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NOTICE OF PREPARATION DOCUMENTATION 
 
 
DATE:    August 30, 2018 
 
PROJECT NAME: Alpine Community Plan Update  
 
PROJECT NUMBER(S): PDS2016-GPA-16-011 
 
PROJECT APPLICANT: County of San Diego – Planning & Development Services 
 
ENV. REVIEW NUMBER: PDS2018-ER-18-00-002 
 
Summary 
 
The project comprises a comprehensive update to the Alpine Community Plan proposed by the County 
of San Diego (County). A Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) will be prepared in order to 
analyze and disclose the environmental impacts of the project. The SEIR will tier from the General Plan 
Update (GPU) Program EIR (PEIR), the Forest Conservation Initiative (FCI) SEIR, and include updated 
baseline conditions, as discussed further below. The SEIR will also be programmatic in nature in that it 
will analyze the reasonably foreseeable impacts of the changes to the plan. For example, changes to 
land use densities could result in an increase or decrease in impacts that were previously analyzed in 
the GPU EIR. It should be noted that the project itself does not propose any specific development project 
that would result in physical impacts on the environment. However, it is reasonably foreseeable that future 
individual projects that are implemented under the Alpine Community Plan Update (ACPU) could result 
in physical impacts on the environment.  
 
The purpose of this Notice of Preparation (NOP) is to provide interested stakeholders with sufficient 
information describing the project and the potential environmental effects in order to make a meaningful 
response as to which environmental issue areas and alternatives to the project should be analyzed within 
the SEIR.  
 
Comments on the NOP will be accepted for 30 days following issuance of this notice and must be 
received no later than October 1, 2018 at 4:00 p.m. Comments on the notice of preparation document 
can be emailed or sent via mail to Greg Kazmer, Environmental Coordinator.  
 
E-mail: gregory.kazmer@sdcounty.ca.gov 
 
Address: Planning & Development Services 
 Attn: Greg Kazmer 
 5510 Overland Avenue, Suite 310 
 San Diego, CA 92123 

MARK WARDLAW 
DIRECTOR 

 
 

PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT SERVICES 
5510 OVERLAND AVENUE, SUITE 310, SAN DIEGO, CA 92123 

(858) 505 – 6857 ▪ Fax (858) 694-2555 
www.sdcounty.ca.gov/pds 

 

KATHLEEN A. FLANNERY 
ASSISTANT DIRECTOR 

 

mailto:gregory.kazmer@sdcounty.ca.gov


- 2 - 
 
Public Scoping Meeting 
Consistent with Section 21083.9 of the CEQA Statute, a public scoping meeting will be held to solicit 
comments regarding the scope and analysis of the supplement to the 2011 General Plan Update Program 
EIR. This meeting will be held on September 18, 2018 at 6:00 p.m. at:  
 

Alpine Library 
1752 Alpine Boulevard 
Alpine, CA 91901 

 
Purpose of NOP and Scoping Meeting 
 
The purpose of this NOP and scoping meeting is to provide responsible agencies and the public with 
information about the CEQA process and to provide further opportunities to identify environmental issues 
and alternatives for consideration in the SEIR. Public comments received during the NOP scoping 
process will be included as part of the SEIR.  
 
Project Background 
 
The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, Sections 15162 through 15164, set forth 
the criteria for determining the appropriate additional environmental documentation, if any, to be 
completed when there is a previously certified EIR covering the project for which a subsequent 
discretionary action is required. The SEIR for the proposed project will tier from both the GPU PEIR and 
the FCI SEIR.  

General Plan Update 

A Program EIR for the County’s General Plan Update (GPU), Environmental Review Number 02-ZA-001, 
State Clearinghouse Number 2002111067, was certified by the Board of Supervisors on August 3, 2011. 
The certified PEIR evaluated potentially significant effects associated with the following environmental 
areas of potential concern: 1) aesthetics, 2) agricultural resources, 3) air quality, 4) biological resources, 
5) cultural and paleontological resources, 6) geology and soils, 7) hazards and hazardous materials, 8) 
hydrology and water quality, 9) land use and planning, 10) mineral resources, 11) noise, 12) population 
and housing, 13) public services, 14) recreation, 15) transportation and traffic, 16) utilities and service 
systems, and 17) climate change.  

Of these seventeen environmental subject areas, it was determined that only geology and soils and 
population and housing would not involve potentially significant impacts. The remaining environmental 
issues evaluated included impacts that would be significant and unavoidable, with the exception of 
impacts associated with the following four subject areas, which would be mitigated to a level below 
significant: cultural and paleontological resources, land use and planning, recreation, and climate change. 
The final certified GPU PEIR is available online at the County’s website at 
http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/pds/gpupdate/environmental.html. 

Forest Conservation Initiative 

On December 14, 2016, the Board of Supervisors approved the FCI project. The FCI lands entail 
approximately 72,000 acres within 13 communities within the unincorporated County. Of those, 
1,354 parcels containing 13,747 acres are located within the Alpine community. The FCI was a voter-
approved initiative which required that private lands within the Cleveland National Forest in San Diego 
County have a minimum lot size of 40 acres. The FCI was originally approved in 1993 and expired on 
December 31, 2010.  

The land use map changes adopted as part of the GPU did not include FCI lands. When the FCI expired, 
the areas affected by the FCI reverted to the land use designations in effect before the FCI was enacted. 
As a result of the Board’s approval of the FCI project in 2016, the GPU land use designations, Guiding 
Principles, and Policies were applied to the former FCI lands. 
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The FCI SEIR identified significant and unavoidable impacts to: 1) aesthetics, 2) agricultural and forestry 
resources, 3) air quality, 4) biological resources, 5) hazards and hazardous materials. 6) hydrology and 
water quality, 7) mineral resources, 8) noise, 9) public services, 10) transportation and traffic, and 11) 
utilities and service systems. It also identified significant and unavoidable impacts to global climate 
change. 

The final certified FCI SEIR is available online at the County’s website at 
https://www.sandiegocounty.gov/content/sdc/pds/advance/FCI/fcifinalseir.html 

Community Plans 
 
All community plans supplement the County General Plan. Community plans contain information and 
policies concerning land use, housing, circulation, conservation/open space, public facilities and services, 
recreation, and community character. However, other issues can be addressed, depending on community 
circumstances. The policies and programs contained in a community plan, which must be consistent with 
the County General Plan, are intended to provide long-term guidance and stability with respect to 
implementing County General Plan policies and programs.  
 
The Alpine Community Plan was adopted on December 31, 1979; it was last amended in December 
2016. The proposed project is a comprehensive update to the Alpine Community Plan. Because all 
community plans are components of the County General Plan, this action requires a General Plan 
Amendment (GPA).  
 
Project Description  
 
The proposed project would update and refine the current plan’s goals and policies to reflect the character 
of Alpine and guide growth and development. The ACPU includes an infrastructure study and market 
analysis, which are intended to provide additional information to guide decision-making. It will also 
provide an opportunity to consolidate regulations, such as zoning and design guidelines. The ACPU will 
provide strategies and specific implementing actions to ensure that the land use vision will be 
accomplished. The implementation plan organizes and prioritizes actions, which are intended to parallel 
existing County efforts. 
 
The ACPU may set forth changes in land use designations based on a constraints analysis and 
community input. In large part, existing zoning will be applied to land uses, although new designations 
that better support the goal of mixed-use development as well as transit-oriented development may also 
be developed. The project will further refine the land use patterns established as a part of the 2011 GPU 
and 2016 FCI projects. The structure of the ACPU will mirror the County General Plan where possible, 
including the land use, mobility, conservation/open space, housing, safety, and noise elements, although 
some elements may be omitted from the community plan where unique goals/policies/analyses are not 
applicable.  
 
A special development feasibility study is being prepared to analyze several Areas of Consideration (as 
defined in the FCI SEIR) for future development. The feasibility study will include an assessment of 
infrastructure needs associated with roads, water, sewers, electricity, and fire protection and be used to 
determine appropriate land use densities and zoning designations. The feasibility study will consider 
Areas of Consideration AL-3, -4, -5, -6, -7, and -11B. More information on the project and community 
outreach efforts is available on the project web page at 
https://www.sandiegocounty.gov/pds/CommunityGroups/AlpineCommunityPlanUpdate.html. 
 
As previously described, the project will require an SEIR that will tier from the GPU PEIR and FCI SEIR. 
This SEIR will use information from both of these EIRs and provide more specific analysis and details for 
the Alpine Community Plan Area (CPA). The components of the ACPU are still being developed. 
However, development of the ACPU will be guided by and must remain consistent with the goals, policies, 
and planning concepts identified in the County General Plan and other relevant County plans and 
programs.  
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CEQA Guidelines Section 15183 allows a streamlined environmental review process for projects that are 
consistent with the densities established by existing zoning, community plan or general plan policies for 
which an EIR was certified. The ACPU would update and refine the use of streamlining under CEQA 
Guidelines 15183 specific to the Alpine CPA. 
 
CEQA Requirements 
 
CEQA requires that public agencies consider the potentially significant adverse environmental effects of 
projects over which they have discretionary approval authority before taking action on those projects 
(Public Resources Code Section 21000 et. seq.). According to California Code of Regulations Section 
15064(f)(1), preparation of an EIR is required whenever a project may result in a significant adverse 
environmental effect. An EIR is an informational document that is used to inform public agency decision-
makers and the general public about the significant environmental effects of a project, identify possible 
ways to mitigate or avoid the significant effects, and describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the 
project that could feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project while substantially lessening 
or avoiding any of the significant environmental impacts. Public agencies are required to consider the 
information presented in the EIR when determining whether to approve a project.  
 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15163 states that a lead agency may choose to prepare a supplement to the 
EIR rather than a subsequent EIR if the changes proposed meet the conditions described in 
Section 15162 and only minor additions and changes are necessary to make the previous EIR adequate. 
The Alpine Community Plan would be updated to incorporate goals and polices from the General Plan 
Update and reflect the character of Alpine. It would refine the current plan’s goals and policies to guide 
growth and development within the Alpine community. As such, the County is proceeding with preparation 
of a supplement to the GPU PEIR and FCI SEIR.  
 
Project Location  
 
Alpine is an unincorporated community in the eastern portion of San Diego County, approximately 25 miles 
east of downtown San Diego (Figure 1). The Alpine CPA covers approximately 68,100 acres of land that is 
characterized by diverse geography, residential land use patterns, and an established town center area. 
The most distinguished geographic features are the rugged peaks of the Viejas and El Cajon Mountains 
near El Capitan Reservoir in the northern portion of the community as well as the hills and valleys around 
Loveland Reservoir in the southern portion. The Alpine CPA is bisected by Interstate 8, with the majority of 
the population concentrated in and around the Alpine town center, which is adjacent to the freeway. 
Cleveland National Forest comprises most of the land in the eastern and northern portions of the CPA.  
 
The Alpine CPA is bordered by the Central Mountain Community Plan area to the north and east, the Jamul-
Dulzura Community Plan area to the south, and the Lakeside and Crest-Dehesa-Harbison Canyon-Granite 
Hills Community Plan areas to the west (Figure 2). The Alpine CPA includes the suburban Glen Oaks 
neighborhood in the western portion and the Viejas Mountains, El Cajon Mountains, and Cleveland National 
Forest in the east. The elevation of the terrain ranges from approximately 1,500 feet at the vegetated 
drainages to more than 4,100 feet in the semi-arid hilly terrain of the Viejas and El Cajon Mountains. 
 
The town of Alpine, which is in the north-central portion of the CPA, is the most densely populated 
community within the planning area. Local development on both sides of Interstate 8 consists primarily 
of residential/rural-residential, commercial, industrial, and mixed uses. The planning area also includes 
the communities of Peutz Valley, Japatul Valley, Hidden Glen, Dunbar Lane, and Galloway Valley. 
Development within these communities consists of rural-residential and light agricultural uses. The Viejas 
Indian Reservation and Capitan Grande Reservation are also within the boundaries of the Alpine CPA; 
however, they are not within the County’s jurisdiction. 
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Probable Environmental Effects 
 
The following is a list of the subject areas to be analyzed in the ACPU Supplemental EIR. 
 

Aesthetics Land Use and Planning 
Agriculture and Forestry Resources Mineral Resources 
Air Quality Noise 
Biological Resources Population and Housing 
Cultural and Historical Resources Public Services 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions Recreation 
Energy Use Tribal Cultural Resources 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials Transportation and Traffic 
Hydrology and Water Quality Utilities and Service Systems 

 
 
As previously mentioned, comments on the NOP will be accepted for 30 days following issuance of this 
notice and must be received no later than October 1, 2018 at 4:00 p.m. Comments on the notice of 
preparation document can be emailed or sent via mail to Greg Kazmer, Environmental Coordinator.  
 
E-mail: gregory.kazmer@sdcounty.ca.gov 
 
Address: Planning & Development Services 
 Attn: Greg Kazmer 
 5510 Overland Avenue, Suite 310 
 San Diego, CA 92123 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Attachments: 

Figure 1: Regional Map 
Figure 2: San Diego County

mailto:gregory.kazmer@sdcounty.ca.gov
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Figure 1: Regional Map 
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Figure 2: San Diego County 

 



From: Diane Asaro-Smith
To: Kazmer, Gregory
Subject: FW: Alpine Community Plan Update "PROJECT"
Date: Friday, August 31, 2018 9:08:07 AM
Attachments: Alpine Comm Plan Update.pdf

 
 
 
Hello Mr. Kazmer,
 
I received the attached letter in the mail and I just wanted to know what the project is actually all
 about.
Is there going to be a shopping mall or other large project constructed?  The notice does not say
 what the
Project actually is.
 
I live right next to Alpine (unincorporated area of El Cajon….Dunbar Lane)  so I was just wondering
 what
this was all about..that’s all.
 
No need for tons of details, just a simple, quick reply is all I am looking for.  
 
Thank you for your time,
Regards,  Diane
 

Diane Asaro-Smith
Loan Specialist
California Bank & Trust
3737 Fifth Avenue
San Diego, CA  92103
619-299-9700
Fax 855-751-3260
Email: Diane.Asaro-Smith@calbt.com
 

 THIS ELECTRONIC MESSAGE, INCLUDING ANY ACCOMPANYING DOCUMENTS,
 IS CONFIDENTIAL and may contain information that is privileged and exempt from
 disclosure under applicable law. If you are neither the intended recipient nor responsible for
 delivering the message to the intended recipient, please note that any dissemination,
 distribution, copying or the taking of any action in reliance upon the message is strictly
 prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify the sender
 immediately. Thank you.

mailto:Diane.Asaro-Smith@calbt.com
mailto:Gregory.Kazmer@sdcounty.ca.gov
mailto:Diane.Asaro-Smith@calbt.com







From: Michael Azarmi
To: Kazmer, Gregory
Subject: PDS2016-GPA-16-011 ODD-ER-18-00-002
Date: Friday, September 21, 2018 3:06:34 PM

Mr. Kazmer,

My name is Michael Azarmi and I’m processing the Planning Review for the Arnold Way project. The owner has
 cc’d me on a “Notice of Preparation Documentation”.... I was inquiring on the Sept. 18th Public Scooping meeting.
 Was there something we needed to provide or attend this meeting? Please advise if we missed something. If not was
 was the outcome of the meeting and what was on the agenda?

Regards, 

Michael Azarmi
Permits By Mike
619-417-1400

mailto:michaelazarmi@att.net
mailto:Gregory.Kazmer@sdcounty.ca.gov




























From: The Scotty
To: Kazmer, Gregory
Subject: Noise Problems for the Alpine Community Plan Update
Date: Monday, September 24, 2018 7:06:48 AM

Dear Greg,                                                                                                                 
 09/24/2018
 
I would like to address noise problems in the Alpine Community Plan. Would you
 please direct me to whoever would be in charge of this area of concern within the
 Notice of Preparation, Alpine Community Plan Update, Supplemental Environmental
 Impact Report.
 
Thank you for your cooperation,
 
Scott Cioffi
909 Midway Drive
Alpine, CA 91901
cryanc2002@yahoo.com

mailto:cryanc2002@yahoo.com
mailto:Gregory.Kazmer@sdcounty.ca.gov
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Caring for the Land and Serving People Printed on Recycled Paper

Logo Department Name Agency Organization Organization Address Information 
United States 
Department of 
Agriculture 

Forest 
Service 

Cleveland National Forest 10845 Rancho Bernardo Road 
Suite 200 
San Diego, CA  92127 

File Code: 1560 
Date: February 29, 2016 

Mark Wardlaw, Director 
San Diego County Planning and Development Services 
ATTN: FCI Lands General Plan Amendment 
5510 Overland Avenue, Suite 310 
San Diego, California 92123 

Dear Mr. Wardlaw, 

The Cleveland National Forest appreciates the opportunity to comment on the potential impacts 
of the proposed General Plan Amendment for the former Forest Conservation Initiative (FCI) 
lands. We also appreciate the consideration given to our input by San Diego County Supervisors 
and staff throughout this process, including the designation of a Special Study Area in Eastern 
Alpine. The Forest’s comments herein include comments previously submitted during the 
scoping period, as well as comments on both the initial and re-circulated Draft Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Reports (SEIRs).  

Altogether, we remain concerned about the potential environmental and public health and safety 
impacts that would be associated with increases in population density on former FCI lands, and 
we find that these impacts are neither adequately disclosed in the Draft SEIR nor consistent with 
the objectives of the County of San Diego General Plan. Our review of the re-circulated Draft 
SEIR has revealed that no responses were provided to our comments on the initial Draft SEIR, 
nor did they result in changes to the analysis. It is also worth noting that the areas of the 
Cleveland National Forest proposed for recommended wilderness status at the time of our 
previous comments were granted this highest level of agency protection in October 2014. 

We find that the best way to protect both the environment and public health and safety in the 
vicinity of the FCI lands, including the Cleveland National Forest, would be to select the 
Environmentally Superior Modified FCI Condition Alternative. In addition, we request 
provisions that development on private lands will not rely on the Cleveland National Forest for 
infrastructure or vegetation management needs and that impacts to the Cleveland National Forest 
from such development will be avoided, minimized, or mitigated.   

We will begin by highlighting key issues and management challenges related to urbanization that 
were described in detail in our 2005 Forest Land Management Plan. These issues are common to 
all former FCI lands and are central to the potential environmental and public health and safety 
issues associated with increasing population density within and adjacent to the Cleveland 
National Forest. Next, issues particular to specific mapped areas of the plan are addressed. 
Finally, comments specific to the SEIR are addressed at the end of this letter.  
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Comments Addressing all FCI Lands 

The rapidly increasing population of Southern California, the growing level of development 
adjacent to the Cleveland National Forest, and the resulting effects on the National Forest 
System (NFS) lands present some of our main management challenges. Higher density 
development in more remote areas leads to more Wildland/Urban Interface area that is at risk of 
and in need of protection from wildland fire. The combination of increased development and the 
need to protect these developed areas from fire and other natural events, such as flooding, will 
put increasing pressure on National Forest managers to alter landscape character to accommodate 
these uses. In the case of fire, suppression efforts to protect communities can lead to the buildup 
of fuels and eventually to higher severity, more damaging fires than would occur naturally. 
Furthermore, increasing the number of homes in an area increases the likelihood of human-
caused fires, which can increase fire frequency to levels that harm ecosystems, wildlife, and 
waterways. Finally, we have concerns about the potential difficulty of evacuating people from 
remote subdivisions when wildland fires occur nearby on the Cleveland National Forest. 

Urban development also puts pressure on public lands to provide urban support facilities (i.e. 
infrastructure) through special-use authorizations as private land options for development are 
exhausted. In the past, subdivisions have been established with the expectation that adjacent 
National Forest land can accommodate necessary water tanks, utilities, and defensible space to 
protect homes from wildfire. Instead, we now request that private lands be required to serve 
these purposes for future subdivisions through the blanket incorporation of self-sufficiency for 
new development projects on FCI lands. Along the same lines, where water delivery systems are 
not in place, the installation of wells for household use will lower the groundwater table beneath 
adjacent NFS lands, thereby degrading habitats for native plant and animal species. To avoid 
these impacts, we request that water delivery systems be established before enabling increased 
density on former FCI lands.  

Road access presents several primary issues associated with increasing population density within 
or adjacent to the National Forest. The narrow, winding National Forest road system was built in 
the 1930s to support fire protection and does not meet typical County access standards. 
Moreover, the greater the population density of an area, the wider a suitable road would need to 
be. The National Forest roads generally lack rights-of-way where they cross private lands, which 
would need to be obtained in order to widen them or convey utilities. Furthermore, any 
improvements to Forest or County roads on the National Forest would require substantial 
planning and environmental compliance to be borne by project proponents, if permitted. 
Widening roads, building new roads, and increasing traffic to accommodate increasing 
population density in remote County areas would negatively impact plants and animals in a 
variety of ways, including direct mortality and habitat loss and fragmentation, and would also 
increase erosion and sedimentation of waterways.  
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Increased interface between developed private lands and National Forest boundaries also 
increases boundary management challenges including addressing occupancy trespass, clearly 
posting boundaries, and retaining clear title to NFS land. For example, in re-marking forest 
boundary after the 2007 fires, we discovered major encroachments adjacent to some 
subdivisions.  

Another challenge associated with urbanization is the complex problem of National Forest 
access. For example, traditional points of public and administrative access to the National Forest 
have been lost as private land is subdivided. New landowners are often reluctant to accommodate 
access across their land. At the same time, residents living adjacent to the National Forests want 
convenient access, often resulting in the development of unplanned roads and trails. 
Unauthorized motorized vehicle use occurs and tends to be more of a management challenge on 
National Forest lands near private developments. As an example, illegal motor vehicle use of the 
Pacific Crest Trail has been reported from the Lake Morena area in the midst of the federally 
designated Hauser Wilderness.  

Population growth within and surrounding the National Forests will probably be the single 
largest impact on National Forest recreation management in the foreseeable future.  This growth 
has pushed urban development closer to and within the National Forest, in some cases directly 
adjacent to National Forest boundaries.  Where NFS lands are or will be the boundary to this 
development, there will be pressure on these adjacent lands to provide diverse kinds of 
recreation.  Higher density development would be expected to increase this pressure.  Recreation 
on the National Forest is managed according to Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (ROS) to 
provide choices for people to recreate in settings that vary from urban to primitive.  In general, 
the Forest Service would prefer zoning on adjacent private lands to be complementary with the 
land use zone and ROS on the NFS land.  For example, where there is interface between private 
lands and NFS lands within a designated or recommended wilderness area or Inventoried 
Roadless Area, lower density County zoning would be the more complementary. Solitude, an 
increasingly rare opportunity, is a desirable feature in wilderness, but would be difficult or 
impossible to retain in the face of the increasing population and higher density development.   

Extensive habitat conservation planning efforts led by local government and conservation 
organizations have identified the need to maintain an inter-connected network of undeveloped 
areas or landscape linkages, which retain specific habitats and allow for maintenance of 
biodiversity and wildlife movement across the landscape and led to development of several 
multi-species habitat conservation plans.  National Forest System lands are a core element of this 
natural open space network and will play an increasingly important role as additional habitat 
fragmentation occurs on surrounding private lands.  Fragmentation is the breaking up of 
contiguous blocks of habitat by urban development features into progressively smaller patches 
that are increasingly isolated from one another and of less value for conservation. Higher density 
zoning allows for a higher level of development and, accordingly, fragmentation.  Habitat loss 
and fragmentation are the leading causes of species extinctions, and the Cleveland National 
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Forest has many populations of federally-listed threatened and endangered species that could be 
affected by increasing population density on former FCI lands. Meanwhile, invasive species 
generally enter new areas through human activity in those areas, and so increasing population 
density would result in the introduction of new infestations that would damage Forest resources 
and be costly to manage.  

Comments Specific to Particular Locations 

• Alpine Community Planning Area (CPA). The Forest is concerned about the density 
increases proposed for areas at the eastern end of Alpine, both south and north of 
Interstate 8. Road and water systems should be planned before enabling such increases, 
and the severe risk of fires in this area should be addressed. In addition, Viejas Mountain 
was designated a Critical Biological Area of the National Forest by our Land 
Management Plan due to its unique botanical resources. The Modified FCI Condition 
Alternative would best prevent the environmental and public health and safety impacts 
described above. More detailed information about these and other concerns are available 
in an attached letter to the County Board of Supervisors dated June 20, 2014.

• Jamul CPA – Skye Valley Ranch.  The Forest would recommend continuing the RL-80
zoning on these parcels. The bridge over Pine Creek near Barrett Honor Camp is
insufficient for any traffic, even in an emergency, and will not be improved or replaced
since it falls within the Pine Creek Wilderness. Additionally, these parcels border two
existing federally designated wilderness areas (Pine Creek Wilderness and Hauser
Wilderness) and are completely surrounded by NFS lands. Further improvement of
infrastructure to this area, such as utilities and road access, required for a smaller lot size
zoning would have a negative impact on wilderness values, increase the need for fuels
treatments, and raise potential for the issues and impacts described above.

• Areas west of Cuyamaca CPA.   The Forest supports RL-80 zoning for parcels adjacent
to the Cuyamaca CPA along Boulder Creek Road.  These parcels are located in a very
undeveloped and fire prone part of the Cleveland National Forest and are adjacent to
lands zoned as recommended wilderness.

• Descanso CPA.  The Forest encourages the County to retain the lower density RL-80
zoning. The northern part of the Descanso CPA abuts two areas zoned as recommended
wilderness. Also adjacent to the north Descanso CPA is the King Creek Research Natural
Area, which contains a rare population of Cuyamaca cypress, a Forest Service sensitive
species. All of the King Creek stands burned in a fire in 1950 and most of the area re-
burned in the 2003 Cedar Fire. Post-Cedar Fire regeneration is expected to be adequate to
repopulate the stands because trees were old enough to have substantial cone banks at the
time of the fire; however, it is important to protect the stand from overly frequent fire
especially at this vulnerable time.
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• Pine Valley CPA.  The Forest encourages the County to retain the lower density RL-80 
zoning. This area contains many of the highest recreational and scenic values to be found 
on the Cleveland National Forest.  Parcels in this CPA south of Interstate 8 are directly 
adjacent to the federally designated Pine Creek Wilderness. Parcels along Sunrise 
Highway are adjacent to the Mount Laguna National Recreation Area. The Forest also 
supports maintaining the proposed RL-40 zoning adjacent to Buckman Springs Road 
because the NFS land to the east is zoned as Back Country Non-Motorized, which is the 
most restrictive zoning other than recommended wilderness and designated wilderness. In 
addition, the Pacific Crest Trail, a 2,650-mile national scenic trail that runs from Mexico 
to Canada through California, Oregon and Washington, traverses this area before moving 
onto the National Forest. Retaining the current density limit would help maintain the 
recreational and scenic values. 

• Central Mountain CPA.  We recommend RL-80 zoning for parcels in the Central 
Mountain CPA where RL-40 zoning in the adjacent Julian CPA was extended into 
parcels within the Cleveland National Forest. This recommendation affects two 
contiguous parcels that are adjacent to the Upper San Diego River Canyon. The Upper 
San Diego River is an area of rugged topography and high fire danger and is zoned as 
recommended wilderness.  

• Pendleton – De Luz CPA.  The Forest recommends reducing the allowable density to 
RL-80 in areas surrounded by NFS lands in the Pendleton - De Luz CPA.   These parcels 
are directly adjacent to the federally designated San Mateo Canyon Wilderness area. The 
parcels on Miller Mountain contain unique botanical resources and would require major 
road improvements across NFS lands if developed. 

• North Mountain CPAs.  The Forest supports RL-80 zoning in the North Mountain CPA 
and encourages the county to retain this zoning through the planning process. We are 
uncertain of the proposed density for the triangular parcel on the north side of Warner 
Springs, which abuts the Caliente recommended wilderness. Reducing the density for this 
parcel to the RL-80 zoning would better buffer the recommended wilderness area from 
adjacent land uses. 
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Comments on the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Report 

The Draft SEIR should clearly make the case that the objectives presented in Chapter 1.3, as 
drawn from the County of San Diego General Plan, are met by the Proposed Project. In our view, 
the document fails to demonstrate that the Proposed Project meets the majority of the objectives 
and instead includes evidence that objectives will not be met. Other than stakeholder 
participation, the only objective that the Proposed Project could meet is the first one listed – 
“Support a reasonable share of projected regional population growth;” – and we feel that it fails 
to meet even this objective, because the failure to meet the remainder of the objectives renders 
the share of growth unreasonable. The Proposed Project clearly conflicts with 6 of the 10 
objectives, as the rationale beneath each objective below demonstrates: 

• Promote sustainability by locating new development near existing infrastructure, 
services, and jobs. 

o Remote parcels within and adjacent to the Cleveland National Forest are far from 
infrastructure, services, and jobs. 

• Promote environmental stewardship that protects the range of natural resources and 
habitats that uniquely define the County’s character and ecological importance. 

o Increased development on remote parcels within and adjacent to the Cleveland 
National Forest threatens many of the natural resources and habitats that uniquely 
define the County’s character and ecological importance. 

• Ensure that development accounts for physical constraints and the natural hazards of the 
land. 

o Remote parcels within and adjacent to the Cleveland National Forest experience 
severe risk of wildland fire incursion. 

• Provide and support a multi-modal transportation network that enhances connectivity and 
supports community development patterns. 

o Remote parcels within and adjacent to the Cleveland National Forest are 
accessible only by passenger vehicle and road access is substandard for general 
residential use. 

• Maintain environmentally sustainable communities and reduce greenhouse gas emissions 
that contribute to climate change. 

o Remote parcels within and adjacent to the Cleveland National Forest would not be 
environmentally sustainable for numerous reasons cited throughout this letter, and 
the development and access would increase greenhouse gas emissions that 
contribute to climate change.  

• Minimize public costs of infrastructure and services and correlate their timing with new 
development. 

o Remote parcels within and adjacent to the Cleveland National Forest would 
maximize public costs of infrastructure and services. 
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The assumption is made throughout the analysis of potential impacts that “regulations, 
implementation programs, and mitigation measures from the General Plan Update EIR” will 
result in impacts that fall below the threshold of significance. This assumption is flawed in that it 
fails to recognize the irretrievable losses to natural and cultural resources involved when 
subdividing new areas of an already densely populated region. The Draft SEIR presents 
numerous plans and projects considered in evaluating cumulative impacts, but it fails to include 
the impacts of the past development of San Diego County, as represented by the existing 
condition of the region. When viewed through this lens, further increases of population density in 
remote areas of the County will necessarily have significant impacts, regardless of “regulations, 
implementation programs, and mitigation measures.” The scope of the cumulative impacts 
section needs to be broadened to include development that has occurred up to the current time. 

While the Draft SEIR considers many topics, it fails to offer the level of detail that would be 
needed to evaluate the environmental impacts of its alternatives. We feel that as a result of the 
vague nature of the analysis presented, environmental and public health and safety impacts have 
not been sufficiently analyzed or disclosed. Examples of these deficiencies are provided below 
by topic.     

Biological Resources 
 
With regard to description of the impacts of the FCI Lands project on biological resources, there 
is no description of the actual impacts, as no inventory, identification, or evaluation of such 
resources has been completed and the actual impacts are unknown. Instead, there is only a 
general discussion of potential project impacts on general plant and wildlife species.  These are 
assumed to be significant and unavoidable for special status species, riparian habitat, and wildlife 
movement corridors (Table S-2).  However, there is no identification of effects on individual 
species even though the project will adversely affect or is likely to adversely affect a number of 
federally-listed species including Arroyo Toad, California Gnatcatcher, and San Diego 
Thornmint as well as candidate species for listing such as Hermes Copper butterfly.  The 
proposed alternatives will also adversely affect many of our Regional Forester’s list of Sensitive 
Species through direct mortality and habitat loss and fragmentation, creating difficulties for 
conserving their populations on NFS lands.  The blanket approach taken by the Draft SEIR does 
not adequately describe and disclose effects on these species, effectively leaving this analysis to 
later piecemeal analyses that will be done for individual projects.  This does not allow for 
meaningful protection and conservation of these species across broader areas and is therefore 
inconsistent with the purpose and intent of CEQA.   

Given the lack of detail in the SEIR, it is not possible to perform a meaningful comparison of the 
effects of the different alternatives.   The analysis does not provide enough information to 
determine which alternative would best conserve key resources.  
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Cultural and Paleontological Resources 
 
Section 15123(b)(3) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR address the issues to be 
resolved, which includes the choices among alternatives and whether or how to mitigate 
significant impacts. As stated in the Draft FCI Lands SEIR, the major issues to be resolved 
regarding the project include decisions by the Lead Agency as to whether or not the Draft SEIR 
adequately describes the environmental impacts, whether the recommended mitigation measures 
identified for the Proposed Project should be adopted or modified, or if additional mitigation 
measures should be required.  

In regard to adequate description of the impacts of the FCI Lands project on historic or 
archaeological resources, there is no description of the actual impacts, as no inventory, 
identification, or evaluation of such resources has been completed and the actual impacts are 
unknown. Instead, there is only a general discussion of potential project impacts, which are 
assumed in advance to be less than significant through the implementation of various policies 
and mitigation measures contained in the General Plan Update.  

Table S-2, “Summary of Project Impacts” and various sections of the Draft FCI Lands SEIR 
contain information indicating that implementation of the Proposed Project would result in new 
development that would have the potential to result in substantial adverse changes to the 
significance of historical resources and cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of 
archaeological resources, including the destruction or disturbance of archaeological sites that 
contain or have the potential to contain information important to history or prehistory. However, 
with the application of various policies and mitigation measures, impacts to historic and 
archaeological resources are assumed to be “less than significant.” It is unclear from the analysis 
that cultural resources will actually be protected by such policies and measures to the extent that 
they would not be significantly affected by the Proposed Project. 

In Section 2.5 “Cultural Resources” of Table S-3 and various other sections of the Draft SEIR 
contain information indicating that the “Modified FCI Condition” alternative is likely to result in 
less impacts to historical and archaeological resources when compared to Proposed Project, and 
that implementation of the “No Project” alternative is likely to result in greater impacts when 
compared to the Proposed Project. However, under the mitigation process proposed in the Draft 
SEIR, impacts to historic and archaeological resources would be “less than significant” with the 
implementation of mitigation measures for the Proposed, Modified, and No Action alternatives. 
This assumption is based on the assumption in advance that historic and archaeological resources 
are distributed evenly throughout the FCI lands. Depending on the actual distribution of these 
resources within the FCI lands, the differences in potential impacts between the implementation 
of the Proposed, Modified, and No Action alternatives could be substantially different than those 
assumed in the Draft SEIR. The only real difference between the implementation of any one of 
these three scenarios would be the potential for significant impacts, not actual impacts, assuming 
the implementation of policies and mitigation measures always result in “less than significant” 
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impacts. As a result, the comparison of these three scenarios is of no actual quantitative or 
qualitative value for the purposes of identifying an “Environmentally Superior” course of action.     

Page 12 of the “County Cultural Guidelines” states that “Determining what is an important 
cultural resource worth preserving [sic] is a subjective and interpretive process; therefore, it is 
useful to utilize a standard assessment approach to evaluate cultural resources. In order to 
evaluate cultural resources, a comprehensive assessment must be conducted, including 
measuring the resource against the State CEQA Guidelines provisions and criteria established by 
the National Register of Historic Places, the California Register of Historical Resources, and the 
San Diego County Local Register of Historical Resources, and the Resource Protection 
Ordinance as well as assessing the integrity of the resource.” Without any actual assessment or 
evaluation of historic and archaeological resources within the FCI Lands project area, there is no 
quantitative or qualitative basis for comparing the various courses of action, selecting an 
“Environmentally Superior” alternative, determining whether the recommended mitigation 
measures identified for the Proposed Project should be adopted or modified, or determining if 
additional mitigation measures should be required for this project, as the Draft FCI Lands SEIR 
does not adequately describe the impacts of the Proposed Project on historic and archaeological 
resources. 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

The section that deals with Wildland Fire (2.6.3.7) concludes that the Proposed Project would 
have significant impacts related to wildland fire, while suggesting that regulations, 
implementation programs, and mitigation measures would reduce those impacts. In the 
Mitigation Measures section (2.6.4.7), several mitigation measures are deemed infeasible that 
would dramatically reduce losses of homes and lives through restricting development in areas 
with more than a moderate fire hazard or requiring extensive fuel modification around 
development. Instead, the analysis determines that “one of the primary objectives of the project 
which is to accommodate a reasonable amount of growth” renders these mitigation measures 
infeasible. Apart from the fact that this conclusion disregards the remainder of project objectives, 
it also suggests that it is more valuable to allow growth in high and very high fire hazard areas 
than to protect those homes and people from the very hazards that the mitigation measures were 
designed to prevent. The end result of increasing population density on the former FCI lands will 
be greater losses of lives and property to recurrent wildland fire.          

On a related note, the sections that Deal with Emergency Response and Evacuation Plans 
(2.6.3.6 and 2.6.4.6) conclude that significant impacts will be avoided through regulations, 
implementation programs, and mitigation measures. Three of the four measures presented, 
however, do not reflect the reality of the roads that would provide access to many of the FCI 
lands. These roads generally lack an interconnected road network, multiple ingress and egress 
routes, and suitability for use as rural roads serving residential subdivisions. The hazards of 
unsuitable escape routes resulting from these conditions along with the above-mentioned 
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permission to develop in areas with high to very high fire hazards makes the likelihood even 
greater that implementation of the Proposed Project would lead to tragic losses of life and 
property.  

Land Use 

Given that the FCI lands are by definition in close proximity to the Cleveland National Forest, it 
is surprising to find no mention of our Land Management Plan in Section 2.8.3.2, which 
considers “Conflicts with Land Use Plans, Policies, and Regulations.” As described in the 
beginning of this letter, increasing population density on FCI Lands would lead to numerous 
environmental and public health and safety issues on the Cleveland National Forest, as described 
in our 2005 Land Management Plan, and would accelerate problems that our Plan directs us to 
remedy.  As a result, we call into question the determination that project impacts with regard to 
land use plans, policies, or regulations would be below a level of significance. The conflict of 
this project with our Land Management Plan should be investigated and disclosed as part of this 
analysis.  

Nowhere is the disconnect between this project and our Land Management Plan greater than 
where the FCI lands are adjacent to or within designated or recommended wilderness areas. 
There is no mention of designated or recommended wilderness on the Cleveland National Forest. 
As such, there is no basis provided for evaluating the potential for the project to impact 
wilderness areas adjacent to FCI Lands. Potential project impacts on the wilderness resource 
could be significant and unavoidable, although it is not possible to perform a meaningful 
comparison of the effects of the different alternatives due to the lack of mention of wilderness in 
the Draft SEIR. 

Section 2(c) of the Wilderness Act of 1964 (Public Law 88-577) defines wilderness: “A 
wilderness, in contrast with those areas where man and his own works dominate the landscape, is 
hereby recognized as an area where the earth and its community of life are untrammeled by man, 
where man himself is a visitor who does not remain. An area of wilderness is further defined to 
mean in this Act an area of undeveloped Federal land retaining its primeval character and 
influence, without permanent improvements or human habitation, which is protected and 
managed so as to preserve its natural conditions and which (1) generally appears to have been 
affected primarily by the forces of nature, with the imprint of man's work substantially 
unnoticeable; (2) has outstanding opportunities for solitude or a primitive and unconfined type of 
recreation…” 

In summary, the key elements of wilderness include its natural state (biological and other natural 
processes operating unimpaired, uninhibited, and unchanged by humans), opportunities for 
solitude and primitive recreation opportunities, undeveloped character, and untrammeled 
(unmanaged) nature.  
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Increased density and development near or adjacent to designated or recommended wilderness 
areas would likely adversely affect the wilderness resource in a number of ways. Increased 
population in the County, particularly in rural areas, may result in increased use of wilderness, 
therefore impacting opportunities for solitude and primitive recreation opportunities. The visual 
impact of subdivisions on the wilderness user is also due consideration. Development in the 
vicinity of wilderness increases the likelihood that non-native, invasive species would be 
introduced into wilderness, thereby disrupting natural processes within the wilderness. 
Development upstream within watersheds shared by wilderness increases the likelihood of 
impaired water quality or decreased stream flows in wilderness due to runoff, impoundments, 
and/or groundwater use. Similarly, development adjacent to wilderness increases the likelihood 
that landowners build trespass structures, roads, or trails in wilderness, or use motorized or 
mechanized equipment in wilderness, thereby impacting its undeveloped character. Finally, 
increased development and density near wilderness increases the likelihood that fire management 
activities would impact the wilderness resource during wildfire events, which impacts the natural 
and untrammeled characteristics of wilderness. 

Recreation 

While the SEIR presents a very broad analysis of the effects of the project on recreation 
facilities, it does not contain any discussion or analysis of recreation activities in undeveloped, 
backcountry areas accessed by trail or cross-country travel. Increased recreation in undeveloped, 
backcountry areas can have substantial adverse effects on the environment, including litter, 
graffiti, impaired water quality, erosion, increased risk of wildfire, and various impacts to 
vegetation, wildlife, and cultural resources.  

Increased population in the County would likely lead to an increase in recreation in both 
developed facilities and undeveloped, backcountry areas. While this increased use could have 
beneficial recreational impacts, the SEIR should include an analysis of environmental impacts 
that result from recreation in undeveloped backcountry areas, as it does for developed facilities. 

Conclusion 

We appreciate the development and consideration of the Modified FCI Condition 
(Environmentally Superior) Alternative as described in Chapter 4.1. From our perspective, the 
sacrifice of 28% of the residential dwelling units of the Proposed Project would be worth the 
resultant protection of resource conditions and reduction of wildfire risk to communities and 
would best achieve the objectives of the General Plan. Moreover, the areas where the lower 
densities would be located, as specified in the Modified FCI Condition Alternative, are precisely 
the areas where resource and wildfire concerns are greatest. As a result, we strongly support the 
adoption of the Modified FCI Condition Alternative rather than the Proposed Project. In 
addition, we request provisions that development on private lands will not rely on the Cleveland 













From: Charles Hansen
To: Kazmer, Gregory
Subject: Notice of Preparation Documentation, dtd 8/28,2018
Date: Thursday, August 30, 2018 7:18:56 PM

Surely you jest!

Please send plain English version of this notice so that the average person like myself can read
 and understand it.  Loading it with acronyms is bad enough.  Referencing Project numbers
 that are untraceable in the county data base is ridiculous.  

Show this to your mother.  See if she can understand it. 

What is the matter with you people?

Hey boss...I sent the letter to the folks.  It isn't my problem if they can make head or tails out
 of it.  

Shaking my head in Alpine, 

C. E. Hansen
23758 Japatul Valley Road
Alpine, Ca 91901

mailto:hansencharles@msn.com
mailto:Gregory.Kazmer@sdcounty.ca.gov


From: Cara Lacey
To: Kazmer, Gregory
Cc: Trish Smith; Dan Silver
Subject: Alpine Community Plan Update
Date: Wednesday, September 05, 2018 10:29:05 AM
Attachments: image001.png

Hi Greg,
 
I hope you are doing well!
 
Can you please let me know – are you considering Transfer of Development Rights (TDRs) as part of
 the Alpine Update and Alpine SEIR? 
 
We have written two comment letters on this topic and Dan Silver has also made similar comments. 
 
Before I comment again, I wanted to understand if the SEIR that will be prepared will consider TDRs
 within the Community Plan, or not. 
 
With our comments on the documents recently, we never received responses.
 
Please let me know and thank you! 
 
Cara
 

Please consider the environment before printing this email.

  
Cara Lacey, AICP, LEED AP 
Associate Program Director
 Land Networks, California
cara.lacey@tnc.org 
(619) 684-7029 (Phone)

nature.org

    
The Nature Conservancy
San Diego
402 West Broadway,
Suite 1350
San Diego, CA 92101

    
  

 
 

mailto:cara.lacey@TNC.ORG
mailto:Gregory.Kazmer@sdcounty.ca.gov
mailto:trish_smith@TNC.ORG
mailto:dsilverla@me.com
http://nature.org/



From: Lopez, Rosa
To: Kazmer, Gregory
Subject: COMMENT RE: Alpine Comm. Plan Update Notice - Dated Aug. 28, 2018
Date: Friday, September 14, 2018 9:31:00 AM
Attachments: Ltr from County of SD (Aug. 28, 2018).pdf

Good Morning Mr. Kazmer,
 
This is in response to the Notice we received (copy attached) regarding the Alpine Community Plan

 Update.  I plan to attend the meeting on Sept. 18th at 6:00 p.m. at the Alpine Branch Library to learn
 more about this project and what it entails. 
 
Does this plan include resurfacing or overlaying any of the existing streets/road in Alpine –
 specifically Louise Drive?  Louise Drive is horrendous and is in dire need of re-asphalting as the pot
 holes, sink holes, trenches, and ruts are getting worse and have caused much damage to our
 vehicles.  We have no other access road to our home from Alpine Blvd.  We live at 2729 Blueberry
 Hill (at the top of Louise Drive).  I understand that this is an unincorporated area and would like to
 know if the County has any plans to “fix” Louise Drive.  If not, can you please provide information on
 what mechanism is in place (if any) to get Louise Drive repaired?  Are there any grants, or other
 funding available to the County or property owners for such repairs?  Is it possible to have Louise
 Drive resurfaced in conjunction with an existing project in Alpine?  In addition, are there any plans
 to open South Grade Road to Blueberry Hill?  Google maps sends everyone to South Grade Road to
 get to Blueberry Hill, yet there is no access.
 
I work for the City of San Diego Maintenance Assessment Districts and we work with property
 owners in the City on maintenance and repair projects.  Sometimes we are able to get community
 requested projects completed in conjunction with existing current project to minimize the financial
 burden on property owners.  Is this possible in this situation?  Are there any other suggestions you
 may have to help us to make our neighborhood more inhabitable? 
 
Any assistance you can provide as to how we can go about re-asphalting Louise Drive in Alpine will
 be greatly appreciated.
 
Thank you,
Rosa & Ed Lopez
2729 Blueberry Hill
Alpine, CA 91901

mailto:RLopez@sandiego.gov
mailto:Gregory.Kazmer@sdcounty.ca.gov

















2018 SEIR Public Comment Meeting Comment Sheet 
 
Parcels affected: https://arcg.is/1mim9q - Zone surroundingSeptember 18,  
 Approximately surrounding areas 19184 Japatul Rd. Alpine, Ca. 
           10/01/18 
 
 
Intro: 
This area is the heart of the historic Lyster Ranch first established 1880’s due to the abundance 
of water and useable. Descendants are still living here.  No environmentally sensitive items are 
known and the region remains heavily used. Two creeks (Peterson and Taylor) cross the 
property feeding Loveland Reservoir and the water table is as only -6 feet in the summer 
trapped behind several natural dikes crossing the valley.  This area has historically been marked 
for development by the city with a lot size of 8 acres.  
 
 
 

1) This area has abundant water supply* 

2) Perc tests for septic are excellent 

3) Regions proposed 40 acres one house forgets there is a high density Mobile Home Park existing 

4) Region proposed density of 1 home 40 acres does not reflect reality for the area- there are 

approximately 12 brick and mortar homes within this small area already. 

5) Alpine Planning recommended to the city during FCI planning that the area was Unique and 

Suitable for Development- 8 acres- no more than 20. This WAS IGNORED BY THE CITY. 

6) The city has now proposed this area for 40 Acres 1 home- totally out of character with its 

current density and ability to support a higher density. 

 
 

Alpine Planning has told us if we don’t speak up there is no chance.  I have been left very cynical 
based on the disregard for Alpine Planning’s prior recommendations being completely ignored during 
FCI planning.   
 
 
 
*Forestry service fire trucks stage and refill at my ranch- we refill them in 5 min all day long. 
 

Warner Recabaren 
19184 Japatul Rd.  
Alpine, Ca. 91901 
(619) 683-2637  

 

https://arcg.is/1mim9q%20-%20Zone%20surroundingSeptember%2018
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From: Allen Stanko
To: Kazmer, Gregory
Subject: Alpine 2020
Date: Thursday, September 27, 2018 8:16:30 PM

Hello Mr. Kazmer !

  I have been an Alpine-area resident for over 30 years.  I enjoy the beauty of Alpine as it is.  I
do NOT want to see much more development.  I definitely do NOT want to see any low-
income housing and even fewer section 8 housing ! !  Alpine does not need any more
apartments.  Alpine is NOT an apartment community.  I would not mind million dollar houses
on 1 acre or more.  Please keep Alpine semi-rural.  THANK YOU !

Sincerely,

    Allen Stanko

mailto:Gregory.Kazmer@sdcounty.ca.gov
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EXHIBIT A



RESOLUTION NO. 84-8 AS AMENDED

RESOLUTION OF THE GOVERNING BOARD OF SWEETWATER AUTHORITY
ESTABLISHING ITS POLICY REGARDING URBAN RUNOFF

PROTECTION FOR THE SWEETWATER RESERVOIR

WHEREAS, soon after the South Bay Irrigation District

acquired and Sweetwater Authority took over operation of

the water system, including the Sweetwater Reservoir, The

California Department of Health Services advised the Authority

that long-range planning to prevent degradation of water

quality in the Sweetwatwer Reservoir caused by urbanization

of the watershed should be implemented immediately; and

WHEREAS, the Authority commenced said planning in

1978 and has obtained as a condition on all subdivision

maps, specific plans and certain other projects requiring

discretionary or other approvals prior to development within

the watershed, a requirement that the applicant satisfy

the Authority with respect to protection of the Sweetwater

Reservoir from urban runoff to mitigate the impact of its

development; and

WHEREAS, the Authority has required one developer

to construct a facility to mitigate adverse impacts of

its development; and

WHEREAS, pursuant to an agree~ent with~Rancho San

Diego, the Authority retained the engineering firm of Luke-Dudek

to conduct an Urban R~~off Study to present the alternatives

EXHIBIT "B"

EXHIBIT B
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for runoff facilities to mitigate the adverse affects from

the urban development within the watershed and then conduct

a Design Study of the alternative selected by the Authority;

and

WHEREAS, Luke-Dudek submitted a comprehensive Urban

Runoff Study to the Authority which attempted to predict

the impact on the Sweetwater Reservoir from urban and other

development or land use in its watershed and listed several

alternatives for mitigating said impact; and

WHEREAS, the Authority received said study and, after

consideration, on October 28-, 1981, selected an alternative

and authorized Luke-Dudek to proceed with a Preliminary

Design Study on said alternative; and

WHEREAS, on September 16, 1982, Luke-Dudek submitted

its "Design Study, Urban Runoff Control Facilities, Sweetwater

Reservoir" containing its preliminary design plans for

the alternative facility selected by the Authority; and

WHEREAS, the Authority has received the report and

studied the report but has not yet formalized plans for

such a facility; and

WHEREAS, the Authority has diligently analyzed the

preliminary plans, the cost of such facility, the methods

of financing such a facility, the potential development

and land use in the watershed and the ownership of land

within the watershed; and

WHEREAS, the Authority continues to study the facility

and the methods to finance this facility; and

-2-



,~';" ..
··1

WHEREAS, the Authority has estimated that the cost

of the facility which is currently recommended by the staff

is approximately $9.1 million; and

WHEREAS, the Authority has determined that approximately

thirty percent of the area to be developed in the watershed

has been developed or is devoted to uses which adversely

impact Sweetwater Reservoir; and

WHEREAS, the Authority proposes to pay an amount equal

to $3 million to cover the cost of its proposed urban runoff

facility which is an amount equal to the share imposed

by existing developments and land uses and to recover the

remaining costs from new developments and land uses within

the watershed.

NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS HEREBY RESOLVED by the Governing

Board of the Sweetwater Authority as follows:

1. The Authority has formally received the Design

Study prepared by Luke-Dudek, Civil Engineers, dated September

1, 1982.

2. The Authority has tentatively determined to reduce

the scope of the facility contained in said Design Study.

3. The Authority estimates that the cost of the facility

including capitalized operation and maintenance will be

approximately $9.1 million.

4. The Authority, in an effort to inform developers

and landowners within the watershed of their potential

obligations as tentatively determined, estimates that it"

must obtain $5.7 million toward the cost of the facility

from developments and land uses within the watershed as



described in the Design Study.

5. The Authority estimates that to obtain said funds

it will require the" payment by developments and land uses

in the watershed of approximately $300 per dwelling unit

or equivalent dwelling unit as adjusted for inflation.

6. The Authority, in accordance with this estimate

and in an effort to obtain said funds, will enter into

agreements with developers and landowners requiring the

payment of $300 per unit as adjusted for inflation in paragraph

7 below. In the event that any land called for in a development

or other land use is to be developed for commercial, industrial

or other uses which adversely impact Sweetwater Reservoir,

transitory residential uses, including motels and hotels,

the fee shall be as follows: one acre of said development

or land use including all areas occupied by parking buildings,

gol£ courses, playgrounds, recreation fields, commercial

equestrian operations, or other improved open space, landscaping

and driveways but not the area of any road or street dedications

or irrevocable offers to dedicate shall constitute 2.9

equivalent dwelling units. The developer shall pay $300

as adjusted in paragraph 7 .per equivalent dwelling unit.

7. Each of the cash payments referred to in paragraph

-6 above, shall be increased by the same percentage as any

increase in the Construction Cost Index for Los Angeles

published by the Engineering News Record which occurs between

-4-



April 1, 1984 and the date of such cash payment agreed

to between the developer and the Authority. In the event

the aforementioned "Index ceases to be published, or is

materially modified, the Authority shall select a replacement

index with similar construction costs parameters.

PASSED AND ADOPTED at a meeting of the Governing Board

of the Sweetwater Authority held AnTil 27,1988, by the

following vote:

AYES:
NOES:
ABSENT:

ATTEST:

Directors
None
None

Chairman 0

Welsh, Steele, Smith,

-5-
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From: Larry Tucker
To: Kazmer, Gregory
Subject: Alpine Community Plan Update
Date: Tuesday, September 04, 2018 5:27:17 PM
Attachments: Site Plan 030312 Updated for McDonald"s.pdf

Dear Mr. Kazmer,
 
Many years ago I processed a site plan for the Albertson’s Center in Alpine through the Alpine
 Community Planning Group, Alpine Design Review Board and the County Planning Commission.  Our
 project was appealed to the County Board where it was also approved, but of course we were sued
 under CEQA even though the land was general planned and zoned for commercial use (we only
 needed site plan approval).  We won the lawsuit and the project got built in 2008.  I still own the
 Starbucks building and the land under the Wells Fargo Bank.  I still operate the common area of the
 shopping center.
 
Our zoning for the shopping center requires that 20% of land for the Center had to remain open (it
 may have been 25%, I can’t recall and my files are in storage).  The topography of the property was
 such that it was easiest to put all of the open area in one location - - behind (south of) the
 Albertson’s.  The neighbors were happy with the buffer and it was fine with us too.  Members of the
 ACPG wanted to have the land as a park which we were happy to dedicate for free.  However, after
 they worked on the project for a couple of years, the sheriff complained that there was no access to
 patrol this passive park and the park project was abandoned. 
 
Now the Center has approximately 2.1 acres of open area surrounded by houses and Albertson’s. 
 With the fire situation in Alpine, every few years having an open area in that locations doesn’t look
 like it was that great of an idea.    The area did not catch fire earlier this summer, but it had to have
 been close.  We would still be willing to dedicate the land to the County for a park, but if the County
 still does not want that use, we would like to be able to develop the land for housing.  So I would
 like to see the community plan update EIR analyze the open area for a park and for housing.  Given
 that we have not participated in the community plan update to this point, that may well be difficult,
 but the project description seems to contemplate the possibility of land use designation changes. 
 
I understand Joe Farace is no longer with the County, but I believe Ken Brazell and Ed Sinsay are still
 there so they can tell you about our adventure in getting the Albertson center built.  If the land use
 of the open area were to be changed, that would also require the land use and zoning to be
 changed for the center to be changed to no longer require such a large portion of the land to be
 open area.  I am going from memory on this, but I can get the technical details in focus if need be.
 
I know this is a lot to drop on you, but I would appreciate a call so we can discuss a bit more.  As a
 lawyer turned real estate developer with 11 years’ experience on the Newport Beach Planning
 Commission, I will be able to quickly grasp any issues of which you think I should be made aware. 
 This small of a project is probably not worth fooling with if I can’t attach the CEQA aspects (at least
 at a programmatic level) to a larger endeavor.  And I won’t bother if most of the neighbors do not
 see the wisdom of removing native vegetation from next to their houses, even though their fire
 insurance carriers might be all for the idea! 

mailto:Tucker@GTPCenters.com
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I look forward to hearing from you.
 
Very truly yours,
 
Larry Tucker
(949) 706-3227



From: Mercedes Wheeler
To: Kazmer, Gregory
Subject: Alpine Community Plan
Date: Friday, August 31, 2018 11:04:35 AM
Attachments: image004.png

 
Would it be possible for you to e-mail me a copy of the Alpine Community
 Plan.
 
Thank you.
 
          Mercedes Wheeler
 
 

 
Mercedes Z. Wheeler, Esq.
HORTON, KNOX, CARTER & FOOTE, LLP

195 South 2nd Street
P.O. Box 1439
Brawley, CA  92227
Tel (760) 344-2360
Fax (760) 344-9778
Email mwheeler@hkcf-law.com
 
 
The information contained in this mail message is intended only for the personal and
 confidential use of the designated recipients. This message may be an attorney-client
 communication, and as such is privileged and confidential. If the reader of this message is
 not an intended recipient, you are notified that any review, use, dissemination, forwarding,
 or copying of this message is strictly prohibited. Please notify the sender immediately by
 reply E-mail or telephone and delete the original message and all attachments from your
 system. Thank you.
 

mailto:mwheeler@hkcf-law.com
mailto:Gregory.Kazmer@sdcounty.ca.gov
mailto:mwheeler@hkcf-law.com
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