI). This comment states the WUI is within PSR Analysis Areas and areas 
designated as Very High Fire Hazard Zones and references where risks associated with wildfire 
are discussed in the Draft SEIR. It states that the analysis is deficient. 

This comment provides context for comments O3-79 through O3-88. These comments are 
responded to below. This comment does not raise concerns regarding the adequacy of the 
Draft SEIR, therefore, no further response is required. 
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O3-79 This comment states the Draft SEIR fails to adequately describe the County’s emergency 
response procedures or provide analysis of emergency response and evacuation plans for 
each PSR Analysis Area. The comment goes on to detail the commenter’s expectations that 
the Draft SEIR should describe the County’s emergency response procedures, an analysis of 
how those procedures have worked or not worked in previous fires in the County, and a 
specific analysis of emergency response and evacuation plans for each PSR Area. The 
comment also references the citations provided in comment O3-80.  

The County disagrees with this comment. Section 2.7.1.3 identifies the PSR Areas that fall 
within Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones (FHSZ), and Sections 2.7.3.7 and 2.7.3.8 disclose 
that growth associated with the Proposed Project is not accounted for in the emergency 
response plans and would increase populations in Very High FHSZs. Furthermore, Section 
2.13.1.1 discusses fire protection services available to each PSR Analysis Area and emergency 
response travel time standards. As discussed in these analyses, subsequent development 
proposals, which would require discretionary approval, would be required to be analyzed by 
County staff and the Fire Authority Having Jurisdiction, during which measures to increase fire 
safety would be incorporated into project design.  

O3-80 This comment cites Section 2.7.3.7 of the Draft SEIR. 

The comment does not raise specific issues relative to the Draft SEIR. Therefore, no further 
response is required.  

O3-81 This comment cites CEQA case law and suggests that the Draft SEIR includes self-evident 
statements that do not adequately describe the Proposed Project’s impacts on emergency 
response. This comment cites four specific references to the Proposed Project in Section 
2.7.3.7 of the Draft SEIR.  

The County disagrees with this comment. Section 2.7.3.7 of the Draft SEIR discusses the PSR 
Analysis Areas that would experience the greatest increase in population resulting from 
implementation of the Proposed Project. As described in the Draft SEIR, these areas may not 
have the infrastructure to provide adequate emergency response, and there is the potential 
for the Proposed Project densities to impact existing emergency response plans (Impact HZ-1), 
which did not account for potential population increases associated with the Proposed 
Project. However, the Draft SEIR provided several General Plan policies (M-1.2, M-3.3, M-4.3, 
S-1.3) and mitigation measures (Haz-3.1, Haz-3.2, Haz-3.3) to reduce impacts on emergency 
response and evacuation plans to a less-than-significant level. When specific development 
plans are proposed, the extent of impacts and project-specific mitigation measures will be 
identified. This type of analysis is appropriate for a programmatic EIR.  

O3-82 This comment states that the Draft SEIR does not describe the Multi-Jurisdictional Hazard 
Mitigation Plan, emergency response risks associated with each PSR Analysis Area, specific 
access constraints for each PSR, emergency road access standards analysis, evacuation times, 
specific emergency response times for each PSR, personnel availability, and infrastructure 
requirements.  
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Section 2.7.3.7 of the SEIR does provide a brief description of the Multi-Jurisdictional Hazard 
Mitigation Plan.  

This Draft SEIR analyzes the maximum development potential on a programmatic scale 
associated with the land use densities/intensities allowed by the land use designations 
proposed. The information requested in this comment would be analyzed in the 
environmental analysis of future development projects, which are unknown at this time and 
are not part of this GPA. As discussed in response to comment O3-81, the Draft SEIR includes 
the General Plan policies and mitigation measures that would be implemented to reduce 
impacts related to fire hazards. Development project-specific impacts would be identified and 
mitigated when future development proposals are submitted.  

O3-83 This comment states that the Draft SEIR’s reliance on the future analysis does not negate the 
County’s responsibility to evaluate potential adverse effects and effective mitigation measures 
that implementing the Proposed Project could have on emergency response and evacuation 
plans. The comment asserts again that the Draft SEIR should include an evaluation of how 
emergency response would be managed and how evacuation plans would be implemented 
within each PSR Analysis Area.  

As described in response to comments O3-4 and O3-82, the PSR GPA is programmatic in 
nature as it involves proposed changes to General Plan land use designations and zoning, and 
does not include any specific information that would be associated with actual development 
projects, which may have the potential to impact emergency response and evacuation plans.  

This Draft SEIR analyzes the maximum development potential on a programmatic scale 
associated with the land use densities/intensities allowed by the land use designations 
proposed. The information requested in this comment would be analyzed in the 
environmental analysis of future development projects, which are unknown at this time and 
are not part of this GPA.  

O3-84 This comment states that the Draft SEIR fails to adequately analyze impacts relating to 
emergency response and evacuation. This comment concludes that adoption of GPU Policy M-
1.2 is contradictory as it requires a decrease in traffic congestion, despite traffic analysis in 
Section 2.15.3.1 of the Draft SEIR stating the proposed increase in land use density/intensity 
would result in an additional estimated 35,557 average daily trips. 

The County disagrees with this comment. Refer to response to comment O3-4. Section 2.7.3.7 
of the Draft SEIR provides the PSR Analysis Areas that would experience the greatest increase 
in population resulting from implementation of the Proposed Project. As described in the 
Draft SEIR, these areas may not have the infrastructure to provide adequate emergency 
response, and there is the potential for the Proposed Project to interfere with existing 
emergency response plans, which did not account for potential population increases 
associated with the Proposed Project. The Draft SEIR provided several General Plan policies 
(M-1.2, M-3.3, M-4.3, S-1.3) and mitigation measures (Haz-3.1, Haz-3.2, Haz-3.3) to reduce 
impacts on emergency response and evacuation plans. However, the County concluded that 
even with implementation of the General Plan policies, regulatory processes, and mitigation 
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measures, impacts would not be reduced to a less-than-significant level as the project would 
result in a potentially significant impact on emergency response and evacuation plans.  

General Plan Policy M-1.2 does not preclude any projects that would result in increased trip 
generation. The policy addresses planning for public roads and calls for an interconnected 
road network to serve various functions. It states, “Provide an interconnected public road 
network with multiple connections that improve efficiency by incorporating shorter routes 
between trip origin and destination, disperse traffic, reduce traffic congestion in specific 
areas, and provide both primary and secondary access/egress routes that support emergency 
services during fire and other emergencies.” 

The PSR GPA is programmatic in nature as it involves proposed changes to General Plan land 
use designations and zoning, assumes the worst case scenario, and does not include any 
specific information that would be associated with actual development projects with the 
potential to impact traffic congestion. Until specific development plans are proposed, precise 
details of the significance of development project impacts cannot be provided at the 
programmatic-level at which the Draft SEIR was prepared. This type of analysis is appropriate 
for a programmatic EIR.  

O3-85 This comment refers to General Plan Policy M-3.3, and claims that this policy calls for rural 
roads to be constructed to ensure public safety. The comment also states that the Proposed 
Project would cause significant and unavoidable deterioration in roadway safety.  

Refer to response to comment O3-4. Furthermore, Section 2.7.5.7 includes General Plan Policy 
M-3.3, which requires development to provide multiple ingress/egress routes in conformance 
with State law and local regulations. The SEIR references to roads with horizontal and vertical 
curves that don’t meet current road standards, and the potential for slow moving agricultural 
equipment only refers to certain roads near certain Analysis Areas, in more rural areas. See 
page 2.15-10 in Section 2.15.3.3 and pages 2.15-18 and 19 in Section 2.15.5.3 of the Draft SEIR 
for a discussion of the requirements for development project that would reduce potential 
impacts to emergency access, and mitigation measures and General Plan policies that apply to 
this topic. The PSR GPA is programmatic in nature as it involves proposed changes to General 
Plan land use designations and zoning,, and does not include any specific information that 
would be associated with actual development projects, which may have the potential to 
impact traffic congestion. Until specific development plans are proposed, precise details of the 
significance of development project impacts cannot be provided at the programmatic-level at 
which the Draft SEIR was prepared. This type of analysis is appropriate for a programmatic EIR.  

O3-86 This comment suggests that the Draft SEIR provided a superficial analysis of the Proposed 
Project’s wildland fire impacts. The comment asserts that the Draft SEIR should provide a 
more comprehensive analysis of wildland fire since development in high fire hazard areas 
contributes to even greater fire risks and increases the likelihood of fires.  

The County disagrees with this comment. Refer to response to comment O3-4. Section 2.7.3.8 
of the Draft SEIR identifies the majority of the PSR Analysis Areas as being located within a 
designated Very High Fire Hazard Safety Zone and refers the reader to figures showing Fire 
Hazard Severity Zones and the Urban Wildland Interface in relation to Analysis Areas. The 
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Section provides additional information on requirements for development projects associated 
with the County’s Guidelines for Determining Significance and the County Consolidated Fire 
Code. 

The comment makes a statement about adding homes to areas with low or no density and 
states that is the case with the Proposed Project. This is a common theme in the comment 
letter, in that the commenter seems to be under the assumption that all Analysis Areas are in 
rural areas, which is not correct. The Analysis Areas are found in varying types of communities, 
including the Village and Semi-Rural Regional Categories. Some of the Semi-Rural areas exhibit 
a more suburban character with relatively close proximity to jobs, infrastructure, and services. 

The PSR GPA is programmatic in nature as it involves proposed changes to General Plan land 
use designations and zoning,, and does not include any specific information that would be 
associated with actual development projects, which may have the potential to expose people 
and structures to wildfires. This Draft SEIR analyzes the maximum development potential on a 
programmatic scale associated with the land use intensities allowed by the land use 
designations assigned. The information requested in this comment would be analyzed in the 
environmental analysis of future development projects, which are unknown at this time and 
are not part of this GPA.  

O3-87 This comment acknowledges the Draft EIR’s determination that although regulations exist to 
reduce hazards associated with wildland fires, impacts would still exist. This comment again 
asserts that the Draft SEIR fails to provide a thorough analysis of the Proposed Project’s 
wildland fire impacts.  

The County disagrees with this comment. Refer to response to comments O3-4 and O3-86. 
The PSR GPA is programmatic in nature as it involves proposed changes to General Plan land 
use designations and zoning and does not include any specific information that would be 
associated with actual development projects, which may have the potential to expose people 
and structures to wildfires.  

This Draft SEIR analyzes the maximum development potential on a programmatic scale 
associated with the land use intensities allowed by the land use designations assigned. The 
information requested in this comment would be analyzed in the environmental analysis of 
future development projects, which are unknown at this time and are not part of this GPA.  

O3-88 This comment states the Draft SEIR fails to adequately mitigate impacts associated with 
wildland fire. This comment indicates that implementation of the Proposed Project increases 
development in high fire hazard areas of the County.  

Refer to response to comment O3-4. Mitigation measures and General Plan policies applicable 
to this topic are discussed in Section 2.7.3.8 of the Draft SEIR. The Draft SEIR provided several 
General Plan policies (COS-18.3, LU-6.11, LU-10.2, S-3.1, S-3.2, S-3.3, S-3.4, S-3 .6, S-4.1) and 
mitigation measures (Haz-4.1, Haz-4.2, Haz-4.3, Haz-4.4) to reduce impacts associated with 
wildland fires. However, the County concluded that even with implementation of the General 
Plan policies, regulatory processes, and mitigation measures, impacts would not be reduced to 
a level below significant. The commenter’s suggestion that General Plan policies and 
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mitigation measures applied for this topic were determined to be ineffective  is not correct 
and does not reflect the Draft SEIR text. Page 2.7-33 of the Draft SEIR notes, “The General Plan 
policies and 2011 PEIR mitigation measures, in addition to compliance with applicable 
regulations, would reduce Proposed Project impacts related to wildland fires, although not to 
a level below significant.” 

This Draft SEIR analyzes the maximum development potential on a programmatic scale 
associated with the land use intensities allowed by the proposed land use designations. 
Development project-specific impacts associated with wildland fires would be analyzed in the 
environmental analysis of future development projects, which are unknown at this time and 
are not part of this GPA.  

O3-89 The comment suggests the Draft SEIR provided a superficial analysis of the Proposed Project’s 
impacts on water supply and does not propose any mitigation for the project’s significant and 
unavoidable impacts on water supply.  

As this comment acknowledges, Section 2.8.3.2 of the Draft SEIR identified a potentially 
significant impacts on groundwater supplies (HY-2 and HY-11) as a result of the Proposed 
Project,  and Section 2.16.3.4 identified a potentially significant impacts related to adequate 
water supplies (UT-4 and UT-6). These impacts were determined to be significant and 
unavoidable.  The comment does not specify how the analysis of impacts was inadequate.  
Contrary to what is stated in the comment, Sections 2.8.5.2 and 2.16.5.4 provide several 
General Plan policies  and mitigation measures  to reduce the identified impacts. However, the 
County concluded that the impacts would not be reduced to a level below significant.  

This Draft SEIR performed a programmatic level of analysis of the maximum development 
potential associated with the land use densities/ intensities allowed by the proposed land use 
designations. Water supply impacts would be analyzed in greater detail during the 
environmental analysis of future development applications, and would include review and 
input by the appropriate water supply agency with regard to service availability..  

O3-90 This comment states that the Proposed Project would be inconsistent with 2011 GPU Policy 
LU-8.2, which calls for the County to require development to identify adequate groundwater 
resources in groundwater-dependent areas.  The comment also incorrectly paraphrases page 
2.16.-15 of the Draft SEIR by stating that the Proposed Project would increase groundwater 
demand, which would cause the Pauma Municipal Water District and the San Luis Rey 
Municipal Water District to have inadequate water supply and that the County should prohibit 
development in the PSR Analysis Areas that are within those districts.  

General Plan Policy LU-8.2 has not been determined to be applicable to a stand-alone 
GPA/Rezone with no associated development applications/proposals, because it refers to a 
requirement for development projects. Future development projects within the areas covered 
by the project would be required to comply with this policy. 

Page 2.16-15 states that the Proposed Project would potentially result in some groundwater 
districts having inadequate supply.  It is also stated on this page that the potential increase in 
groundwater demand is 61 acre-feet per year by PSR Analysis Area PP30 (Pauma Municipal 
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Water District) and five acre-feet per year by portions of FB2+ within the San Luis Rey 
Municipal Water District.  Page 2.16-15 and 2.8-9 of the Draft SEIR also state neither of these 
two districts provide water service but serve to protect groundwater rights within their 
boundaries.  

Rather than prohibit development within these two water districts, the County would conduct 
appropriate review of groundwater supply during the review of any subsequent discretionary 
applications.  Furthermore, the Draft SEIR points out inconsistencies between the 
Groundwater Ordinance minimum lot size requirements and densities proposed by some of 
the PSR Analysis Areas on page 2.8-9, which is also part of the basis for identifying potentially 
significant impact HY-2.    

O3-91 This comment cites CEQA case law related to an EIR’s requirement to provide sufficient 
analysis related to water supply and states that the long-term nature of the project does not 
excuse an adequate water supply analysis.  

The County disagrees with the comment that the Draft SEIR does not provide an adequate 
water supply analysis. Specific examples of how the Draft SEIR is deficient in this respect are 
not presented in this comment; therefore, no further response is required or necessary. 

O3-92 This comment states that the Draft SEIR identifies the increase in water demand as a result of 
the Proposed Project, but does not analyze the implications of the increased demand.  

The County does not agree with this assertion. As noted above, Section 2.16.3.4 provides a 
worst-case scenario for increased water use associated with the Proposed Project. The Draft 
SEIR includes detailed analysis of potential water supply impacts associated with the project 
and concludes that the impacts (UT-4 and UT-6) would be significant and unavoidable. In 
addition, the Draft SEIR analyzes the maximum development potential on a programmatic 
scale associated with the land use densities that would be allowed by the proposed land use 
designations. The analysis provided lists the amount of increased water demand  for the PSR 
Analysis Areas and the amounts are not large in relation to how much water is currently 
supplied by the various water districts.  Through required planning documents, water supply 
agencies must plan for additional water demand for an increasing population.  The Draft SEIR 
contains a programmatic approach in the analysis of water supply.  Future development 
projects are required to provide water facility availability forms from the water districts that 
would provide water service, along with any required conditions related to providing water 
delivery services.  Any potential water supply impacts for future development projects would 
be analyzed and approporiate mitigation measures proposed.  

O3-93 This comment accurately references Section 2.16.3.4 of the Draft SEIR, which describes how 
the PSR Analysis Areas obtain potable water.  The comment also accurately paraphrases 
statements on pages 2.16.-13 and 14 of the Draft SEIR concerning how current water supply 
planning documents do not currently account for the increased development that might occur 
as a result of the Proposed Project.  The comment also states how the Draft SEIR analysis 
stops there and fails to adequately analyze how water districts will supply water for 
development allowed by the project. 
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The County does not agree that more specific analysis is required to evaluate how specific 
water districts would actually supply water for the development that might be allowed by the 
Proposed Project.  Please see the response to comment O3-92 above. 

O3-94 This comment suggests the Draft SEIR provided a less than adequate analysis of the 
implications of the Proposed Project’s impacts on groundwater-dependent water districts but 
provides specific references to passages in the Draft SEIR that describe the environmental 
implications of continued groundwater loss in the Borrego Valley, related to PSR Analysis 
Areas DS8 and DS24.  

The comment accurately summarizes the environmental implications  described in the Draft 
SEIR regarding potential impacts to the Borrego Valley groundwater basin. The analysis 
provides as detailed a discussion of the situation as possible, given the programmatic level of 
analysis conducted.  As stated previously, significant and unmitigable groundwater supply 
impacts were identified related to these two PSR Analysis Areas.  Section 2.16.3.4 of the Draft 
SEIR under the subheading, Groundwater Dependent Water Districts, provides an evaluation 
of potential impacts associated with the proposed project. 

This Draft SEIR analyzes the maximum development potential on a programmatic scale 
associated with the land use intensities allowed by the land use designations assigned. Water 
supply impacts, specifically within groundwater dependent water districts, would be analyzed 
in the environmental analysis of future development projects, which are generally unknown at 
this time and are not part of this GPA.  

O3-95 This comment describes several detailed but highly speculative ramifications on groundwater 
supply in regards to PSR Analysis Areas DS8 and DS24.    

The County does not agree that these types of highly speculative ramifications should be 
attempted to be analyzed by the Proposed Project.  In addition, as described on page 2.8-10 of 
the Draft SEIR, it is currently recognized that groundwater demand needs to be reduced by 
about 70 percent in the Borrego Valley aquifer to be sustainable.  Any future specific project 
proposals will need to be processed in accordance with the County Groundwater Ordinance 
and a Groundwater Sustainability Plan when it becomes available by January 2020.  

O3-96 This comment states that the Draft SEIR fails to provide an adequate analysis of the Proposed 
Project’s cumulative impacts on water supplies.  

The cumulative analysis for water supply comes to the conclusion that cumulative projects 
would have the potential to increase the demand for potable water in the region in a manner 
that exceeds existing entitlements and resources.  The County disagrees that this is an 
inadequate analysis.   General Plan policies and mitigation measures were proposed to reduce 
potential impacts, but the determination was that impacts would remain significant and 
unmitigable given the nature of the programmatic review that was performed.  The General 
Plan policies and mitigation measures would be required to be implemented for any future 
project specific proposals, along with project specific measures as necessary to reduce 
potential water supply impacts.   
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O3-97 This comment states that the Draft SEIR lacks any mitigation for the project’s impacts on 
water supply. This comment also states the Draft SEIR identifies just one mitigation measure - 
the implementation of a countywide moratorium on development, which was determined to 
be infeasible.  

The County disagrees with this statement.  The Draft SEIR does describe how the countywide 
moratorium measure was determined to be infeasible, but goes on to include several General 
Plan policies (COS-4.1, COS-4.2, COS-4.3, COS4.4, COS5.2, COS-5.5, LU-8.1, LU-8.2, LU-13.1, LU-
13.2) and mitigation measures (USS-4.1, USS-4.2, USS-4.3, USS-4.4, USS4.5, USS4.6, USS4.7) to 
reduce impacts associated with adequate water supplies. However, the Draft SEIR did 
conclude that even with implementation of the General Plan policies, regulatory processes, 
and mitigation measures, impacts would not be reduced to a level below significant.   

O3-98 This comments suggests that the 2011 General Plan Update (GPU) did not identify the PSR 
GPA areas for growth and that the Board rejected up-zoning these areas because they 
required a change to the GPU’s Guiding Principles. The comment goes on to restate 
information in the Draft SEIR about population growth. 

The County does not concur that the 2011 GPU did not identify the PSR GPA areas for growth. 
Under the existing General Plan designations, hundreds of additional dwelling units could be 
allowed within the Analysis Areas, based on the current allowed density.  

The comment refers to the January 9, 2012 Board Staff Report in suggesting that the Board 
rejected up-zoning the areas included in the project, due to necessary changes to the General 
Plan Guiding Principles. The General Plan Update was adopted on August 3, 2011 and 2012 
hearings were not part of the General Plan Update process. The January 9, 2012 Board hearing 
was part of the early stages of consideration of PSRs to be included in a GPA. As shown when 
comparing the proposals outlined and mapped in the attachments to this January 9, 2012 staff 
report to those in the June 20, 2012 staff report; these January 2012 proposals are not the 
same as those considered by the Board when they provided the direction on areas to include 
in the current project. At the January 2012 stage, there were no Analysis Area groupings or 
consideration of Study Area parcels. In most cases, the January 2012 PSRs were proposals for 
spot designations. Even more importantly, many of the PSR proposals were reduced, in terms 
of the designation requested/proposed, between January 2012 and June 2012. As discussed in 
the response to comment O3-3 and in Section 2.9.3.2 of the Draft SEIR, the Guiding Principles 
of the General Plan are implemented through the goals and more specifically, the policies of 
the General Plan. As detailed in Section 2.9.3.2, the Analysis Areas are evaluated for General 
Plan consistency on an individual basis, and staff has found inconsistencies with certain 
policies of the General Plan, in relation to certain Analysis Area map options. As the final 
decision maker for the Project, the Board of Supervisors would have to find consistency with 
the applicable policies for any map option they select for any Analysis Area. 

O3-99 This comment suggests the County re-evaluate the measure calling for a County-wide 
moratorium on development (stated in comment O3-97 of the letter) that was determined to 
be infeasible (Pages 2.8-27 and 2.16-28 of the Draft SEIR).  If that measure is still determined 
to be infeasible, then other measures should be evaluated such as one calling for substantially 
less development than the Proposed Project. 
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The County disagrees with the comment.  The measure calling for a moratorium was still 
determined to be infeasible for the same reasons given in the 2011 GPU PEIR.  Staff believes 
the project alternatives provided in Chapter 4 provide decision-makers with a reasonable 
range of choices for substantially less development than the proposed project in accordance 
with the examples provided in the comment.  
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Responses to Letter O3, Endangered Habitats League – Part 2 

O3-100 This comment states that the Draft SEIR uses existing capacity to evaluate existing conditions 
and uses buildout capacity to evaluate the buildout with project. 

Please see response to comment I12-9 regarding the analysis methodology and approach for 
the Draft SEIR. 

Because the Draft SEIR is evaluating the proposed project at a programmatic level, the timing 
of the development within the PSRs is not known at this time; therefore, only a Buildout 
analysis was conducted with the implementation of the proposed project. Because, under 
Buildout conditions, it is assumed that the Land Use Element would be built out to its 
maximum density. Therefore the nexus established in the County’s TIF program allows land 
use build out in conjunction with build out of the County’s Mobility Element, as these 
improvements will be funded through the TIF program. 

O3-101 This comment states that by focusing on roadway capacity, current and future traffic volumes 
(with the project) are not accounted for.  The comment goes on to state that analysis has not 
been performed pursuant to the County’s Guidelines for Determining Significance for Traffic. 

Please refer to response to comment O3-4 above. The General Plan Amendment is a planning 
document that would direct future population growth and plan for infrastructure needs, 
development, and resource protection. Therefore, a programmatic SEIR was prepared for this 
project, consistent with State CEQA Guidelines Sections 15168 and 15152, which state that a 
program EIR may be prepared on a series of actions that can be characterized as one large 
project and are related geographically or as logical parts in the chain of contemplated actions. 
The PSR GPA cannot predict when and how any future development will occur, but can 
analyze the maximum potential development on a programmatic scale according to the 
intensities allowed by the land use designations assigned. Therefore, the Draft SEIR does not 
analyze building-specific impacts or operation activities because they are still unknown at this 
time, and analysis of unknown activities would be speculative. This programmatic SEIR relies 
on General Plan policies, mitigation/implementation measures, ordinances, design guidelines, 
and procedures to establish requirements for future development that must be met prior to 
receiving a building permit. Specific development proposals that could occur within the 
Analysis Areas would be required to undergo development project-level CEQA analyses during 
which specific impacts and mitigation measures would be identified.  

Please note that the PSR Draft SEIR tiers off the County of San Diego‘s General Plan PEIR 
(adopted in August 2011). The purpose of the Draft SEIR is to identify new impacts that would 
occur with the proposed changes to the General Plan. Therefore, the TIA focused on 
evaluating how buildout conditions would change with the full implementation of proposed 
land use changes, as the timing of the development within these areas is not yet known.  

The Draft TIA did not identify impacts to freeway segments and therefore, it did not need to 
include further analysis. However, in response to this and other comments additional 
information has been added to the Draft TIA as Appendix E4 to provide additional explanation 
as to why there would be no significant impacts to the freeway segments.   
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O3-102 This comment continues from the previous by describing a second perceived problem with the 
Draft SEIR’s traffic analysis methodology by comparing the Proposed Project’s impact to the 
2011 General Plan PEIR, rather than existing conditions.  The comment also states that this is 
not consistent with CEQA case law. 

This PSR GPA is proposing changes to existing General Plan designations that establish 
allowable land uses and intensities of development. The PSR GPA cannot predict when and 
how any future development will occur but can analyze the maximum potential development 
on a programmatic scale according to the intensities allowed by the land use designations 
proposed. Therefore, the Draft SEIR does not analyze building-specific impacts or efficiencies 
associated with construction, maintenance, or operation activities because they are still 
unknown at this time, and analysis of unknown activities would be speculative. Adoption of 
the SEIR does not indicate approval of all of the PSR Analysis Area proposals. This 
programmatic SEIR relies on General Plan policies, mitigation/implementation measures, 
ordinances, design guidelines, and procedures to establish requirements for future 
development that must be met prior to receiving a building permit. Specific development 
proposals that could occur under approval of the proposed project would be required to 
undergo development project-level CEQA analyses during which specific impacts and 
mitigation measures would be identified.  This comment does not raise concerns with the 
methodology or the analysis, and, therefore, no additional response is required. 

O3-103 This comment states a revised EIR should conduct a traffic analysis that corrects the 
methodological errors described in the previous three comments. 

Please see response to comment O3-100 through O3-102 above. 

O3-104 This comment states the Draft SEIR fails to adopt feasible mitigation and questions why other 
mitigation measures are not proposed. 

This PSR GPA is proposing changes to existing General Plan land use designations that 
establish allowable land uses and intensities of development. The PSR GPA cannot predict 
when and how any future development will occur, but can analyze the maximum potential 
development on a programmatic scale according to the intensities allowed by the land use 
designations proposed. Therefore, the Draft SEIR does not analyze building-specific impacts or 
efficiencies associated with construction, maintenance, or operation activities because they 
are still unknown at this time, and analysis of unknown activities would be speculative. The 
Draft SEIR relies on General Plan policies, mitigation/implementation measures, ordinances, 
design guidelines, and procedures to establish requirements for future development that 
must be met prior to receiving a building permit. 

The Draft SEIR applied 17 adopted General Plan policies and 6 adopted mitigation measures 
from the General Plan Update PEIR that are feasible and applicable to reduce project impacts 
on traffic and LOS standards. Section 15168(b)(4) of the State CEQA Guidelines allows the lead 
agency to consider broad policy alternatives and program-wide mitigation measures to be 
utilized in subsequent environmental documentation. Furthermore, the County did evaluate 
widening roads to increase capacity but identified that such improvements would have 
adverse environmental and community character impacts, and met the criteria for accepting a 
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road classification with Level of Service E/F, as discussed under Goal M-2 (pages 4-13 and 4-
14) of the General Plan’s Mobility Element (linked here - 
https://www.sandiegocounty.gov/content/dam/sdc/pds/gpupdate/docs/GP/MobilityElement.
pdf ). The rationales for LOS E/F acceptance are provided in Appendix H of the Draft SEIR. 

O3-105 This comment suggest that the Draft SEIR evaluate the County adopting a measure that directs 
growth to the 18 municipalities where jobs and other services are located, and evaluate 
alternative mitigation such as a measure for the County to contribute its share to the regional 
transit district or provide transit subsidies. 

As discussed in Chapter 1 of the Draft SEIR, the PSR GPA is provided in response to a number 
of individual property owners who petitioned the Board of Supervisors during the hearings for 
the General Plan Update to consider changes to the General Plan land use designation for 
their properties. Therefore, a project alternative that considers directing growth to the 18 
incorporated municipalities within the region is outside of the scope of this project. 
Additionally, the County of San Diego does not have jurisdiction over the other 18 
municipalities, and, therefore, such alternative is not feasible. 

Furthermore, the suggested mitigation measure is unenforceable as the County cannot 
require future residents to utilize public transit, if even available near the proposed project. 
Therefore this measure is considered infeasible, and impacts would remain significant and 
unavoidable. 

O3-106 This comment quotes the air quality nonattainment status from the Draft SEIR, and suggests 
the Draft SEIR does not provide a comprehensive analysis of the Project’s air quality effects.  

The County does not agree with this comment. The DEIR acknowledges the current non-
attainment status of ambient air pollution levels in Section 2.3.1 Existing Conditions of the Air 
Quality Section and Section 3.1.1 in the Air Quality Technical Report (provided as Appendix B 
to the Draft EIR).  The comment suggests that a comprehensive analysis of the project’s air 
quality effects was not provided in the Draft SEIR.  The County disagrees with this statement. 
The Draft SEIR addressed the project’s potential construction and operational impacts using 
an industry standard model (California Emission Estimator Model (CalEEMod version 
2016.3.1)); and the maximum dwelling units allowed per Property Specific Request (PSR) 
Analysis Area. The result of the model are provided in Appendix B and summarized in Section 
2.3 of the Draft SEIR. Specific development plans have not been proposed at this time, future 
development proposals brought forth under the Proposed Project would be subject to further 
discretionary and CEQA review by the County.  

O3-107 The comment suggests that the Draft SEIR provided a superficial analysis of the project’s 
potential impact to obstruct implementation of the local air quality plan; and that the EIR did 
not analyze the demographic (i.e., growth) and land use data for the Proposed Project and 
compare it to the region’s air quality plan.  

The County does not agree with this comment. As discussed in Section 2.2 of the Draft SEIR, 
the San Diego County RAQS relies on CARBs mobile source emissions projections, and SANDAG 
growth projections (which are based on population and vehicle trends and land use plans 
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developed as part of the County General Plan). The Draft SEIR further explains that projects 
that propose development that is consistent with the growth anticipated by the General Plan 
would be consistent with the RAQS; and projects that propose development that is greater 
than that anticipated in the General Plan and SANDAG’s growth projects may have a 
potentially significant impact on air quality.  Therefore, an analysis of the project’s 
demographics and land uses data is appropriate for determining the project’s consistency with 
the RAQS as provided.  More information on the project’s demographic and land use data 
analysis is provided in sections 2.12 Population and Housing and 2.9 Land Use of the Draft 
SEIR.    

As stated previously, the PSR GPA cannot predict when and how any future development will 
occur, but can analyze the maximum potential development on a programmatic scale 
according to the intensities allowed by the land use designations proposed. Therefore, the 
Draft SEIR does not analyze building-specific (development project) impacts or efficiencies 
associated with construction, maintenance, or operation activities because they are still 
unknown at this time, and analysis of unknown activities would be speculative.  Refer to 
response to comment O3-4.  

O3-108 The comment suggests the DEIR does not propose mitigation capable of addressing the 
unavoidable impact for the Proposed Project’s inconsistency with the RAQS, but goes on to 
state these General Plan policies were ineffective in mitigating the 2011 GPU’s wildfire 
impacts.  

The General Plan policies provided in the Draft SEIR to reduce impacts related to its’ 
inconsistency with the RAQS (i.e., policies COS-14.1, COS-14.2, COS-14.8, COS14-9, COS-14.10, 
COS-15.1, COS-15.4, COS-15.5, COS-16.2, COS-16.3, and COS-20.3) are not the same policies 
used to address impacts to wildfire (i.e., policies LU-6.11, LU-10.2, S-3.1, S-3.2, S-3.3, S-3.4, S-
3.6, S-4.1, and COS-18.3). This comment does not explain how the policies and mitigation 
provided to amend the inconsistency with the RAQS are inadequate. 

 The comment states the Policy COS-14.1 is not being implemented to prevent projects such as 
this from being approved.  Section 2.9 of the Draft SEIR provides a consistency analysis and 
determination as to which PSR Analysis Areas are consistent and inconsistent with this policy 
and identified three PSR Analysis Areas that have been determined to be inconsistent with this 
policy based on this programmatic level of analysis which assumes development at full 
buildout potential would occur.  

 O3-109 This comment implies the air quality analysis is inadequate due to combining area source and 
mobile source emission together, and mitigation measure Air-1.2 (which reduce area source 
emissions) does not mitigate the impact to less than significant levels.  

This comment is inaccurate. The Air Quality Technical Report (provided as Appendix B to the 
Draft SEIR) provides the detailed results for both the unmitigated and mitigated area, energy, 
and mobile source emissions generated by the project. The total air quality emissions are 
summarized in the Draft SEIR to address whether the project as a whole would exceed the 
County’s Screening Level Thresholds. Furthermore, in addition to mitigation measure Air-1.2, 
the Draft SEIR also provided several General Plan Policies (e.g., COS-14.1, COS-14.2, COS-14.8, 
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COS-14.9, COS-14.10, COS-15.1, COS-15.4, COS-15.5, COS-16.2, COS-16.3, COS-20.3) and 
mitigation measures (Air-2.6, Air 2.7, and Air-2.9) to further reduce air quality emissions. As 
shown in Table 2.3-11, Operational Mitigated Emissions for Property Specific Requests, of the 
Draft SEIR, all emissions would be reduced with implementation of the measures provided. 
However, the County concluded that even with implementation of the General Plan policies, 
regulatory processes, and mitigation measures; impacts would not be reduced to a level of 
below significant as the project would result in increased emission of ozone precursor PM10 
and VOC.  

O3-110 This comment states that mitigation measures Air-1.2 would do nothing to reduce vehicular 
emissions as it calls for a prohibition on wood burning stoves. The commenter cites CEQA 
requirements for mitigation, and suggests that the SEIR be revised to demonstrate that the 
project’s increase in mobile source emissions will not result in air quality violations. 

See response to comment O3-109 above.  Operational impacts are generated from area 
source and mobile sources. The combined emissions from both sources are assessed for the 
project’s total emission impact.  While mitigation measure Air-1.2 is provided to reduce 
impacts generated from wood burning fire places, the Draft SEIR does not state mitigation 
measure Air-1.2 would reduce mobile source emissions. As shown in Table 2.3-11, Operational 
Mitigated Emissions for Property Specific Requests, of the Draft SIER, all emissions would be 
reduced with implementation of the measures provided. However, the County concluded that 
even with implementation of the General Plan policies, regulatory processes, and mitigation 
measures; impacts would not be reduced to a level of below significant as the project would 
result in increased emission of ozone precursor PM10 and VOC. No further response is required 
or necessary. 

O3-111 The comment states that the significant cumulative air quality impact must be quantified.  

A detailed quantitate cumulative analysis was provided in the Air Quality Technical Report, 
refer to Appendix B of the Draft SEIR. The cumulative analysis was also summarized in Sections 
2.3.3.3 and 2.3.4; and the quantitative results were provided in Tables 2.3-15 and 2.3-16 of 
the Draft SEIR. No further response is required or necessary. 

O3-112 The comment notes the importance of a greenhouse gas analysis and cites court cases.  The 
comment addresses a general subject area (Global Climate Change, Chapter 2.17), which 
received extensive analysis in the Draft SEIR.  The comment does not raise any specific issue 
regarding that analysis and, therefore, no more specific response can be provided or is 
required. 

O3-113  The comment summarizes the conclusions in Chapter 2.17 of the SEIR and notes that the 
impact analysis is fundamentally flawed, as is its approach to mitigation. The commenter 
claims that the threshold of significance is based on a Climate Action Plan (CAP) that has not 
yet been approved and lacks evidence in demonstrating efficacy at mitigating climate change 
impacts. The comment also states that the Draft SEIR relies on statewide thresholds without 
any evidence that they are relevant to the Proposed Project in the unincorporated County; 
fails to mitigate GHG impacts by permitting sprawl and relies on off-site and out-of-County 
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offsets as mitigation; and fails to consider feasible mitigation measures. The County does not 
agree with the comment for the reasons stated below. 

 Chapter 2.17 of the Draft SEIR discusses the County’s CAP, which was approved by the Board 
of Supervisors on February 14, 2018, subsequent to writing the Draft SEIR. As indicated in the 
regulatory discussion on page 2.17-7 of the Draft SEIR, the Draft CAP outlines specific 
reduction measures that residents and businesses can implement to reduce GHG emissions 
and aid the County in achieving State-mandated GHG reduction targets (County 2017). 
Chapter 2.17 also lists relevant strategies listed in the General Plan for reducing impacts from 
global climate change. However, the commenter’s assertion that the Proposed Project relies 
on the CAP to streamline future PSR development is false. As indicated on page 2.17-9 of the 
SEIR, General Plan Amendment projects (GPAs) such as the Proposed Project that intensify 
GHG emissions beyond current designations in the General Plan are required to reduce GHG 
emissions to ensure that the adopted CAP forecasts are not substantially altered such that 
attainment of the GHG reduction targets and goal of the CAP could not be achieved. The 
Proposed Project, however, does not rely on the CAP to streamline future development of the 
PSR properties. Rather, the Proposed Project would be required to comply with the CAP 
Consistency Review Checklist by implementing the relevant measures in that Checklist and 
incorporating the mitigation measures in the CAP SEIR to reduce cumulative GHG emissions. 
Mitigation contained in the CAP SEIR would require a GPA that intensifies GHG emissions 
beyond current designations to achieve no net increase in GHG emissions from additional 
density above the 2011 GPU to demonstrate consistency with the CAP or to reduce all 
emissions to net zero (i.e., carbon neutrality). The increase in emissions shall be reduced by 
demonstrating compliance with relevant CAP reduction measures identified in the CAP 
Consistency Review Checklist, implementing all feasible onsite design features and mitigation 
measures, and implementing offsite mitigation, which may include purchase of carbon offsets 
for any remainder of GHG emissions. 

 The use of carbon offset credits as a mechanism to mitigate project-related GHG emissions is a 
feasible, established, and commonly recognized approach utilized in the discretionary 
development review process. The utilization of carbon offset credits to mitigate GHG 
emissions is expressly authorized by CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(c)(3). The CEQA 
Guidelines recognize that offsite mitigation, which may include purchase of offsets, may be 
used as mitigation for GHG emissions.  

 Further, the State legislature when adopting AB 32, delegated the California Air Resources 
Board (CARB) with the responsibility to implement and develop the programs and 
requirements necessary to achieve the GHG emissions reduction mandates of AB 32. Among 
the responsibilities given to CARB, AB 32 authorized CARB to adopt market-based compliance 
mechanisms, which could include carbon offset credits. In particular, CARB’s Scoping Plan 
must “identify and make recommendations on direct emission reduction measures, 
alternative compliance mechanisms, market-based compliance mechanisms, and potential 
monetary and nonmonetary incentives” to achieve the 2020 goal, and achieve “the maximum 
technologically feasible and cost-effective GHG emission reductions” by 2020 and maintain 
and continue reductions beyond 2020. On December 14, 2017, CARB adopted The 2017 
Climate Change Scoping Plan Update (Second Update)(CARB 2017). CARB recommended that 
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lead agencies prioritize on-site design features that reduce emissions, especially from VMT, 
and investments in GHG reductions within the project’s region that contribute potential air 
quality, health, and economic co-benefits locally. Examples of investments in GHG reductions 
in the project’s region include financing installation of regional electric vehicle (EV) charging 
stations, solar panels, solar water heaters, smart meters, energy efficient lighting, energy 
efficient appliances, energy efficient windows, insulation, and water conservation measures 
for homes within the geographic area of the project. However, CARB also recognized that 
where further project design or regional investments are infeasible or not proven to be 
effective, it may be appropriate and feasible to mitigate project emissions through purchasing 
and retiring carbon offset credits issued by a recognized and reputable voluntary carbon 
registry. CARB also recognizes that achieving net zero increases in GHG emissions, resulting in 
no contribution to GHG impacts, may not be feasible or appropriate for every project, 
however, and the inability of a project to mitigate its GHG emissions to net zero does not 
imply the project results in a substantial contribution to the cumulatively significant 
environmental impact of climate change under CEQA (CARB 2017). Achieving no net additional 
increase in GHG emissions, resulting in no contribution to GHG impacts, is an appropriate 
overall objective for new development. This is consistent with the CAP SEIR Mitigation 
Measure M-GHG-1 to reduce cumulative impacts from future GPAs including the Proposed 
Project. 

 California Air Pollution Control Officers Association’s (CAPCOA) also recognized that many 
projects that achieve no net additional GHG emissions may only be deemed less than 
significant with offsite reductions or the opportunity to purchase GHG emissions reduction 
credits. As explained by CAPCOA in the Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Measures Report (2010): 

“Since CEQA requires mitigation to a less than significant level, it is conceivable that 
many projects subjected to a zero threshold could only be deemed less than significant 
with offsite reductions or the opportunity to purchase greenhouse gas emission 
reduction credits. GHG emission reduction credits are becoming more readily available 
however, the quality of the credits varies considerably. High-quality credits are 
generated by actions or projects that have clearly demonstrated emission reductions 
that are real, permanent, verifiable, enforceable, and not otherwise required by law or 
regulation. When the pre- or post-project emissions are not well quantified or cannot be 
independently confirmed, they are considered to be of lesser quality. Similarly, if the 
reductions are temporary in nature, they are also considered to be poor quality. 
Adoption of a zero threshold should consider the near-term availability and the quality 
of potential offsets.” 

In a related action which demonstrates the legitimacy of carbon offsets by a State agency, the 
Natural Resources Agency in their Final Statement of Reasons for Regulatory Action (2009) 
which amended the CEQA Guidelines to address GHG emissions pursuant to Senate Bill 97, 
addresses carbon offsets as follows: 

The Natural Resources Agency finds that the offset concept is consistent with the 
existing CEQA Guidelines’ definition of “mitigation,” which includes “[r]ectifying the 
impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the impacted environment” and 
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“[c]ompensating for the impact by replacing or providing substitute resources or 
environments.” 

 Therefore, the County determined that the use of carbon offset credits is a well-established 
method for mitigating project-level GHG emissions and as such, provides Mitigation Measure 
M-GHG-1 of the Proposed Project to reduce GHG emissions to less than significant levels. 

 The 2011 GPU PEIR determined that buildout under the 2011 GPU would result in potentially 
significant impacts related to GHG emissions. The 2011 GPU PEIR concluded that these 
impacts would be reduced to below a level of significance through the implementation of a 
combination of federal, state and local regulations; existing County regulatory processes; the 
adopted 2011 GPU goals and policies; and, mitigation measures/implementation programs 
identified in the 2011 GPU PEIR. The GPU PEIR Mitigation Measure CC-1.2 required the County 
to prepare a CAP. The County Board of Supervisors adopted the CAP on February 14, 2018. As 
indicated in Response to Comment O3-4, the Proposed Project requires an SEIR pursuant to 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15162 because it supplements the General Plan Update program EIR. 
Therefore, the SEIR for the Proposed Project supplements the GPU PEIR and contains the 
same programmatic level of analysis to reduce GHG emissions. 

 The Proposed Project also incorporates the 2010 CAPCOA screening-level threshold of 900 
metric tons of coarbon dioxide equivalent per year (MTCO2e), but because the size and 
intensity of future development projects is unknown at this time, the Proposed Project could 
result in a potentially significant impact. Each project would need to analyze the impacts from 
GHG emissions during the discretionary review process. Emissions from future discretionary 
projects resulting from the Proposed Project, if approved, would increase forecasted 
emissions in the County and may impede attainment of the Draft CAP GHG reduction targets. 

 Section 2.17.5 of the Draft SEIR lists the adopted General Plan policies and mitigation 
measures, which includes the CAP that would reduce GHG emissions. In addition to the 2011 
GPU PEIR policies and mitigation measures listed in section 2.17.5, the Proposed Project shall 
be required to implement the following additional mitigation measures. As specified in 
Mitigation Measure M-GHG-1 of the CAP’s Draft SEIR, GPAs that intensify GHG emissions 
beyond current designations are required to reduce GHG emissions to ensure that CAP 
emission forecasts are not substantially altered such that attainment of GHG reduction targets 
could not be achieved. As a program-level analysis, implementation of mitigation measures 
cannot be quantified because project-specific details are not available; therefore, this 
discussion provides a programmatic discussion of the potential general impacts of 
implementing these measures. 

 In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(c) and related guidance, the County has 
determined that future discretionary projects shall provide for all feasible on-site design 
features/mitigation measures (including the relevant requirements of new development in the 
CAP Consistency Review Checklist), in addition to off-site GHG mitigation (such as the 
purchase of carbon offset credits) under the circumstances discussed below, to reduce 
impacts from GHG emissions from the Proposed Project to a less-than-significant level. As 
such, Mitigation Measure M-GHG-1 (described below) requires PSR properties that increase 
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density or intensity above the 2011 GPU to offset additional (Option 1) or all (Option 2) GHG 
emissions for a 30-year period. 

 CARB recommends that “lead agencies prioritize on-site design features and direct 
investments in GHG reductions in the vicinity of the project” (CARB 2017). CARB also 
recognizes that “[w]here further design or regional investments are infeasible or not proved 
to be effective, it may be appropriate and feasible to mitigate project emissions through 
purchasing and retiring carbon credits issued by a recognized and reputable accredited carbon 
registry” (CARB 2017). Examples of off-site mitigation include, among other mechanisms, the 
purchase of verifiable carbon “offsets” from a reputable carbon registry that will undertake 
mitigation. The use of carbon offsets to mitigate GHG emissions is expressly authorized by 
CEQA Guidelines section 15126.4(c)(3). 

One carbon offset credit represents the past reduction or sequestration of one metric ton of 
carbon dioxide equivalent that is “not otherwise required” (CEQA Guidelines section 
15126.4(c)(3)). Carbon offsets that reduce the net increase of GHG emissions shall achieve 
real, permanent, quantifiable, verifiable, and enforceable reductions (Cal. Health & Safety 
Code section 38562(d)(1)). 

The County shall implement the mitigation measure listed in section 2.17.5 to reduce 
significant cumulative GHG impacts and to ensure that the County can achieve its reduction 
targets as part of the CAP.  

 The comment also states that the Draft SEIR relies on statewide thresholds without any 
evidence that they are relevant to the Proposed Project in the unincorporated County. The 
Proposed Project also evaluated the use of the CAPCOA screening-level threshold in the event 
the County’s CAP was not approved by the Board of Supervisors to detail the impacts of future 
PSR projects. Project size-based screening levels have been published by the California Air 
Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA) for determining the need for additional 
analysis and mitigation for GHG-related impacts under CEQA. The annual 900 MTCO2e 
screening level referenced in the CAPCOA white paper is used as a conservative screening 
criterion for determining which projects may require further analysis (CAPCOA 2010). The 
white paper also provides guidance on the identification of project design features and 
potential mitigation measures regarding GHG emissions. The CAPCOA white paper reports 
that the 900 MTCO2e per year screening level would capture more than 90 percent of 
development projects, allowing for mitigation towards achieving the State GHG reduction 
goals. CAPCOA has recommended screening thresholds based on various land use densities 
and project types. Using CAPCOA guidance, land use projects that meet or fall below the 
screening thresholds are expected to result in 900 MTCO2e per year of GHG emissions or less 
and would not require additional analysis; therefore, the climate change impacts would be 
considered less than significant. Projects that exceed the 900 MTCO2e per year screening level 
must conduct further analysis. In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.7(c), a lead 
agency may consider thresholds of significance previously adopted or recommended by other 
public agencies or recommended by experts, provided the decision of the lead agency to 
adopt such thresholds is supported by substantial evidence. The County has provided 
substantial evidence for use of this CAPCOA threshold in Chapter 2.17 of the Draft SEIR. 
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Further, the commenter does not provide substantial evidence proving that this threshold is 
inappropriate for the Proposed Project. Therefore, no further response is required or 
necessary. 

 However, the County does not anticipate relying on the CAPCOA screening level since new 
County Guidelines for Determining Significance for Climate Change were approved along with 
the CAP on February 14, 2018.  Mitigation measure M-GHG-1 described in Section 2.17.5.1 of 
the SEIR is consistent with the new approved guidelines that outline procedures for General 
Plan Amendment projects.  

 The commenter also states that the Proposed Project fails to mitigate GHG impacts by 
permitting sprawl. The Proposed Project has provided Mitigation Measure M-GHG-1 in 
Chapter 2.17 to reduce impacts from the Proposed Project to less than significant levels. 
Therefore, the Proposed Project does not fail to mitigate GHG impacts as the commenter 
states. 

 Lastly, the commenter states that the Proposed Project relies on off-site and out-of-County 
offsets as mitigation and fails to consider feasible mitigation measures. The efficacy of the 
Mitigation Measure M-GHG-1, which includes off-site GHG mitigation and purchase of carbon 
offsets is described above in this comment and throughout the record for this project. As 
stated above, the use of carbon offsets to mitigate GHG emissions is expressly authorized by 
CEQA Guidelines section 15126.4(c)(3). It should also be noted that the commenter’s law firm, 
Shute, Mihaly, & Weinberger recommended carbon offsets as feasible mitigation on another 
County GPA, Lake Jennings Marketplace, which was approved by the Board of Supervisors in 
2017 with a mitigation measure to purchase carbon offset credits in compliance with CEQA 
Guidelines. 

O3-114 The comment quotes the County’s CAP guideline for determining significance and states that 
the Proposed Project may not rely on the draft CAP significance threshold. The CAP was 
approved by the Board of Supervisors on February 14, 2018. The comment does not address 
the adequacy of this threshold, except by stating it is draft. Therefore, no further response is 
required or necessary. 

O3-115 The comment summarizes CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.4(b), which allows a lead agency to 
use a threshold of significance that complies with a local plan for reduction of GHG emissions. 
The CAP was approved by the Board of Supervisors on February 14, 2018 following a public 
review process consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.4(b)(3). Therefore, the 
Proposed Project significance threshold complies with CEQA. No further response is required 
or necessary. 

O3-116 The comment states that the CAP and Guidelines were draft when this comment was written 
and that the Draft SEIR acknowledges the CAP was not yet adopted. See response to comment 
O3-115. The comment also states that the Draft SEIR’s discussion of the CAP and the Proposed 
Project’s compliance with its requirements is purely hypothetical and cannot contribute to a 
determination of significance. The County does not agree with this comment. The Draft SEIR 
chapter 2.17 sets forth substantial evidence to rely on the Mitigation Measure M-GHG-1 that 
was included in the CAP to mitigate GHG emissions from GPAs (like the Proposed Project) that 
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would increase density or intensity above what was allowed in the General Plan. The Draft 
SEIR provides substantial evidence independent of the CAP that this approach and mitigation 
measure is adequate to reduce GHG emissions to a less than significant level. Please refer to 
response to comment O3-113. No further response is required or necessary. 

O3-117 The comment says that without an approved, valid CAP, the Proposed Project cannot be found 
consistent with the General Plan requirement to adopt a CAP. The comment claims that in 
order to approve a GPA, the County must first adopt a legally adequate CAP and that 
processing the Proposed Project in advance of an adopted CAP is inconsistent with the 
General Plan. The CAP was approved by the Board of Supervisors on February 14, 2018 in full 
compliance with the General Plan. See response to comment O3-116. No further response is 
required or necessary. 

O3-118 The comment states that the legal validity of the County’s CAP has been questioned by various 
commenters and attaches comment letters as Exhibit I to this comment letter. The comment 
describes comments made on the County’s CAP, which was subject to public review. The final 
SEIR for the County’s CAP responded to these comments as part of that document. This 
comment does not relate to the adequacy of this Draft SEIR, but merely states that others 
disagree with implementation of the County’s CAP. Therefore, no further response is required 
or necessary. The commenter requests that the County defer consideration of the Proposed 
Project until the CAP has been approved, and any litigation involving the CAP has been 
resolved. The County disagrees with the comment. Please see response to comment O3-116 
and O3-117. 

O3-119 The comment states that reliance on the CAP is also improper because the CAP is 
substantively invalid under Center for Biological Diversity v. California Dept. of Fish & Wildlife 
(2015). The comment seems to suggest the case found the CDFW did not substantiate the 
Newhall Ranch project’s reliance on statewide targets. The commenter claims that the 
County’s draft CAP claims to comply with Newhall Ranch, and is therefore, flawed and not 
supported by substantial evidence. The commenter is mistaken that the County’s CAP relied 
on the same unsubstantiated analysis as the Newhall Ranch project and the commenter 
provides no evidence that the CAP followed this same approach. The County’s CAP developed 
a local inventory of GHG emissions and provided local GHG reduction measures to meet the 
state requirements under AB 32 and SB 32 in compliance with CEQA Guidelines Section 
15183.5. The commenter fails to explain how the CAP is related in methodology to the 
Newhall Ranch project. Therefore, no further response is required or necessary. 

O3-120 The comment summarizes the reduction targets used in the County’s CAP and the level of 
GHG reductions required in the County’s CAP. The comment does not address the adequacy of 
the Draft SEIR; therefore, no further response is required or necessary. The County Board of 
Supervisors approved a valid CAP on February 14, 2018 in compliance with the CARB Scoping 
Plan and CEQA Guidelines Section 15183.5. 

O3-121 The comment summarizes the CAP’s methodology as consistent with the CARB Scoping Plan. 
The comment attaches Exhibit J, which is a summary of San Diego County GHG inventory 
claiming that the County is not on target to meet the AB 32 reduction target of 1990 levels by 
2020. The County’s CAP on the other hand provided substantial evidence that the County was 
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on target to meet the AB 32 requirement without any of the measures in the CAP. The 
commenter, therefore, attaches an Exhibit that has been supplemented in the County’s CAP 
with substantial evidence that the County is on track to meet the AB 32 2020 target. The 
comment addresses the adequacy of the County’s CAP project, not the Draft SEIR for the 
Proposed Project. Therefore, no further response is required or necessary. The CAP was 
approved by the Board of Supervisors on February 14, 2018 in full compliance with the CARB 
Scoping Plan and CEQA. 

O3-122 The comment suggests that because the CAP lacks evidence that its emissions reduction 
targets are sufficient to meet statewide goals, consistency with the CAP is not an appropriate 
significance threshold. The County does not agree with this statement. The CAP did provide 
substantial evidence that emissions reductions targets would be sufficient to meet AB 32 and 
SB 32 targets. The commenter provides no evidence that the CAP is inadequate. The comment 
does not address the adequacy of the Draft SEIR; therefore, no further response is required or 
necessary. The Draft SEIR, contrary to the commenter’s opinion, does provide sufficient 
information for the public and decision makers. 

O3-123 The comment states that the Draft SEIR lacks evidentiary support for its conclusion that its 
sole mitigation measure—M-GHG-1—would reduce the Proposed Project’s climate change 
impacts to a less-than-significant level. The County does not agree with this comment. 
Chapter 2.17 provides strategies and mitigation measures from the General Plan. Section 
2.17.5 of the Draft SEIR lists the adopted General Plan policies and mitigation measures, which 
includes the CAP, that would reduce GHG emissions. In addition to the 2011 GPU PEIR policies 
and mitigation measures listed in section 2.17.5, the Proposed Project requires Mitigation 
Measure M-GHG-1. Please see response to comment O3-113. No further response is required 
or necessary. 

O3-124 The comment states that in the absence of an approved and legally adequate CAP there is no 
way to know whether emissions from the buildout of the 2011 GPU is an adequate standard 
for ensuring that new development will not impede attainment of the statewide emissions 
reduction goals. The commenter then questions the analysis in Mitigation Measure M-GHG-1. 
Please see response to comments O3-113, O3-119, and O3-120. No further response is 
required or necessary. 

O3-125 The comment says there are numerous flaws with the Proposed Project Mitigation Measure 
M-GHG-1 and summarizes the requirements of this mitigation measure. The commenter 
states that the Proposed Project proposes no mitigation at the program level. This is incorrect. 
Please see response to comment O3-113. Contrary to the commenter’s statement, Section 
2.17.5 of the Draft SEIR lists the adopted General Plan policies and mitigation measures that 
would reduce GHG emissions.  

 The comment suggests that GPAs involving new residential development should be required 
to reduce VMT and GHG emissions before they occur by locating new homes near 
employment and public transportation. General Plan mitigation measure CC-1.15, as listed on 
page 2.17-15, is incorporated into the Proposed Project SEIR and will be applied at this 
program level to reduce impacts from VMT. General Plan mitigation measure CC-1.15 requires 
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reduction of VMT and encourages alternative modes of transportation by implementing 
certain measures as listed on page 2.17-15 of the Draft SEIR. 

 This mitigation measure was approved to reduce impacts from VMT in 2011 through the 
certified PEIR for the General Plan Update. The Proposed Project supplements the 2011 GPU 
PEIR through this subsequent analysis and relies on General Plan Mitigation Measure CC-1.15 
as well as all other General Plan policies and mitigation to reduce GHG emissions to less than 
significant levels. The Draft SEIR, therefore, provides substantial evidence that GHG emissions 
would be reduced to less than significant levels. No further response is required or necessary. 

O3-126 The comment states that because there is no guidance for future projects to analyze their 
GHG emissions that future GHG analysis would be complicated and complex and is, therefore, 
unlikely. The County Board of Supervisors adopted the CAP on February 14, 2018. The Board 
approved and certified the SEIR for the CAP and also approved the Guidelines for Determining 
Significance and Report Format and Content Requirements for GHG analysis with the CAP 
project. These documents provide step by step instruction for future GHG technical analysis. 
County staff and GHG experts routinely employ the most recent standards and methodology 
for conducting GHG analyses on every project. The County requires applicants to hire only 
consultants from the County’s CEQA Consultant List for air quality that have sufficient 
experience with County of San Diego projects and are recognized as the experts in their 
respective fields. The County’s CEQA Consultant List for all resource and environmental areas 
can be found here: 
https://www.sandiegocounty.gov/content/sdc/pds/CEQA_Consultant_Resources.html 

 Because the comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft SEIR, no further response is 
required or necessary. 

O3-127 The comment states that because there is no evidentiary basis that the CAP’s emissions 
forecasts and its reduction targets would meet state goals, that the Proposed Project cannot 
apply the Mitigation Measure M-GHG-1 to ensure that future projects would not interfere or 
alter the CAP forecasts. The comment states that due to the CAP’s inadequacies, decision 
makers and the public have no way of knowing whether future projects that comply with the 
CAP would help the County meet statewide reduction goals.  The Board of Supervisors 
approved the CAP on February 14, 2018 and certified the SEIR for the CAP. The CAP provides 
substantial evidence that the County will meet the targets established under AB 32 and SB 32. 
The comment does not provide any evidence that this CAP is inadequate and further does not 
address the adequacy of the Draft SEIR for the Proposed Project. Therefore, no further 
response is required or necessary. 

O3-128 The comment states that future project applicants may not be capable of quantifying GHG 
emissions but provides no evidence to support this claim. Please see response to comment 
O3-126. 

 The comment summarizes Mitigation Measure M-GHG-1 that requires future projects to 
implement all feasible on-site design features and mitigation measures and demonstrate 
compliance with the relevant measures in the CAP Consistency Review Checklist. The 
comment says that the Draft SEIR never identifies the specific on-site design features that 
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should be implemented, and it does not make any attempt to quantify the expected emission 
reductions that would be achieved with these design features. The County does not agree that 
specific project-level design features and mitigation measures are required to be identified at 
this program-level of analysis. The Draft SEIR is a program EIR as that term is used in CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15168 and, therefore, the County is not obligated to provide a project-level 
analysis of the Proposed Project. This analysis will be required as future subdivision 
applications and/or Site Plan applications are submitted. The Draft SEIR analyzes the potential 
environmental effects of the Proposed Project, but it does not specifically analyze individual 
projects or actions resulting from the Proposed Project because the details of such projects 
and actions are not available (e.g., specific site design and location). This is consistent with the 
requirements of CEQA. See response to comment O3-4. 

 Nonetheless, the County Board of Supervisors approved the Guidelines for Determining 
Significance for Climate Change, which can be found at the following link: 
https://www.sandiegocounty.gov/content/dam/sdc/pds/advance/cap/publicreviewdocument
s/FinalPublicReviewDocs/CAPWebAttachments/dfinalguidelinesweb.pdf. That document 
ensures the quality, accuracy and completeness of a project’s GHG analysis and provides a 
threshold of significance adopted in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.7. The 
Guidelines document provides lists of feasible mitigation measures and strategies that can be 
used to reduce GHG emissions, including design features and mitigation measures. These lists 
can be consulted when developing feasible mitigation measures for projects within the 
County, including, but not limited to: 

• Governor’s Office of Planning and Research CEQA and Climate Change. 2008. 
Technical Advisory. CEQA and Climate Change: Addressing Climate Change through 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Review. See Attachment 3, “Examples of 
GHG Reduction Measures.” Available: http://opr.ca.gov/docs/june08-ceqa.pdf. 

• California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA). 2008 (January). CEQA & 
Climate Change. Evaluating and Addressing Greenhouse Gas Emission from Projects 
Subject to the California Environmental Quality Act. See page 79, “Mitigation 
Strategies for GHG.” Available: 
http://www.capcoa.org/wpcontent/uploads/downloads/2010/05/CAPCOA-White-
Paper.pdf. 

• California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA). 2010 (August). 
Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures. A Resource for Local Government 
to Assess Emission Reduction from Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures. Available: 
http://www.capcoa.org/wpcontent/uploads/2010/11/CAPCOA-Quantification-Report-
9-14-Final.pdf. 

• Attorney General of the State of California. 2008 (December) [revised January 2010]. 
The California Environmental Quality Act. Addressing Global Warming Impacts at the 
Local Agency Level. Available: 
http://ag.ca.gov/globalwarming/pdf/GW_mitigation_measures.pdf. 
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The County has similar Guidelines for Determining Significance documents for many 
environmental subject areas. These and all other feasible on-site design features and 
mitigation will be applied to future discretionary projects. 

 The comment states that there would be no way to reduce future project emissions without 
the use of carbon offsets as off-site mitigation. Offsite mitigation that may include carbon 
offsets must comply with the Draft SEIR Mitigation Measure M-GHG-1, which details the 
standards for acceptable carbon offsets, and the County’s geographic hierarchy for 
implementation. The comment does not address the adequacy of the Mitigation Measure M-
GHG-1, therefore, no further response is required or necessary. 

O3-129 The comment states that if all on-site features do not reduce future project emissions to less 
than significant levels then applicants may turn to off-site mitigation including purchase of 
carbon offsets. This approach is consistent with the CEQA Guidelines. The use of carbon 
offsets to mitigate GHG emissions is expressly authorized by CEQA Guidelines section 
15126.4(c)(3). The commenter states that this provision is highly problematic but does not 
provide any evidence that off-site mitigation is inadequate. Therefore, no further response is 
required or necessary. 

O3-130 The commenter states that Mitigation Measure M-GHG-1 fails to comply with CEQA’s rule that 
proposed offsets must be “not otherwise required.” Contrary to the commenter’s opinion, 
Mitigation Measure M-GHG-1 does require that offsets used for mitigation are additional to 
any other offset otherwise required by law, regulation, or condition. Currently, there are 
several different GHG offset registries in existence. Each of these registries develops its own 
protocols for estimating emission reductions or adopts parts of or full protocols from other 
registries. Industry, or other bodies, can then implement projects that follow these protocols 
to accrue offsets to be listed and tracked through the relevant registry. These offsets can then 
be retired (resulting in a net reduction in GHG emissions) or sold on the open market as a 
commodity. The CARB approved registries required in Mitigation Measure M-GHG-1 have 
been acknowledged or approved by governing bodies in the State of California and the 
protocols to implement offset projects to be listed on registries were subject to stakeholder 
engagement, panels of experts, and often public review and comment. 

 GHG offset registries have developed a broad consensus around the performance standards 
that are necessary to ensure that offsets are verified and monitored and are additional to any 
offset otherwise required (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126(c)(3)) (Our Children’s Earth 
Foundation v. CARB (2015) 234 Cal.App.4th 870, 880, 889), namely that offsets be real, 
permanent, quantifiable, verifiable, enforceable, and additional. In addition, CARB applies 
these standards in reviewing and approving Compliance Offset Protocols (CARB 2018).  This 
reference to CARB 2018 has been added to Section 5 to provide more information regarding 
CARB’s Offset Protocols.  

The Protocols are further defined as follows: 

Real: offsets may only be issued for emissions reductions that are a result of complete 
emissions accounting. 
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Permanent: the emissions reductions must be permanent and not be reversed. For example, 
in the context of forestry, offset project developers must demonstrate that the carbon 
sequestered in trees will not be released to the atmosphere after the fact; i.e., that the trees 
will not be cut down. 

Quantifiable: the emissions reductions from an activity must be quantified, and offsets may 
only be issued in an amount that corresponds to emissions that have been quantified. This is 
accomplished by adhering to standardized quantification methodologies called “protocols”. 

Validated: to receive offset credits, emission reductions must be documented and transparent 
enough to be capable of objective review by a neutral, third party verifier. 

Enforceable: to be eligible to generate offsets from reputable programs, the implementation 
of the activity must represent the legally binding commitment of the offset project developer. 
Once the developer undertakes the activity, the developer is under a legal obligation to carry 
it out. 

Additional: the GHG emissions reductions generated by an activity must be additional, 
meaning that they are only eligible to generate offsets if they would not have occurred 
without the offset activity. This is accomplished by adhering to the applicable protocol. 

Carbon offset protocols have been upheld by the courts. In Our Children’s Earth Foundation v. 
CARB (2015) 234 Cal.App.4th 870, 880, the First Appellate District recognized the validity of 
carbon offsets: 

[P]rotocols developed by the Climate Action Reserve (Reserve) [one CARB-approved 
registry] employ a standards-based approach for ensuring additionality. The Reserve is a 
national nonprofit organization that (1) develops standards for evaluating, verifying and 
monitoring GHG emission inventories and reduction projects in North America; (2) 
issues offset credits for those projects; and (3) tracks offset credits over time “in a 
transparent, publicly-accessible system.” A primary goal of the Reserve is to establish 
conservative GHG accounting which will ensure that GHG emission reductions are “real, 
permanent, additional, verifiable, and enforceable by contract.” In formulating its 
standards-based protocols, the Reserve identifies types of emission reduction projects 
that are both subject to quantification and appropriate for assessment pursuant to 
performance-based additionality tests. 

In 2011, CARB formally adopted its own protocols. CARB’s protocols were challenged as 
violating AB 32 because they purportedly failed to accurately ensure additionality as required 
by the act, but the court sided with CARB, finding that CARB’s protocols based on Climate 
Action Reserve’s protocols are a “workable method of ensuring additionality with respect to 
offset credits.” (Our Children’s Earth Foundation at p. 889) CARB has since expanded its 
program to accept carbon offsets issued under American Carbon Registry and Verified Carbon 
Standard methodologies (See, e.g., Cal. Code Regs., Tit. 17, Section 95990(c)(5)). The Climate 
Action Reserve, American Carbon Registry, and Verified Carbon Standard are the CARB-
approved registries listed in Mitigation Measure M-GHG-1. 
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The appropriateness of using offsets as CEQA mitigation for GHG emissions is established in 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(c)(3), which provides that “off-site measures, including 
offsets that are not otherwise required,” can be used to mitigate a project’s GHG emissions. In 
promulgating the CEQA Guidelines for GHG mitigation, the California Natural Resources 
Agency and the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) addressed the legitimacy of 
offsets as follows: 

The Initial Statement of Reasons...cites several sources discussing examples of offsets 
being used in a CEQA context. Further, the CARB Scoping Plan describes offsets as a way 
to provide regulated entities a source of low-cost emission reductions, and … encourage 
the spread of clean, efficient technology within and outside California. The Natural 
Resources Agency finds that the offset concept is consistent with the existing CEQA 
Guidelines’ definition of “mitigation,” which includes “[r]ectifying the impact by 
repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the impacted environment” and “[c]ompensating 
for the impact by replacing or providing substitute resources or environments.” 

Moreover, under AB 900, the Jobs and Economic Improvement through Environmental 
Leadership Act, certain CEQA streamlining benefits were provided to “environmental 
leadership” projects. One of the key conditions was that such projects offset all emissions to 
be GHG neutral. (Pub. Resources Code Section 21183(c)) To date, seven AB 900 projects have 
been certified by the Governor of California and all but one of them use carbon offsets to 
achieve no net new GHG emissions. The County of San Diego Board of Supervisors approved 
the Soitec Solar Energy Project (an AB 900 project) in 2015 with conditions to purchase carbon 
offset credits and the Park Circle, Sweetwater Place, Sweetwater Vistas, and Lake Jennings 
Marketplace projects in 2017 with conditions of approval to purchase carbon offsets. 

The County has discretion to determine where carbon offset projects are to be located, 
recognizing that GHG impacts are cumulative and global in nature. The Natural Resources 
Agency in their Final Statement of Reasons for Regulatory Action (2009) which amended the 
CEQA Guidelines to address GHG emissions pursuant to Senate Bill 97, expressly rejected 
invitations to establish any sort of mitigation hierarchy for GHG emissions in CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15126.4(c): 

“OPR and the Resources Agency recognize that there may be circumstances in which 
requiring on-site mitigation may result in various co-benefits for the project and local 
community, and that monitoring the implementation of such measures may be easier. 
However, CEQA leaves the determination of the precise method of mitigation to the 
discretion of lead agencies.” 

It is important to note that GHG emissions represent a global, cumulative impact. This was 
recently acknowledged by the California Supreme Court (see Center for Biological Diversity et 
al., v. California Department of Fish and Wildlife, and The Newhall Land and Farming 
Company, 62 Cal. 4th 204 (2015)). Page 11 of the Supreme Court ruling states that “First, 
because of the global scale of climate change, any one project’s contribution is unlikely to be 
significant by itself…With respect to climate change, an individual project’s emissions will 
most likely not have any appreciable impact on the global problem by themselves, but they 
will contribute to the significant cumulative impact caused by greenhouse gas emissions from 
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other sources around the globe…Second, the global scope of climate change and the fact that 
carbon dioxide and other greenhouse gases, once released into the atmosphere, are not 
contained in the local area of their emission means that the impacts to be evaluated are also 
global rather than local.”  
 
The Draft SEIR supplements the General Plan Update PEIR. The General Plan recognizes that 
GHG emissions are global in nature (see, e.g., General Plan page 5-31). 
 
While the County recognizes the global scale and context of GHG emissions, Mitigation 
Measure M-GHG-1 includes a geographic priority for GHG reduction features and GHG 
reduction projects and programs as follows: 

 
1) Project design features/on-site reduction measures, 
2) Off-site within the unincorporated areas of the County of San Diego, 
3) Off-site within the County of San Diego, 
4) Off-site within the State of California, 
5) Off-site within the United States, and 
6) Off-site internationally. 

 
Geographic priorities would focus first on local reduction features (including projects and 
programs that would reduce GHG emissions) to ensure that reduction efforts achieved locally 
would provide co-benefits. All feasible on-site measures must be incorporated into the project 
and an analysis must be provided that clearly demonstrates how all feasible on-site measures 
have been incorporated. Only upon exhaustion of all on-site feasible mitigation options can an 
applicant consider off-site mitigation options. As specified in Mitigation Measure M-GHG-1, 
international offsets would be last on the geographic hierarchy and would only be allowed 
when other options in the order of hierarchy are satisfied. Only after all feasible measures 
have been incorporated and analyzed can the purchase of carbon offset purchases, be 
considered. See also response to comment O3-113. 

 
O3-131 The commenter sites conclusions from the EU Directorate General for Climate Action and 

states that offset projects had a low likelihood of contributing additive GHG reductions. The 
commenter attaches Exhibit K, which discusses the effectiveness of offsets used under the 
Clean Development Mechanism, and Exhibit L, which states that carbon credits are worthless 
in reducing emissions. The comment states that there is no evidence that the offsets required 
under Mitigation Measure M-GHG-1 will cause meaningful reduction of GHG emissions. The 
County does not agree with this comment. See response to comment O3-113 and O3-130. 

 The County will prioritize offsets from CARB-approved registries that are proven to be effective. 
Because the commenter cites two articles that question the validity of Clean Development 
Mechanism (CDM) established as part of the Kyoto Protocol and other international offset 
programs does not prove that offsets in compliance with CARB-approved protocols are 
ineffective. In fact, registries cannot list offsets for purchase in the market until the offsets are 
proven effective and are retired. The CARB-approved registries contain offset credits from 
outside the United States, however, all these projects are held to the same protocols and 
performance standards as offset credits listed from projects in California or the United States. 
Many international offset projects adhere to specific protocols to the Country where the project 
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is implemented (see, e.g., Climate Action Reserve protocols on Mexico Boilers, Mexico Forest, 
Mexico Landfill, Mexico Livestock, and Mexico Ozone Depleting Substances. Accessed on May 
4, 2018 at http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/protocols/). Therefore, they are equally 
effective as mitigation under CEQA. All offsets, whether in San Diego County, California, the 
United States, or international would still be required to ensure that the offsets are carbon 
offsets that achieve real, permanent, quantifiable, verifiable, additional and enforceable 
reductions (Cal. Health & Safety Code section 38562[d][1]), and would equally contribute to 
reduction in global climate change effects. Regardless of location, the carbon offset registries 
ensure that the “reduction is in addition to any greenhouse gas emission reduction otherwise 
required by law or regulation, and any other greenhouse gas emission reduction that otherwise 
would occur” (Cal. Health & Saf. Code Section 38562[d][2]). Again, the geographic hierarchy 
would only allow international offsets as the last resort and all offsets, whether in San Diego 
County, California, the United States, or internationally would be required to ensure that the 
offsets are carbon offsets that achieve real, permanent, quantifiable, verifiable, and enforceable 
reductions (Cal. Health & Safety Code section 38562(d)(1)). See response to comment O3-130. 

 For more on the adequacy of the Clean Development Mechanism (CDM), see the United 
Nations page on Climate Change. Available: 
http://unfccc.int/kyoto_protocol/mechanisms/clean_development_mechanism/items/2718.p
hp. According to the United Nations, a CDM project must provide emission reductions that are 
additional to what would otherwise have occurred. The projects must qualify through a 
rigorous and public registration and issuance process. 

O3-132 The comment states that use of out-of-County offsets allows the County to perpetuate sprawl 
and lists the Proposed Project and two other projects currently in process with the County 
Planning & Development Services Department. The comment says that Mitigation Measure 
M-GHG-1 violates the spirit of CEQA. The commenter offers no evidence to support that the 
mitigation measure violates CEQA. See response to comment O3-113 and O3-130. On General 
Plan policies to reduce VMT in the unincorporated County see response to comment O3-125. 
Each discretionary project will be required to analyze VMT and provide project-specific design 
features and mitigation measures depending on the specifics of the project and project 
location to reduce GHG impacts from mobile source emissions. 

O3-133 The comment states that the Draft SEIR ignores many other feasible mitigation measures 
available to lessen climate impacts. Please see response to comment O3-128. 

O3-134 This comment states that the County’s 2008 Interim Guidelines for Determining Significance 
lists mitigation measures that should be considered to be implemented in the Draft SEIR to 
reduce project impacts.  

The County acknowledges the guidelines and mitigation suggestions provided within them; 
however, the mitigation measures provided within the guidelines are applicable to 
development projects.  The Proposed Project is an amendment to the County’s General Plan 
for the PSRs.  Future development plans proposed under the Proposed Project would go 
through subsequent discretionary review and would need to consider these project related 
mitigation measures. Refer to response to comment O3-128 for a list of potential project-
specific mitigation measures. 
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O3-135 This comment provides suggested mitigation measures from the County’s 2008 Interim 
Guidelines for Determining Significance related to transportation and motor vehicles.  

Refer to response to comment O3-128 and 03-134. The Proposed Project is an amendment to 
the County’s General Plan for the PSRs.  Future development plans proposed under the 
Proposed Project would go through subsequent discretionary review and would need to 
consider these transportation and motor vehicle project related mitigation measures. 

In addition, many of the measures listed in the comment are provided to reduce VMT in the 
CAP Consistency Review Checklist, which requires a Transportation Demand Management 
program. Future development applications within the Analysis Areas would be required to 
implement these TDM measures as applicable to the project. The General Plan also includes 
measures to reduce VMT. Please refer to response to comment O3-125. For example, General 
Plan mitigation measure CC-1.15 requires reduction of VMT and encourages alternative 
modes of transportation by implementing certain measures as listed on page 2.17-15 of the 
Draft SEIR. 

O3-136 This comment provides suggested mitigation measures from the County’s 2008 Interim 
Guidelines for Determining Significance related to energy efficiency. 

Refer to response to comment O3-128 and 03-134. The Proposed Project is an amendment to 
the County’s General Plan for the PSRs.  Future development project applications would go 
through subsequent discretionary review and would need to consider these energy efficiency 
project related mitigation measures. 

O3-137  This comment provides suggested mitigation measures from the County’s 2008 Interim 
Guidelines for Determining Significance related to renewable energy 

Refer to response to comment O3-128 and 03-134. The Proposed Project is an amendment to 
the County’s General Plan for the PSRs.  Future development project applications would go 
through subsequent discretionary review and would need to consider these renewable energy 
project related mitigation measures. In addition, the CAP Consistency Review Checklist 
provides energy-efficiency measures that will be required to apply to future discretionary 
projects. 

O3-138  This comment provides suggested mitigation measures from the County’s 2008 Interim 
Guidelines for Determining Significance related to water conservation and efficiency. 

Refer to response to comment O3-128 and 03-134. The Proposed Project is an amendment to 
the County’s General Plan for the PSRs.  Future development project applications would go 
through subsequent discretionary review and would need to consider these water 
conservation and efficiency project related mitigation measures. In addition, the CAP 
Consistency Review Checklist requires reductions from outdoor potable water use that will be 
required to apply to future discretionary projects. 

O3-139 The comment summarizes a list of potential design features and mitigation measures that 
could be applied to future discretionary projects that are listed in the Guidelines for 
Determining Significance approved by the Board of Supervisors on February 14, 2018.  
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Please see response to comment O3-128. The list of measures in the cited sources can be 
applied to future discretionary projects. No further response is required or necessary. 

O3-140 The comment references CEQA in regards to the evaluation of a project’s energy impact. The 
comment cites Public Resources Code 21100(b)(3) and Appendix F of the CEQA guidelines.  
The County agrees that Section 21100(b)(3) states an EIR shall include a detailed statement 
that addresses mitigation measures proposed to minimize significant effects on the 
environment, including measures to reduce the wasteful, inefficient, and unnecessary 
consumption of energy.  The comment also states that lead agencies must show that a project 
has 1) decreased per capita energy consumption; 2) decreased reliance on fossil fuel use, and 
3) increased reliance on renewable energy sources.  These three items are stated in the 
introduction to Appendix F of CEQA as the means of achieving the goal of conserving energy 
and implies the wise and efficient use of energy.  The County disagrees that the lead agency 
must demonstrate all three items must be achieved for an individual project.  

The Draft SEIR adequately evaluated energy impacts at a program level in Sections 2.16.3.8 
and 3.2. Future discretionary projects would be required in their respective CEQA documents 
to analyze their project’s use of energy and whether that project involves the wasteful use of 
energy. Please see response to comment O3-4 regarding the use of a program EIR and 
supplemental EIR. 

 The comment does not provide a specific comment related to the Draft SEIR, but rather 
provides context for follow up comments (see below).  No further response is provided. 

03-141 This comment suggests the Draft SEIR fails to identify the Proposed Project’s increase in 
energy demand “because the task is too difficult.”  

This comment refers to an analysis completed in an EIR prepared for the Warner Ranch 
Project, a project level EIR. The Draft SEIR for the PSR GPA discusses the potential energy 
impacts in Section 2.16.3.8, 3.2, and in Appendix G: Energy Conservation. The PSR GPA is 
programmatic in nature and proposes changes to the existing General Plan designations that 
establish allowable land uses and development densities for specific parcels within the 
unincorporated County. Until specific development plans are proposed, details of the 
significance of impacts associated with energy efficiency and possible energy conservation or 
mitigation measures cannot be provided at the program level scale in which the DEIR was 
prepared. Refer to response to comment O3-4.  

03-142 This comment states the DEIR lacks support for the conclusion that the proposed project 
would result in less than significant impacts associated with energy consumption. Further, this 
comment states the applicable policies on which the significance determination relies on, 
specifically Policy COS-14.3 is inconsistent with the goals of the Proposed Project.  

The County disagrees with this comment. Policy COS-14.3 does not specifically require 
development to be located and designed to reduce vehicular trips, but does require design of 
residential subdivisions and non-residential development through “green” and sustainable 
land development practices to conserve energy, water, open space, and natural resources. 
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 This comment states the DEIR cannot rely on this policy for purposes of reducing the project’s 
impacts as the project’s inconsistency with this policy constitutes a significant impact. The 
policy in which the commenter is referring to is incorrect. Policy COS-14.3 would help guide 
future development plans to conserve energy, water, open space, and natural resources.  

Refer to response to comment O3-4. The PSR GPA cannot predict when and how any future 
development will occur, but can analyze the maximum potential development on a 
programmatic scale according to the intensities allowed by the land use designations 
proposed. Therefore, the Draft SEIR does not analyze building-specific impacts or efficiencies 
associated with construction, maintenance, or operation activities because they are still 
unknown at this time, and analysis of unknown activities would be speculative.  

03-143 This comment suggests that given the Project’s remote location, residents of future 
development would be reliant on vehicles, therefore increasing fuel consumption, considered 
a wasteful use of energy.  

 The County does not concur that each Analysis Area is in a remote location and that residents 
would be forced to rely on their vehicles to travel to all destinations. The Analysis Areas are 
found in varying types of communities, including the Village and Semi-Rural Regional 
Categories. Some of the Semi-Rural areas exhibit a more suburban character with relatively 
close proximity to jobs, infrastructure, and services. 

Please refer to response to comment O3-4. The proposed project would result in changes to 
General Plan land use designations (and to zoning use regulations when necessary for 
consistency with proposed General Plan land use designations) that establish allowable land 
uses and intensities of development; therefore, this PSR SEIR cannot predict energy 
intensiveness of fuel consumption required by unknown subsequent development projects, 
because it is not known at this time when or if development would occur. Draft SEIR Section 
2.16.3.8, Energy Conservation, concluded the Proposed Project would result in the potential 
increase in overall energy consumption; however, General Plan policies and applicable 
regulations would reduce the amount of energy consumption per capita, decrease reliance on 
fossil fuels, and increase reliance on alternative forms of energy.  
 

03-144 This comment references CEQA Guidelines Appendix G, Section IX (b) and cites CEQA case law. 
The County agrees with how Section IX (b) has been referenced.  

This comment does not raise specific issues relative to the Draft SEIR. Therefore, no further 
response is provided. 

03-145 This comment makes statements regarding some context and background of the County’s 
General Plan and references sections in the Draft SEIR that relate to the statements.  The 
County does not disagree with the statements made or the references to the Draft SEIR. This 
comment provides an introduction for the comments that follow regarding the Proposed 
Project’s consistency with General Plan policies. Therefore, no further response is provided. 

O3-146 This comment suggests that because the project calls for development outside the County’s 
urbanized areas and would cause population growth in the County’s rural and semi-rural 
areas, it would be inconsistent with the Guiding Principles of the General Plan. 
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See the response to comments O3-3 and O3-98. General Plan consistency is evaluated 
separately for each Analysis Area proposal. The County does not concur that development 
outside the County’s urbanized areas would directly contravene the GPU’s Guiding Principles. 
The existing General Plan Land Use Map allows for extensive development outside the 
County’s urbanized areas. 

O3-147 This comment suggests that the General Plan Consistency section of the Draft SEIR does not 
review numerous policies that were adopted for the purposes of reducing environmental 
impacts, and that the only explanation for this approach is a statement about the 2011 GPU 
being “self-mitigating.” 

The statement about “self-mitigating” on Page 2.9-10 of the Draft SEIR is not provided as an 
explanation for the methodology of the General Plan conformance review or the limitation on 
the number of policies reviewed. That is a reference to the fact that mitigation measures 
became part of the General Plan, as General Plan policies and measures in the General Plan 
Implementation Plan. The statement does not suggest different or changing impact 
conclusions for the 2011 General Plan Update EIR.  

Directly after this statement, there are a full five paragraphs (on pages 2.9-10 and 2.9-11) 
explaining the methodology for the General Plan conformance review and the rationale for 
the policies covered and those not covered. The County’s General Plan includes several 
policies that could be applicable to a GPA and/or Rezone only if the project includes an 
associated development proposal to review, as these policies relate to the proposed design of 
a development and requirements associated with development. The policies that need to be 
addressed for the project are those that have been determined to apply to a stand-alone 
GPA/Rezone (with no associated development applications or proposals), like the project, as 
they relate directly to proposed changes in land use designations and/or zoning, whether the 
project includes an associated development proposal or not. Additional General Plan policies 
would be applicable during review of future discretionary projects, like subdivisions or use 
permits, where there is a development proposal to evaluate. Prior to starting General Plan 
policy review for the project, County staff conducted outreach with EHL in the fall of 2014, 
regarding the General Plan policies that apply to a stand-alone GPA/Rezone. EHL was given 
the opportunity to review the list of policies that staff had determined apply to a stand-alone 
GPA/Rezone and suggest any changes. At that time, EHL did not make a claim that the non-
covered policies (not applicable per staff determinations) referenced in their current comment 
letter would apply to a stand-alone GPA/Rezone. 

Of the policies that apply to a stand-alone GPA/Rezone, the SEIR reviews those policies that 
were relied upon in the General Plan EIR to reduce environmental impacts. Section 2.9.3.2 of 
the Draft SEIR addresses the CEQA requirement for General Plan consistency review, by 
reviewing each of the General Plan policies that apply to a stand-alone GPA/Rezone and that 
were relied upon in the General Plan EIR to reduce environmental impacts. This Subsequent 
EIR tiers from the analysis in the General Plan EIR. The policies that were relied upon to 
reduce environmental impacts are outlined in Table S-1 of the General Plan EIR. Table S-1 of 
the General Plan EIR is available online at this link (starting on page 7) - 
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https://www.sandiegocounty.gov/content/dam/sdc/pds/gpupdate/docs/BOS_Aug2011/EIR/F
EIR_0.01_-_Summary.pdf  

O3-148 This comment again suggests additional General Plan policies need to be evaluated and that 
the project is inconsistent with policies and Guiding Principles, in addition to suggesting that 
PSRs will directly enable future discretionary projects. 

See the responses to comments O3-98, O3-146, and O3-147, regarding consistency with the 
General Plan Guiding Principles and the rationale for the General Plan policies covered in the 
Draft SEIR.  

The paragraph in Section 2.9.3.2 on page 2.9-10 that staff believes the comment cites, states 
that General Plan goals and policies that were NOT relied on to reduce potential 
environmental impacts in the 2011 PEIR are not addressed in the SEIR.  The SEIR goes on to 
describe that for some General Plan policies it is harder to determine if there would be 
inconsistencies for the Proposed Project which proposes density increases but no specific 
project development plans.  The County realizes that approval of the proposed density 
increases would enable project applications to be submitted for any increase in density that is 
approved.  However, for those General Plan policies where clear inconsistencies cannot be be 
identified but only suspected, the decision-making body (Boad of Supervisors) will make the 
ultimate decision on whether there are inconsistencies.  Analysis of PSR Analysis Areas that 
are clearly or not-so-clearly inconsistent with General Plan policies is included in the SEIR.  

O3-149 This comment briefly explains why the commenter disagrees with one component of the 
methodology for evaluating General Plan conformance in the Draft SEIR. The comment 
suggests that any findings of General Plan policy inconsistency should be determined to 
constitute a significant impact. 

The rationale for why only some of the noted General Plan policy inconsistencies were 
determined to constitute significant impacts is provided in Section 2.9.3.2 of the Draft SEIR, on 
pages 2.9-10 and 2.9-11. Some of the applicable policies include clear, mandatory 
requirements. Other applicable policies are more general (particularly when applied at a 
programmatic level to large Analysis Areas) and require review and consideration of various 
factors in a holistic approach, by decision makers (the BOS for this project). For this second 
type of policy, a significant impact, as a result of policy inconsistency, is documented in this 
section only when substantial evidence in the record would lead a person to reasonably 
conclude inconsistency with the policy. In these cases, as a result of the substantial evidence 
in the record and the fact that the policy was relied upon in the General Plan Update PEIR to 
reduce environmental impacts, a finding of a significant impact results.  

When there is more “gray area” in evaluating various factors that should be considered in 
evaluating consistency for a particular policy as it applies to a particular area, staff has found 
(in certain cases) that there is not enough substantial evidence in the record at this 
programmatic level to be able to classify such an inconsistency finding as a significant impact. 
There would be a weighing of various factors to consider, that could lead to a different policy 
consistency conclusion by decision makers. In each of these cases, the finding is explained, 
including the reliance on certain mitigation measures.  
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As noted in Section 2.9.6.2, the overall conclusion for the issue of Conflicts with Land Use 
Plans, Policies, and Regulations is significant and unavoidable. 

O3-150 This comment suggest that Policy LU-1.3 should have been evaluated in the Land Use Chapter 
of the Draft SEIR, and that the Project is inconsistent with LU-1.3. 

See the response to comment O3-147. The CEQA Guidelines require addressing any 
inconsistencies with those policies that were adopted for the purpose of avoiding or 
mitigating an environmental impact. The Draft SEIR tiers from the analysis in the 2011 General 
Plan Update EIR. Table S-1 in the summary section of the General Plan Update EIR lists each of 
the CEQA issue topics and sub-topics covered in the EIR and notes those General Plan policies 
that were relied upon to reduce impacts. Policy LU-1.3 is not listed anywhere in Table S-1 of 
the General Plan EIR, and therefore, it is not covered in the Draft SEIR for the current project. 
However, LU-1.3 is applicable to a stand-alone GPA/Rezone and therefore, it will be covered in 
a General Plan conformance report that will become a component of the staff report for the 
upcoming public hearings on the project, with the County Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors. 

O3-151 This comment references General Plan policies LU-2.1, LU-2.3, LU-2.4 and LU-2.5, and suggests 
that all of them should have been covered in the Draft SEIR, instead of only two of them. The 
comment also suggests that the reviews of Policies LU-2.3 and LU-2.5 in the Draft SEIR are 
deficient, with explanation coming in subsequent comment numbers. 

See the response to comments O3-147 and O3-150. The explanation for the limited number of 
policies under Goal LU-2 that are discussed in the Draft SEIR is provided in Section 2.9.3.2, on 
pages 2.9-14 and 2.9-15. Of the four policies referenced in this comment, only LU-2.1 does not 
apply to a stand-alone GPA/Rezone, as it refers to maintaining updated community plans. EHL 
did not suggest that this policy would apply to a stand-alone GPA/Rezone when given the 
opportunity during the 2014 coordination on this topic of applicable policies. The project 
would not affect the County’s ability to maintain updated community plans. Of the other 
three policies referenced in the comment that do apply to a stand-alone GPA/Rezone, policy 
LU-2.4 was not relied on in the General Plan EIR to reduce impacts, per Table S-1 of the 
General Plan EIR (Table S-1 is discussed further in the response to comment O3-150). 
Therefore, the LU-2.4 review is not applicable to the CEQA Guidelines requirement for this 
section; however, it will be covered in the General Plan conformance report that will become 
a component of the staff report for the upcoming public hearings on the project, with the 
County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors. 

The County does not concur with the comment suggestion that the Draft SEIR’s reviews of 
Policies LU-2.3 and LU-2.5 are deficient, as discussed in the response to subsequent comment 
numbers which address the commenter’s specific claims of deficiencies. 

O3-152 This comment explains why the commenter feels that the FB2+ Analysis Area proposal should 
have been found to be inconsistent with General Plan Policy LU-2.3, and further suggests that 
LU-2.1 and LU-2.4 should have been included in this review and FB2+ should have been found 
to be inconsistent with these two. 
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The comment states that the FB2+ Analysis Area contains many large agricultural operations 
and extensive Williamson Act contract lands. On page 2.9-18, the review actually states that 
FB2+ is “…in an area of many large agricultural operations, including extensive Williamson Act 
contract lands.” The Draft SEIR does not say that FB2+ contains these components or consists 
of these components. The surrounding area has these components. FB2+ contains one large 
agricultural operation, and two small agricultural operations, but does not contain any 
Williamson Act contract lands. LU-2.3 allows for the consideration of many factors in 
consideration of community character. The rationale for the policy consistency finding is 
provided on page 2.9-18. 

See the response to comment O3-151 for the explanation of why Policies LU-2.1 and LU-2.4 
are not included in the Draft SEIR. In addition, this comment has an incorrect reference to 
Policy LU-2.1. It calls for maintaining updated community plans, in order to guide 
development. 

O3-153 This comment concurs with the Draft SEIR’s conclusion that the FB2+ Analysis Area proposal 
would be inconsistent with General Plan Policy LU-2.5 (maintaining greenbelts between 
communities), but disagrees with the finding that this noted inconsistency would not 
necessarily constitute a significant impact. 

See the response to comment O3-149. Page 2.9-18 of the Draft SEIR provides the rationale for 
the lack of a significant impact finding. The gray area nature of the policy and factors to 
consider provides room for substantial discretion of decision makers in evaluating policy 
consistency. Though staff concludes that the FB2+ proposal is inconsistent with LU-2.5, there 
is not the level of evidence (leaning inconsistent or consistent) that there is on the policy 
inconsistency conclusions that are noted as significant impacts. The evidence does not support 
a finding of significant impact. 

As noted in Section 2.9.6.2, the overall conclusion for the issue of Conflicts with Land Use 
Plans, Policies, and Regulations is significant and unavoidable. 

O3-154 This comment references the Draft SEIR’s inconsistency finding for the FB21+ Analysis Area 
proposal, in relation to General Plan Policy LU-2.3. The comment suggests that the noted 
inconsistency should have been determined to constitute a significant impact. 

See the Response to Comment O3-149. Pages 2.9-19 and 2.9-20 of the Draft SEIR provides the 
rationale for the lack of a significant impact finding. The gray area nature of the policy and 
factors to consider provides room for substantial discretion of decision makers in evaluating 
policy consistency. Though staff finds that the FB21+ proposal is inconsistent with LU-2.3, 
there is not the level of substantial evidence (leaning inconsistent or consistent) that there is 
on the policy inconsistency conclusions that are noted as significant impacts. 

As noted in Section 2.9.6.2, the overall conclusion for the issue of Conflicts with Land Use 
Plans, Policies, and Regulations is significant and unavoidable. 

O3-155 This comment suggests that General Plan Policy LU-5.3 should have been reviewed in the 
Draft SEIR and that the Project should have been found to be inconsistent with this policy. 
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See the responses to comments O3-147 and O3-150. EHL also did not suggest that this policy 
would apply to a stand-alone GPA/Rezone when given the opportunity during the 2014 
coordination on this topic of applicable policies. Policy LU-5.2 states, “Ensure the preservation 
of existing open space and rural areas (e.g., forested areas, agricultural lands, wildlife habitat 
and corridors, wetlands, watersheds, and groundwater recharge areas) when permitting 
development under the Rural and Semi-Rural Land Use Designations.” This policy references 
the process of permitting development, which is not applicable at the stand-alone 
GPA/Rezone stage. A development footprint plan would be required, in order to determine 
whether these sensitive resource areas are being preserved in the development proposal. 

O3-156 This comment suggests that additional General Plan Policies under Goal LU-6 should have 
been covered in the Draft SEIR, specifically referencing LU-6.1 and LU-6.10. The comment also 
suggests that the Draft SEIR’s reviews of Policies LU-6.2 and LU-6.11 are inadequate, with 
explanation in subsequent comments. 

See the responses to comments O3-147 and O3-150. EHL also did not suggest that Policy LU-
6.1 would apply to a stand-alone GPA/Rezone when given the opportunity during the 2014 
coordination on this topic of applicable policies. Policy LU-6.1 states, “Require the protection 
of intact or sensitive natural resources in support of long-term sustainability of the natural 
environment.” This policy has not been determined to apply to a stand-alone GPA/Rezone, 
because without a development footprint plan, there is no way to determine whether intact 
or sensitive natural resources would be protected. Policy LU-6.10 states, “Require that 
development be located and designed to protect property and residents from the risks of 
natural and man-induced hazards.” This policy has not been determined to apply to a stand-
alone GPA/Rezone, because it refers to the location and design of development. 

The County does not concur with the comment suggestion that the Draft SEIR’s reviews of 
Policies LU-6.2 and LU-6.11 are inadequate, as discussed in the response to subsequent 
comment numbers which address the commenter’s specific claims of deficiencies. 

O3-157 This comment questions consistency findings for certain Analysis Areas in relation to General 
Plan Policy LU-6.2, with specific reference to Analysis Area CD14. 

The Draft SEIR’s review of Policy LU-6.2 for each Analysis Area is found on pages 2.9-27 
through 2.9-41. In these pages, a rationale is provided for the consistency or inconsistency 
finding as it relates to each Analysis Area. The comment suggests the reference to an 
Alternative map for CD14 in the review of Policy LU-6.2 is the reason for the consistency 
finding. That is simply a cue for the reader to refer to a reduced density Alternative. The 
rationale for the consistency finding is found in the text before and after that reference. The 
area proposed for SR-2 in the CD14 Analysis Area is found in the western portion, adjacent to 
a built out neighborhood. In future development, the entire potential dwelling unit count 
could be clustered on one-acre lots (proposed zoning minimum lot size) adjacent to this 
neighborhood and in the area of the site that already has disturbance from dirt roads. The 
existing regulations that would apply to development, including dead end road lengths and 
MSCP consistency, would facilitate this clustering. Therefore, instead of new development 
spread out all over the 101 acres, it would be consolidated close to the existing built out 
neighborhood, and a consistency finding was made. 
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O3-158 Similar to comments O3-153 and O3-154, this comment suggests that findings of 
inconsistency with General Plan Policy LU-6.2 should have all been determined to constitute 
significant impacts, with the reviews of Analysis Areas FB2+, FB21+, and the former 
Champagne Gardens Specific Plan Area listed as examples of this issue. 

See the Response to Comment O3-149. The first sentence of this comment correctly notes 
that the referenced Analysis Area examples were found to be inconsistent with Policy LU-6.2. 
The next sentence of the comment states these Analysis Areas were found to be consistent 
with LU-6.2, which is not correct. On pages 2.9-31 (FB2+), 2.9-33 (FB21+), and 2.9-40 
(Champagne Gardens), the Draft SEIR provides a review of LU-6.2 in relation to each Analysis 
Area referenced in this comment, including the rationale for the determinations that the 
inconsistency findings would not constitute significant impacts. Considering the gray area and 
many factors to be considered in evaluating consistency with this policy at this programmatic 
level, the evidence reviewed for these referenced Analysis Areas did not result in a finding of a 
significant impact. 

O3-159 This comment notes that if the Draft SEIR had reviewed other policies under Goal LU-6, 
particularly LU-6.1, the Draft SEIR would have determined that the majority of the PSR 
Analysis Areas would be found inconsistent with these policies. 

See the response to comment O3-147 and O3-150. EHL also did not suggest that Policy LU-6.1 
would apply to a stand-alone GPA/Rezone when given the opportunity during the 2014 
coordination on this topic of applicable policies. Under General Plan Goal LU-6, Policies LU-6.2 
and LU-6.11 are the only policies that are applicable to a stand-alone GPA/Rezone. The other 
policies are related to reviews of development design and development footprint, except LU-
6.12, which is related to annual review of areas of floodplains and floodways. 

O3-160 This comment takes issue with Policy LU-6.11 consistency findings for certain Analysis Areas, 
particularly referencing CD14, NC22, NC37, and VC51. The comment calls for reversing these 
consistency findings and determining that inconsistencies constitute significant impacts. 

The County does not concur that these Analysis Area proposals should be found to be 
inconsistent with Policy LU-6.11. The rationales for LU-6.11 consistency findings are provided 
in Section 2.9.3.2 on pages 2.9-28 (CD14), 2.9-36 & 37 (NC22 and NC37), and 2.9-39 (VC51). 

O3-161 Similar to comments O3-153, O3-154, and O3-158, this comment suggests that a finding of 
inconsistency with a General Plan Policy should have been determined to constitute a 
significant impact. In this case, it’s related to the review of Policy LU-6.11 in relation to the 
Analysis Area proposal for FB2+. 

See the Response to Comment O3-149. Staff found the Analysis Area proposal for FB2+ to be 
inconsistent with Policy LU-6.11. However, considering the gray area and many factors to be 
considered in evaluating consistency with this policy at this programmatic level, the evidence 
reviewed for FB2+ in regards to Policy LU-6.11 did not result in a finding of a significant 
impact. 

As noted in Section 2.9.6.2, the overall conclusion for the issue of Conflicts with Land Use 
Plans, Policies, and Regulations is significant and unavoidable. 
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O3-162 Similar to comment O3-156, this comment suggests that other policies under General Plan 
Goal LU-6 should have been reviewed, which would have led to additional inconsistency 
findings. This comment specifically references Policy LU-6.10. 

See the response to comment O3-156. EHL also did not suggest that Policy LU-6.10 would 
apply to a stand-alone GPA/Rezone when given the opportunity during the 2014 coordination 
on this topic of applicable policies. Policy LU-6.10 states, “Require that development be 
located and designed to protect property and residents from the risks of natural and man-
induced hazards.” This policy is not applicable to a stand-alone GPA/Rezone, as it is related to 
reviews of development design and development footprint. 

O3-163 This comment quotes General Plan Goal LU-7 and Policy LU-7.1 and questions consistency 
findings for certain Analysis Area proposals, in relation to Policy LU-7.1; specifically listing 
Analysis Areas BO18+, DS8, FB2+, FB21+, ME26, NC37, VC7+, VC51, VC57+, and the former 
Champagne Gardens Specific Plan Area. The comment refers to analysis in the Draft SEIR 
associated with direct conversion of agricultural lands and findings of significant and 
unavoidable impacts in that category. 

The comment states that the Project would cause the direct conversion of 4,724 acres of 
agricultural lands within PSR Analysis Areas. The Draft SEIR actually states that the Project 
would have the potential to convert these agricultural lands. The analysis goes on to discuss 
current regulations, policies, and mitigation measures that would serve to limit the acreage 
actually converted; however, the conclusion for this issue category is significant and 
unavoidable, as it was in the 2011 General Plan EIR. 

Policy LU-7.1 states, “Protect agricultural lands with lower-density land use designations that 
support continued agricultural operations.” Within Section 2.9.3.2, on page 2.9-42, the Draft 
SEIR discusses the rationale and research behind the SR-2 threshold developed for a “lower-
density land use designation that supports continued agricultural operations.” Consideration 
of an SR-2 threshold is based on research on available analysis of lot sizes in relation to 
successful agricultural operations in the County. The County Agricultural Commissioner 
provided input on this issue in a 1997 letter to the Department of Planning and Land Use that 
affirmed the commercial viability of small farms and specifically, two-acre parcels for 
agricultural use in June 1997. The high cost of land and difficulties farmers face in starting 
operations on large parcels led to the establishment of San Diego County’s unique small-farm 
economy. The Guidelines for Determining Significance for Agricultural Resources contains 
language that supports an SR-2 threshold and states lands compatible with agricultural uses 
include “rural residential lands,” which is defined in these Guidelines as parcel sizes of two 
acres or greater. Analysis included in the 2011 General Plan Update EIR provides additional 
justification for the use of an SR-2 threshold for supporting the continuation of agricultural 
operations. In the Agricultural Resources – Conversion of Agricultural Resources to Non-
Agricultural Land Uses section, the analysis assumes that areas allowing one dwelling unit per 
acre (SR-1) would not support continued agricultural operations. This assumption considers 
the typical zoning minimum lot sizes and overall residential density associated with SR-1, with 
many homes in close proximity to each other. 
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Of the Analysis Areas referenced, where the commenter is questioning the consistency 
finding, only DS8 proposes a land use designation with an associated density higher than SR-2. 
DS8 is currently designated VR-2 (2 units per acre), so it is already designated at a density that 
would not be anticipated to support continued agricultural operations. There are two small 
areas within the western portion of the former Champagne Gardens Specific Plan Area that 
are proposed for Rural Commercial designations, and these areas do not have agricultural 
operations, nor a recent history of agricultural operations. 

The reviews of Policy LU-7.1 for each Analysis Area proposal are found on pages 2.9-41 
through 2.9-46 of Section 2.9.3.2.  Three of the Analysis Area proposals were found to be 
inconsistent with Policy LU-7.1, with the inconsistencies constituting significant impacts. 

O3-164 This comment references General Plan Goal LU-8 and Policy LU-8.1. The comment references 
a Groundwater Ordinance minimum lot size as a rationale for suggesting an inconsistency for 
the FB2+ Analysis Area proposal, and also refers to significance findings associated with water 
supplies as further evidence of inconsistency. 

Policy LU-8.1 states, “Require land use densities in groundwater dependent areas to be 
consistent with the long-term sustainability of groundwater supplies, except in the Borrego 
Valley.” A criteria that is used in reviewing the Analysis Area proposals for consistency with 
this policy is the Groundwater Ordinance minimum lot size. This minimum lot size is based on 
the average annual precipitation zone the site is in, and applies to sites that rely on wells and 
do not get water delivered from a district. The comment uses this criteria to suggest an 
inconsistency finding for the FB2+ Analysis Area. 

The comment suggests that the County’s Groundwater Ordinance requires a minimum lot size 
of 8 acres. The 8-acre minimum lot size per the Groundwater Ordinance only applies to 
groundwater-dependent sites relying on wells that are in the average annual precipitation 
zone of 15 to 18 inches per year. Other precipitation zones would allow for less restrictive or 
more restrictive minimum lot sizes, based on the average annual precipitation amounts. 

As noted on page 2.9-41 in the LU-8.1 review for the FB2+ Analysis Area proposal, only the 
FB18 portion of the FB2+ Analysis Area is groundwater dependent. That portion is in an area 
of average annual precipitation of 15 to 18 inches, resulting in a Groundwater Ordinance 
minimum lot size of 8 acres. Therefore, as that portion of the Analysis Area is proposed for RL-
20 (1 dwelling unit per 20 acres), the proposal would not be inconsistent with this policy. The 
portion of the FB2+ Analysis Area that is proposed for SR-4 is within the County Water 
Authority Boundary and within the water service area for the Rainbow Municipal Water 
District, so that portion would not be groundwater dependent. 

O3-165 This comment suggests that General Plan Policy LU-10.2 should have been reviewed in the 
Draft SEIR, suggests the Project is inconsistent with this policy (for reasons noted in other 
comments), and that the inconsistency would constitute a significant impact. 

See the responses to comments O3-147 and O3-150. Policy LU-10.2 states, “Require 
development in Semi-Rural and Rural areas to respect and conserve the unique natural 
features and rural character, and avoid sensitive and intact environmental resources and 
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hazard areas.” This policy was determined to not be applicable to a stand-alone GPA/Rezone 
because it refers to review of development design, including locations of development 
footprint.  This determination was made in part through communications with Mr. Silver of 
EHL during coordination on the topic of applicable policies in 2014. 

O3-166 This comment suggests that General Plan Policy LU-8.2 should have been reviewed in the 
Draft SEIR, and that increases in groundwater demand in certain areas require the County to 
prohibit development in those areas. 

See the response to comment O3-90, O3-147, and O3-150. EHL also did not suggest that this 
policy would apply to a stand-alone GPA/Rezone when given the opportunity during the 2014 
coordination on this topic of applicable policies. General Plan Policy LU-8.2 has not been 
determined to be applicable to a stand-alone GPA/Rezone with no associated development 
applications or proposals, because it refers to requirements for development projects. Future 
development projects within the areas covered by the Project would be required to comply 
with this policy. Page 2.16-15 of the Draft SEIR notes changes associated with the Project 
would have the potential to cause some groundwater-dependent districts to have inadequate 
water supply. Future development projects in the areas covered by the Project would be 
evaluated with regard to groundwater basin conditions at the time of application, and in 
consideration of any groundwater use offsets or other measures proposed for addressing 
groundwater impacts at the development stage. The comment further suggests that the 
County must prohibit development within the Pauma Municipal Water District and the San 
Luis Rey Municipal Water District because they would have inadequate water supply. As noted 
in Section 2.8.3.2 on page 2.8-9 and in Section 2.16.3.4 on page 2.16-15, these districts do no 
deliver water, but serve to protect groundwater rights, among other functions. As noted 
above, future development projects within the areas of these districts would be reviewed for 
compliance with Policy LU-8.2. 

O3-167 This comment suggests that General Plan Policy COS-2.1 should have been reviewed in the 
Draft SEIR and that the Project would be inconsistent with this policy. 

See the responses to comments O3-147 and O3-150. EHL also did not suggest that this policy 
would apply to a stand-alone GPA/Rezone when given the opportunity during the 2014 
coordination on this topic of applicable policies. Policy COS-2.1 states, “Protect and enhance 
natural wildlife habitat outside of preserves as development occurs according to the 
underlying land use designation. Limit the degradation of regionally important natural habitats 
within the Semi-Rural and Rural Lands regional categories, as well as within Village lands 
where appropriate.” Per the wording of the policy, this applies to the review of development 
projects. It’s helpful to note that there is the potential for clustering in almost every Analysis 
Area per the proposed land use designation and zoning minimum lot size; where the proposed 
zoning minimum lot size would facilitate open space preservation on a development site, 
while still meeting density potential. 

O3-168 This comment suggests that General Plan Policy COS-11.1 should have been reviewed in the 
Draft SEIR and that the Project would be inconsistent with this policy, as a result of a Draft 
SEIR conclusion of significant and unavoidable impacts for the topic of Visual Character or 
Quality. 
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See the responses to comments O3-147 and O3-150. EHL also did not suggest that this policy 
would apply to a stand-alone GPA/Rezone when given the opportunity during the 2014 
coordination on this topic of applicable policies. Policy COS-11.1 states, “Require the 
protection of scenic highways, corridors, regionally significant scenic vistas, and natural 
features, including prominent ridgelines, dominant landforms, reservoirs, and scenic 
landscapes.” There’s no way to definitively say that these types of features would be 
impacted, based on just changing land use designations and zoning. The commenter claims 
that the Draft SEIR states that the Project, “…would result in the degradation of the visual 
character and quality of the communities…” at page 2.1-29. The Draft SEIR actually says in this 
section, “…would result in the potential degradation of the existing visual character or quality 
of a community.” A significant and unavoidable impact conclusion was made for this topic in 
the Draft SEIR (using a conservative CEQA approach for consideration of potential impacts) 
due to the potential for future impacts associated with development projects. Staff cannot 
make General Plan consistency determinations for this type of policy when there is no 
development proposed, as there are ways to design a development to avoid impacting these 
types of scenic resources. Therefore, this policy has not been determined to be applicable to a 
stand-alone GPA/Rezone. 

O3-169 This comment suggests that General Plan Policy COS-13.1 should have been reviewed in the 
Draft SEIR and that the Project would be inconsistent with this policy, as a result of a Draft 
SEIR conclusion of significant and unavoidable impacts for the topic of Substantial Light or 
Glare. 

See the responses to comments O3-147 and O3-150. EHL also did not suggest that this policy 
would apply to a stand-alone GPA/Rezone when given the opportunity during the 2014 
coordination on this topic of applicable policies. Policy COS-13.1 states, “Restrict outdoor light 
and glare from development projects in Semi-Rural and Rural Lands and designated rural 
communities to retain the quality of night skies by minimizing light pollution.” This policy 
refers to the review of proposed lighting on development projects in certain areas of the 
County. It is not applicable to a stand-alone GPA/Rezone because there are no associated 
development proposals and therefore, no lighting proposals. The commenter claims that the 
Draft SEIR states that the Project, “…would increase light and glare in PSR Areas which would 
adversely affect day or nighttime views….” at page 2.1-29 and 2.1-30. The Draft SEIR actually 
says in this section, “…would have the potential to result in increased light and glare…” A 
significant and unavoidable impact conclusion was made for this topic in the Draft SEIR (using 
a conservative CEQA approach for consideration of potential impacts) due to the potential for 
future impacts associated with development projects. Staff cannot make General Plan 
consistency determinations for this type of policy when there is no development proposed 
and no lighting proposed. 

O3-170 This comment takes issue with the Draft SEIR discussions of General Plan Policy COS-14.1 and 
suggests that additional Analysis Area proposals should have been found to be inconsistent 
with this policy (beyond those Analysis Areas identified as inconsistent with this policy in the 
Draft SEIR). 
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Policy COS-14.1 states, “Require that development be located and designed to reduce 
vehicular trips (and associated air pollution) by utilizing compact regional and community-
level development patterns while maintaining community character.” The reviews of Policy 
COS-14.1 are found on pages 2.9-54 through 2.9-60 of the Draft SEIR. While the policy refers 
to development projects, it was determined to apply to a stand-alone GPA/Rezone due to the 
reference to regional and community-level development patterns and maintaining community 
character. This doesn’t remove the fact that development projects can be designed to reduce 
vehicle trips, using Transportation Demand Management (TDM) and related methods. Staff 
evaluated the proposals in terms of regional and community level development patterns in 
relation to community character. Consideration was given to proximity to existing Villages, 
proximity to job centers and commercial services, proximity to existing infrastructure 
(particularly transportation infrastructure), and existing development patterns. The policy 
requires consideration of many factors, which should be considered in a balanced 
methodology. The comment refers to “these rural communities,” but the Analysis Areas are 
found in varying types of communities, including the Village and Semi-Rural Regional 
Categories. Some of the Semi-Rural areas exhibit a more suburban character with relatively 
close proximity to jobs, infrastructure, and services. 

O3-171 This comment discusses consistency review for General Plan Policy S-1.1 and suggests that any 
findings of inconsistency should have been determined to constitute significant impacts, with 
a specific reference to BO18+. 

The rationale for why only some of the noted General Plan policy inconsistencies were 
determined to constitute significant impacts is provided in Section 2.9.3.2 of the Draft SEIR, on 
pages 2.9-10 and 2.9-11. 

See the Response to Comment O3-149. Staff found the Analysis Area proposal for BO18+ to be 
inconsistent with Policy S-1.1. However, considering the gray area and many factors to be 
considered in evaluating consistency with this policy at this programmatic level, this 
inconsistency of BO18+ in relation to Policy S-1.1 did not result in a determination of a 
significant impact. 

As noted in Section 2.9.6.2, the overall conclusion for the issue of Conflicts with Land Use 
Plans, Policies, and Regulations is significant and unavoidable. 

O3-172 This comment takes issue with Policy S-1.1 consistency findings for certain Analysis Areas, 
particularly referencing CD14, DS24, FB2+, FB17, FB19+, ME26, ME30A, NC3A, NC18A, NC22, 
NC37, PP30, SD15, VC7+ and VC51. The comment calls for reversing these consistency findings 
and determining that inconsistencies constitute significant impacts. 

The County does not concur that these Analysis Area proposals should be found to be 
inconsistent with Policy LU-6.11. The rationales for LU-6.11 consistency findings are provided 
in Section 2.9.3.2 on pages 2.9-62 (CD14 and DS24), 2.9-63 (FB17 and FB19+), 2.9-64 (ME26, 
ME30A, and NC3A), 2.9-65 (NC18A, NC22, and NC37), 2.9-66 (PP30, SD15, and VC7+), and 2.9-
67 (VC51). 
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O3-173 This comment suggests that the Draft SEIR fails to evaluate the project’s consistency with the 
Forest Conservation Initiative (FCI) or impacts on the lands covered by the FCI. The comment 
refers to the January 9, 2012 Board of Supervisors Staff Report for consideration of PSR 
proposals as they existed at that time. 

The FCI was originally approved by voters in 1993 and expired on December 31, 2010. At the 
time of expiration, it was too late in the General Plan Update process for the lands covered by 
the FCI to be included in the General Plan Update, and the properties covered under FCI 
reverted to their previous General Plan land use designations and zoning. As a result, the 
Board directed staff to prepare a separate General Plan Amendment to address the FCI lands, 
in order to consider options for applying General Plan land use designations and zoning for the 
FCI lands that would be consistent with the updated General Plan. 

The January 9, 2012 Board hearing (staff report referred to in the comment) was part of the 
early stages of consideration of PSRs to be included in a GPA. As shown when comparing the 
proposals outlined and mapped in the attachments to this January 9, 2012 staff report to 
those in the June 20, 2012 staff report; these January 2012 proposals are not the same as 
those considered by the Board when they provided the direction on areas to include in the 
current Project in June 2012. At the January 2012 stage, there were no Analysis Area 
groupings or consideration of Study Area parcels. In most cases, the January 2012 PSRs were 
proposals for spot designations. Even more importantly, many of the PSR proposals were 
reduced, in terms of the designation requested/proposed, between January 2012 and June 
2012.  

At the time of this January 9, 2012 hearing, it was unknown whether the Board would 
consider changes to the General Plan Policies or Guiding Principles, in order to accommodate 
certain PSRs, as they were proposed at that time (not the same proposals being evaluated in 
the current project). It was potential changes to General Plan Policies and Guiding Principles 
that had the greatest potential to impact the FCI lands planning process, which was in the 
early stages at that time. In their June 2012 direction on the current Project, the Board did not 
direct any changes to General Plan Guiding Principles or Policies, in order to accommodate 
PSR Analysis Area proposals. The Board would have to find General Plan consistency for any 
map option they select at the end of the of the current GPA/Rezone process. 

The GPA/Rezone for the FCI lands was adopted by the Board on December 14, 2016, including 
updates to the General Plan land use designations and (in some cases) zoning of the FCI lands. 
The FCI GPA/Rezone was included in the cumulative projects list for the PSRs GPA/Rezone 
Draft SEIR as the FCI project was still being processed at the time of the Notice of Preparation 
(NOP) for the PSRs GPA/Rezone. Now that the initiative has long been expired and the all of 
the FCI lands have adopted General Plan land use designations and zoning that are consistent 
with the current General Plan, the land use designations and zoning on these former FCI lands 
are taken into consideration the same way any other existing land use designations and zoning 
use regulations are. 

O3-174 This comment expands on comment O3-173 by referring to discussion in the January 9, 2012 
Board of Supervisors Staff Report for consideration of PSR proposals as they existed at that 
time. 
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See the response to comment O3-173. 

O3-175 This comment expands on comments O3-173 and O3-174, by reiterating the January 9, 2012 
Board of Supervisors Staff Report’s references to the FCI planning process and suggesting that 
the Draft SEIR should be revised to provide analysis of impacts to FCI lands. 

See the response to comment O3-173. 

O3-176 This comment references the Draft SEIR and states the Draft SEIR acknowledges  the project 
would be inconsistent with the RTP/SCS as it would increase dwelling units in some semi-rural 
and rural areas, farther from villages and/or higher densities of incorporated cities, and 
identifies a significant impact for such; but then states that the degree of analysis was 
insufficient to inform the public and decision-makers about the environmental impacts.   

The Draft SEIR does state on page 2.9-74 that 10 (of the 21) PSR Analysis Areas were 
determined to NOT be consistent with the RTP/SCS for the reason stated above, and that the 
other 11 and the former CGSP Subareas would be consistent because they propose higher 
density along the periphery of existing villages and towns. The County disagrees that the level 
of analysis was insufficient for the program level of analysis performed for the proposed 
project; therefore, no further response is necessary.  

O3-177 This comment repeats the alleged insufficient degree of analysis stated in the previous 
comment and states the lead agency cannot assert a significant impact and just move on,   and 
cites several CEQA court cases in support of this assertion.  

 The County disagrees that the programmatic level of analysis was insufficient for the proposed 
project. The Draft SEIR was prepared in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Sections 15152(c) 
and 15168(c).  A program EIR is intended to provide a general analysis, followed by a tiered 
analysis as more information about a specific project becomes available. See City of Hayward v 
Board of Trustees of the California State University (2015) Cal.App.4th 833.  

O3-178 This comment states the Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy 
(RTP/SCS) calls for achieving greenhouse gas (GHG) emission reduction goals using land in a 
way that makes development more compact, conserving open space and by reducing vehicle 
miles traveled throughout the region; that the project in contrast proposes dwelling units in 
rural areas forcing residents to rely on automobiles for transportation; and that the Draft SEIR 
does not provide quantification of vehicle miles travelled. 

 Vehicle miles travelled has not been quantified as the Proposed Project does not include 
specific project level development proposals for vehicle miles to be quantified.  Even for 
project level proposals, the County is not yet required (until January 1, 2020 pursuant to S.B. 
743) and has not yet developed a methodology to analyze vehicle miles travelled for 
comparison or reduction purposes.  The Draft SEIR does recognize the Proposed Project will 
increase traffic associated with the increased density and has identified significant impacts 
related to Air Quality Plans (Chapter 2.3), Conflicts with Land Use Plans (Chapter 2.9), and 
Unincorporated County Traffic and Level of Service (Chapter 2.15).  
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In addition, the County does not concur that all of the Analysis Areas are in rural, remote 
locations, and that residents will be forced to rely on automobiles for all trips. The Analysis 
Areas are found in varying types of communities, including the Village and Semi-Rural Regional 
Categories. Some of the Semi-Rural areas exhibit a more suburban character with relatively 
close proximity to jobs, infrastructure, and services. 
  

O3-179 This comment implies that the Draft SIER does not acknowledge the project is not accounted 
for in SANDAG’s growth forecasts, but then states that this information is buried in the Draft 
SEIR’s land use analysis.   

 This comment is not correct. Section 2.3.3.1 of the Draft SEIR provides a discussion that the 
level of growth associated with the Proposed Project may not be included in the SANDAG 
growth projections, and therefore, the Proposed Project would not be consistent with the 
Regional Air Quality Strategy (RAQS). The Land Use section is the appropriate place to analyze 
a projects consistency with applicable land use plans, policies, and regulations, as shown by 
CEQA’s Appendix G Environmental Checklist Form. Section 2.9.3.2 of the Draft SEIR states that 
the growth associated with the Proposed Project (1,826 additional potential dwelling units) is 
more than half the increase forecast by SANDAG, and that the project is not accounted for in 
the forecast or the RAQS. In both cases the Draft SEIR concludes the proposed growth is not 
consistent with SANDAGs growth forecast and the project would result in a significant impact. 

03-180 This comment states the proposed project would not comply with mitigation measures CC-1.2 
and CC-1.3 from the GPU PEIR, and the project moves the County in the opposite direction of 
achieving the regional GHG reduction goals associated with land use and transportation. 

 The Draft SEIR recognizes primary sources of operational GHG emissions from the proposed 
project would be from motor vehicles and a potentially significant impact was identified (DEIR 
at 2.17-11).  Regarding GPU Mitigation Measure CC-1.3 the County regularly coordinates with 
SANDAG on planning issues in the County. In addition, SANDAG provided a comment letter on 
the Project dated February 12, 2018. Mitigation measure CC-1.2 from the GPU PEIR required 
the County to prepare a Climate Change Action Plan to reduce emissions in the 
unincorporated County and from County operations. The County Board of Supervisors 
approved the CAP and Supplemental EIR on February 14, 2018. The County’s CAP includes 
strategies and measures to reduce emissions in the unincorporated communities of San Diego 
County and from County government operations. The CAP updated mitigation measure CC-1.2 
to comply with current state legislative targets under Senate Bill 32. The County’s CAP fully 
complies with mitigation measure CC-1.2 as revised of the 2011 GPU PEIR. Regarding 
mitigation measures and policies in the 2011 GPU dealing with transportation, please see 
Chapter 2.15 of this SEIR, which incorporates over 50 policies and 24 mitigation measures 
addressing transportation impacts. These policies and mitigation measures are incorporated 
by reference into this Project and remain adequate to reduce impacts from transportation and 
traffic as certified in the 2011 GPU PEIR. These policies and mitigation measures were not 
challenged and, therefore, remain adequate to reduce impacts from this Project. 

O3-181 This comment states the DEIR fails to identify feasible mitigation to reduce the proposed 
project’s inconsistency with the RTP/SCS and the County’s draft CAP.   
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The Draft SEIR provided several General Plan Policies (LU-1.1, LU-1.2, LU-1.3, LU-1.7, LU-4.1, 
LU-5.3) and mitigation measures (M-Air-1.1, M-Air-1.2) to reduce impacts associated with the 
proposed project’s conflicts with Air Quality Plans (Chapter 2.3), Conflicts with Land Use Plans 
(Chapter 2.9), and Unincorporated County Traffic and Level of Service (Chapter 2.15).  See 
Table S-1 Issue Topics 2.3 Air Quality (1) Air Quality Plans, 2.9 Land Use (2) Conflicts with Land 
Use Plans, and 2.15 Transportation and Traffic (1) Unincorporated County Traffic and Level of 
Service for a listing of these policies and mitigation measures.    However, the County 
concluded that even with implementation of the General Plan policies, regulatory processes, 
and mitigation measures; these impacts would not be reduced to a level of below significant.   

 The Draft SEIR also determined that through the application of General Plan Policies and 
mitigation measures that impacts regarding Greenhouse Gas Emissions would be less than 
significant.   The County’s CAP was adopted and SEIR certified by the Board of Supervisors on 
February 14, 2018. The County’s CAP does address VMT throughout the unincorporated 
County and from County operations, which supplements the policies and mitigation measures 
in the GPU PEIR as indicated in Response to Comment O3-181. The County’s CAP includes 
strategies and measures to reduce emissions in the unincorporated communities of San Diego 
County and from County government operations and complies with state legislative targets 
under AB 32 and SB 32. In fact, the County’s CAP would reduce VMT in the County beyond 
what was analyzed in the GPU PEIR. The GPU PEIR was not subject to litigation and, therefore, 
the policies and mitigation measures therein to reduce VMT impacts remain adequate for this 
Project.  

 The commenter states that the CAP’s Checklist does not provide measures with which to 
reduce VMT from residential development. However, the County’s CAP addresses VMT from 
residential and non-residential through strategies and measures that achieve the state 
legislative requirements. Regarding the use of carbon offsets as appropriate mitigation under 
CEQA, please see Response to Comment O3-130.  

The County disagrees that using mitigation for carbon offsets “runs counter to the spirit of the 
State’s climate change policies and goals” as the comment claims. Carbon offsets are expressly 
allowed in CEQA Guidelines section 15126.4(c)(3). Carbon offsets are well within the spirit of 
the State’s climate change policies and goals. The adoption of California Global Warming 
Solutions Act of 2006 (AB 32) required that California reduce GHG emissions through a 
comprehensive program of regulatory and market mechanisms to the 1990 emission levels by 
the year 2020. The State legislature when adopting AB 32, delegated the California Air 
Resources Board (CARB) with the responsibility to implement and develop the programs and 
requirements necessary to achieve the GHG emissions reduction mandates of AB 32. Among 
the responsibilities given to CARB, AB 32 authorized CARB to adopt market-based 
mechanisms, which could include carbon offset credits. In particular, CARB’s Scoping Plan 
must “identify and make recommendations on direct emission reduction measures, 
alternative compliance mechanisms, market-based compliance mechanisms, and potential 
monetary and nonmonetary incentives” to achieve the 2020 goal, and achieve “the maximum 
technologically feasible and cost-effective GHG emission reductions” by 2020 and maintain 
and continue reductions beyond 2020.  
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On December 14, 2017, CARB adopted The 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan Update (Second 
Update) (CARB 2017). CARB recognized that where further project design or regional 
investments are infeasible or not proven to be effective, it may be appropriate and feasible to 
mitigate project emissions through purchasing and retiring carbon offset credits issued by a 
recognized and reputable voluntary carbon registry (2017 Climate Change Scoping Program 
(Second Update), page 102). 

Therefore, the commenter’s claim that use of carbon offsets “runs counter to the spirit of the 
State’s climate change policies and goals” is false as evidenced above. 

03-182 This comment cites CEQA case law, Section 21002 of the Public Resources Code, and Sections 
15002 (a)(3), 15021 (a)(2), 15126 (d) of the CEQA Guidelines to describe the importance of a 
proper analysis of alternatives. This comment suggests the Draft SEIR fails to meet CEQA 
mandates that require an EIR to consider a reasonable range of alternatives.  

The County does not agree that the Draft SEIR failed to provide a reasonable range of 
alternatives.  Refer to response to comment O3-4.  The PSR GPA cannot predict when and how 
any future development will occur, but can analyze the maximum potential development on a 
programmatic scale according to the intensities allowed by the land use designations 
proposed. Therefore, the Draft SEIR does not analyze building-specific impacts or efficiencies 
associated with construction, maintenance, or operation activities because they are still 
unknown at this time, and analysis of unknown activities would be speculative. Chapter 4 of 
the Draft SEIR provides meaningful analysis for comparison of the alternatives. The 
Alternatives Chapter closely follows CEQA Guidelines (Section 15126.6). It focuses on whether 
or not there would be more or less environmental impacts for a given alternative when 
compared to the Proposed Project and includes a summary table as an overview of the 
comparison.  

03-183 This comment states the Draft SEIR fails to disclose the extent and severity of the Project’s 
broad-ranging impacts, therefore alternatives cannot be adequately assessed. This comment 
also states the Draft SEIR fails to provide an adequate analysis of the reduced density 
alternative.  

The County does not agree with this comment. The County believes an adequate analysis has 
been performed including review of alternatives, given the programmatic level of review 
conducted.  General Plan Policies and mitigation measures have been incorporated where 
applicable, although the Proposed Project and Reduced Density Alternatives still result in 
many unavoidable impacts. 

Refer to response to comment O3-4. This PSR GPA is proposing changes to existing General 
Plan designations that establish allowable land uses and intensities of development. The PSR 
GPA cannot predict when and how any future development will occur, but can analyze the 
maximum potential development on a programmatic scale according to the intensities 
allowed by the land use designations proposed. Therefore, the Draft SEIR does not analyze 
building-specific impacts or efficiencies associated with construction, maintenance, or 
operation activities because they are still unknown at this time, and analysis of unknown 
activities would be speculative. The Draft SEIR relies on General Plan policies, 
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mitigation/implementation measures, ordinances, design guidelines, and procedures to 
establish requirements for future development that must be met prior to receiving a building 
permit. Furthermore, Section 4.2 of the Draft SEIR provides meaningful analysis of the 
reduced density alternative as it relates to each PSR Analysis Area, provides a discussion of 
which environmental impacts would be reduced and/or increased from implementation of the 
reduced density alternatives.  

O3-184 This comment implies a reduced density alternative was not provided for PSR Analysis Areas 
VC7+, VC51, or VC57+.   

The comment is incorrect, Section 4.2 describes the reduced density alternative for each of 
the applicable PSR Analysis Areas including VC7+, VC51, and VC57+.  See pages 4-6 and 4-7 of 
the Draft SEIR.  The last paragraph on page 4-2 of the Draft SEIR describes why no feasible 
alternatives were identified for the Revision to the Valley Center Community Plan Residential 
Policy 8 component of the Proposed Project.  It does not refer to Analysis Areas VC7+, VC51, 
and VC57+.      

O3-185 This comment implies the Draft SEIR does not provide sufficient analysis of the agricultural 
impacts associated with the reduced density alternatives to allow for informed decision-
making.  

Refer to response to comment O3-4. The PSR GPA cannot predict when and how any future 
development will occur, but can analyze the maximum potential development on a 
programmatic scale based on the densities allowed by the land use designations assigned. 
Therefore, at the programmatic level of review, Reduced Density/Intensity Alternatives were 
determined to have a reduced impact (e.g. to agricultural resources) due to a reduced 
intensity of development that would be allowed.  However, it could not be definitively stated 
that impacts would be reduced to less than significant for each of the alternatives. 

O3-186 This comment implies the Draft SEIR does not provide specific level of detail (acreage 
impacted, sensitive species impacted) regarding biological impacts associated with the 
reduced density alternatives to allow for informed decision-making.  

Please refer to response to comment O3-4 and O3-185 above. The response applies to the 
analysis conducted for all Reduced Density/Intensity Alternatives. 

03-187 This comment implies the Draft SEIR does not provide sufficient analysis in regards to wildland 
fires associated with the reduced density alternatives to allow for informed decision-making.  

Please refer to response to comment O3-4 and O3-185 above.  

03-188 This comment implies the Draft SEIR does not provide sufficient analysis of the water supply 
impacts associated with the reduced density alternative to allow for informed decision-
making.  

Refer to response to comment O3-4 and O3-185 above.  

O3-189 This comment implies the Draft SEIR did not provide a reasonable range of alternatives.  
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Chapter 4 of the Draft SEIR analyzes a reduced density/intensity alternative for 19 of the 21 
PSR Analysis Areas, an additional Board Letter Alternative for PSR SD15, and two alternative 
maps for the former Champagne Gardens Specific Plan (CGSP) parcels (in addition to the No 
Project Alternative).  The Board may choose any of these alternatives, the Proposed Project, 
or No Project Alternative in any combination for the PSR Analysis Areas and former CGSP 
parcels, which results in many possible alternatives for consideration.  Furthermore, the Draft 
SEIR is consistent with Section 15126.6(d). Per Section 15126.6(f) of the CEQA Guidelines 
states: the range of alternatives required in an EIR is governed by the “rule of reason” that 
requires the EIR to set forth only those alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned choice. The 
alternatives shall be limited to ones that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the 
significant effects of the project.”  

O3-190 The comment questions why the Draft SEIR didn’t include additional alternatives that could 
eliminate or reduce all significant and unavoidable impacts to less than significant level. 

As explained in the previous response (O3-189) many combinations of alternatives are 
available for the Board to consider.  Because of the nature of the Proposed Project, any 
reduced density alternative between the Proposed Project densities and the No Project 
Alternative is likely to still result in potential impacts.  It is not possible given the 
programmatic level of analysis performed to identify reduced project alternatives that could 
reduce all potentially significant and unmitigable impacts to less than significant, nor does 
CEQA require alternatives to do so. Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a) “An EIR shall 
describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, 
which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or 
substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and evaluate the comparison 
merits of the alternatives. An EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to a 
project.” 

O3-191 The comment questions why the County didn’t consider an Infill Alternative that directs 
development to areas inside or immediately adjacent to the limits of the County’s 18 
incorporated Cities.  

The County acknowledges the comment. A specific Infill Alternative was not considered as the 
project scope is limited to analysis of the areas described in the Project Description, per 
direction from the County Board of Supervisors.  Furthermore, the Draft SEIR states on page 
2.9-74 that 11 of the 21 PSR Analysis Areas and the former CGSP Subareas would be 
consistent with the RTP/SCS because they propose higher density along the periphery of 
existing villages and towns.    

O3-192 This comment states the Draft SEIR cannot properly form the bases of a final EIR, and cites 
CEQA requirements for recirculation.   
 
The County disagrees with this comment and does not consider either of the two 
circumstances stated for recirculation to have occurred. The project is compliant with CEQA 
Guidelines Sections 15152(b), 15152(c) and 15168 (c); as detailed in response to comment O3-
4.  
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O3-193 This comment implies the Draft SEIR analysis is fundamentally and basically inadequate and 
conclusory in nature,  that it understates the project’s significant impacts, and that the Draft 
SEIR will require the addition of significant new information following public review, requiring 
recirculation.   

The County disagrees with this comment. Refer to response to comments O3-4 and O3-192. 

O3-194 This comment states the Proposed Project is inconsistent with the General Plan, and therefore 
violating the California Planning and Zoning Law.  

The PSR GPA is proposing changes to the existing General Plan designations that establishes 
allowable land uses and densities of development. An analysis of the Proposed Project’s 
consistency with General Plan Policies was conducted and several  inconsistencies were stated 
in the SEIR. In order to establish compliance with State Planning and Zoning Law as 
referenced, the Board would have to find General Plan consistency with any map option they 
end up approving. A General Plan conformance report will be prepared for the Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors hearing staff reports. This report will cover all of the 
General Plan policies that apply to a stand-alone GPA Rezone, not just those that were relied 
upon in the 2011 General Plan EIR to reduce impacts. If there are instances where the Board  
finds General Plan consistency for any policies in relation to any Analysis Areas, where staff 
found inconsistency, the General Plan conformance report would be updated to reflect the 
Board findings, for them to adopt at a final hearing. 

03-195 The comment states a General Plan must be internally consistent.  

The County concurs with this comment. Refer to response to comment O3-194.  

03-196 This comment offers a conclusion stating  the Proposed Project has glaring inconsistencies 
with the General Plan, and therefore violates the California Planning and Zoning Law.  

Refer to responses to comments O3-3 and O3-194. 

03-197 The comment states that approval of the project would violate SB610.  

The County disagrees with this comment. Refer to response to comment O3-4. SB610 
requirements do not apply to the general plans of cities or counties, but rather to specific 
development projects. As noted in the Draft SEIR and in several comment responses, there is 
no development proposed with the current project. The Draft SEIR includes an analysis of 
potential water supply impacts associated with the Proposed Project and concludes the 
impacts would be significant and unavoidable. 

03-198 The comment states the project would violate the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act 
because the County has not analyzed existing groundwater management plans or considered 
adopting a groundwater sustainability plan or referred the project to groundwater 
management agencies.  

The County disagrees with this comment.  Implementation of the Sustainable Groundwater 
Management Act is underway and the County is working with several agencies on the 
development of several groundwater sustainability plans (GSP), including for the highest 
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priority, the Borrego Valley groundwater basin.  These efforts are recognized to require 
several years.  The Borrego Springs GSP is required to be adopted by January 31, 2020.  The 
Sustainable Groundwater Management Act is described in Section 2.8.2 of the Draft SEIR; 
potential impacts on groundwater supply (including for the Borrego Valley) were analyzed in 
Section 2.8.3.2; and impacts on water supply for groundwater dependent water districts was 
addressed in Section 2.16.3.4 of the Draft SEIR.  

03-199 The County disagrees with this comment.  Please see the previous response to comment O3-
198. 

03-200 The County disagrees with this comment.  Please see the previous response to comment O3-
198.  

O3-201  The County disagrees with this comment.  Please see the previous response to comment O3-
198.  The County along with the Borrego Water District will comprise the management entity 
for the Borrego Valley GSP when it is adopted..  

O3-202 This comment is a summarization of previous comments implying the Draft SEIR has numerous 
deficiencies making it inadequate under CEQA , necessitating extensive revision and 
recirculation, and that the Proposed Project is in violation of various Plans, Laws and Acts.  

The County disagrees with this comment. Refer to responses to comment O3-4, O3-192 
through O3-201.  

O3-203 The comment requests that the County reevaluate the Project in light of previous comments 
and make changes to the Project design. 

Comment noted, however, no changes to the Proposed Project or alternatives have been 
made.  The Department will consider all comments in making recommendations to the 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors, for each component of the project.    
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