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I1-1 This comment is introductory in nature and does not raise a significant environmental 
issue for which a response is required. 

 
I1-2 This comment does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response 

is required.  The Introduction chapter of the draft General Plan is part of the 
proposed project and is not proposed for deletion; therefore, the theoretical effect of 
its removal does not require analysis. 

 
I1-3 This comment first discusses a concept of transferring density from the north and 

south villages of Valley Center for the creation of a third western village.  The 
General Plan Update does not include this concept.  Additionally, there is no 
requirement that reduced densities in the north and south villages must be offset by 
transfers to a third, new village.  This concept is outside of the scope of the General 
Plan Update. 

 
 In the next paragraph, this comment incorrectly suggests that staff evaluated this 

concept in response to road network deficiencies.  This is not accurate.  A Specific 
Plan Area (SPA) was initially included in the western portion of the Valley Center at 
the direction of the Board of Supervisors as a means to fund construction of the 
Road 3A segment.  
 
The comment correction indicates that the SPA was subsequently removed at the 
direction of the Board of Supervisors who directed staff to: 

 
 “…remove the Road 3A SPA from the General Plan Update discussion completely, 

as it will proceed, if at all, on a separate track as a separate GPA” (refer to Minute 
Order 23 from Board of Supervisors hearing of July 23, 2008) 

 
Whether or not the Board’s action allows for a “western village” to be considered 
mitigation is not an issue related to the content of the EIR that requires response; 
especially because a “western village” is not an appropriate alternative or mitigation 
measure.  

 
I1-4 The County does not concur with substantive changes to the Land Use Element 

goals and policies this late in the planning process.  These goals and policies were 
vetted with the General Plan Update Steering Committee and any changes would not 
be consistent with the consensus which came out of this advisory group.  In addition, 
approach suggested by the comment was never studied as part of the General Plan 
Update project. 

 
I1-5 The County does not concur with changes to the Land Use Element goals and 

policies this late in the planning process, as discussed in response to comment I1-4 
above. 

 
I1-6 The County does not concur with changes to the Land Use Element goals and 

policies this late in the planning process, as discussed in response to comment I1-4 
above.  It should be noted that Policy LU-14.4 has been revised.  See response to 
comment I1-7 below as well as response to comment O9-12. 
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I1-7 The County does not agree with this comment.  The sewer restriction in Policy 
LU-14.4 correlates with the draft land use map.  The DEIR based its analysis on 
those maps and, therefore, the potential impacts of the associated land use patterns 
are evaluated.  The impacts suggested by the comment are addressed in the DEIR 
where appropriate.  Water usage is addressed in the water availability analysis in 
Section 2.16 of the DEIR.  Roadway construction is addressed mainly in Section 
2.15 and Appendix E, although general impacts are addressed throughout the other 
issue sections.  The issue of the cost of infrastructure is not a CEQA issue.  
Impervious surfaces and drainage are addressed in Section 2.8.  Lastly, septic 
systems are addressed in Section 2.16.  For all impacts identified in these sections, 
mitigation measures are also specified.  

 
 It should be noted that Policy LU-14.4 has been revised as follows (see also 

response to comment O9-12): 
 

"Prohibit sewer facilities that would induce unplanned growth.  Require sewer 
systems to be planned, developed, and sized to serve the land use pattern and 
densities depicted on the Land Use Map.  Sewer systems and services shall not be 
extended beyond either Village boundaries or extant Urban Limit Lines, whichever is 
more restrictive, except: 

 

 When necessary for public health, safety, or welfare. 

 When within existing sewer district boundaries; or 

 Where specifically allowed in the Community Plan." 
 
I1-8 Table 2.15-28 Criteria for Accepting LOS E/F Roads has been completely revised 

within the DEIR.  This table was based on a former version of the criteria for 
accepting a road classification with level of service E or F.  Table 2.15-28 has now 
been changed to reflect the new criteria, which no longer includes “Land Use 
Modifications.”  It should be noted that the DEIR did evaluate land use modifications 
that were considered to be within a reasonable range that related to reducing 
impacts to road segments with deficient levels of service.  However, it was not 
considered reasonable for all level of service E or F roads to be brought to 
acceptable levels through land use modifications given the desired road network.  

 
I1-9 The County does not agree that the addition of a “western village” is appropriate as 

an alternative or mitigation measure in the General Plan Update DEIR.  First, the 
addition of a “western village” is not necessary for decreases in density in the south 
and north village to be considered.  In fact, such decreases were considered in the 
DEIR.  Reducing the densities in the north and south villages to a level that will avoid 
deficiencies in the Valley Center road network is an available option to the Board of 
Supervisors but one that was considered beyond of the range of options developed 
for the community through the lengthy General Plan Update planning process.  
Adding a western village is an increase in density that is inconsistent with the 
General Plan Update project objectives, guiding principles, and goals and objectives.  
Additionally, the additional village would result in a number of additional 
environmental impacts.  
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I1-10 The VCCPG’s proposed modifications reduce impacts to the extent feasible within 
the framework and objectives of the General Plan Update.  The County appreciates 
the information provided by the commenter but cannot confirm that it is accurate or 
consistent with the methodology used for the rest of the project.  A SANDAG model 
run is not sufficient to support the claims made by the commenter.  The model run is 
based on numerous assumptions that must be verified.  Further, because the 
addition of a western village is not appropriate for consideration in the General Plan 
Update as explained in response to comment I1-9, the County will not be providing 
that verification review as part of the General Plan Update.  The commenter is 
currently requesting a General Plan Amendment from the County separate from the 
General Plan Update and any analysis specific to the western village is more 
appropriately conducted as part of that process.  

 
I1-11 The County does not necessarily agree that the western village concept is consistent 

with the guiding principles of the General Plan Update or with the purported benefits 
of such a project as listed in this comment.   

 
I1-12 The requested land use modification and/or Special Study Area is beyond the 

reasonable range of alternatives identified for the DEIR.  See also response to 
comment I1-9 above. 
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I2-1 The County does not agree with this comment.  There is no evidence that the 
proposed project will result in an economic impact that will result in an adverse 
physical impact.  

 
I2-2 This comment paraphrases the CEQA guidelines but does not raise a significant 

environmental issue for which a response is required.  
 
I2-3 Courts have clarified the Citizens Association for Sensible Development of Bishop 

Area v County of Inyo (4th Dist. 1985), 172 Cal. App.3d 151, to explain that the 
Bishop ruling did not hold that, as a matter of law, physical change must be 
presumed for the establishment of a retail business.  Friends of Davis v City of Davis 
(3d Dist. 2000), 83 Cal. App. 4th 1004.  Without some evidence of physical change, 
CEQA does not require analysis of economic impacts from a proposed project.   

 
I2-4 This comment suggests that the density decreases that will result from the General 

Plan Update when compared to the existing general plan are physical changes to 
land use that must be addressed under CEQA.  The comment states that there will 
be an unspecified loss of property value and subsequent taxes levied on properties.  
This does not provide evidence of a physical impact on the environment, and is not a 
matter that must be analyzed in a CEQA document.        

 
 The County does not agree that the density decreases associated with the proposed 

project will result in the suggested physical change.  CEQA does not allow for a plan-
to-plan analysis when determining project impacts, which is how one would derive a 
change between the proposed project and existing general plan.  Instead, CEQA 
requires a plan-to-ground analysis which is accomplished by evaluating the proposed 
project against the existing conditions.  In the DEIR, the analysis appropriately 
follows this requirement.  Development of the proposed project densities are 
considered project impacts, even if the proposed project will decrease the overall 
development yield that would have been allowed under the existing general plan.  As 
a result, the emphasized quote in the preceding comment is not relevant to this 
issue. 
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I3-1 This comment is introductory in nature and does not raise a significant environmental 
issue for which a response is required.   

 
I3-2 The County appreciates this comment, which states a preference for an alternative 

designation on a particular property rather than what is shown in the proposed project.  
Issues associated with floodplains and agriculture referenced by the comment are 
addressed in the DEIR in Section 2.2, Agricultural Resources, and Section 2.8, 
Hydrology and Water Quality.  The other issues discussed such as parcel size and 
likelihood of development are not issues that require analysis under CEQA.  

 
I3-3 The County appreciates the commenter’s preference and it will be considered in the final 

determination on this project.  
 
I3-4 This comment is conclusive in nature and does not raise a significant environmental 

issue for which a response is required. 
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I4-1 This comment suggests that the designation of the referenced project site as Semi-
Rural 10 is not compatible with the existing community.  The County does not agree 
with this comment, as the site is located on the edge of the existing community 
where a transition to very low density and undeveloped lands occurs.  To the south 
of the referenced site, the proposed project includes a Rural Lands 40 designation.  
Therefore, the Semi-Rural 10 designation supports the transition to these lands.  

 
I4-2 This comment does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response 

is required.  Please refer to response to comment I4-1. 
 
I4-3 This comment does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response 

is required.  Please refer to response to comment I4-1. 
 
I4-4 The proposed project does not contain an open space designation for the referenced 

project site.  However, development of the site would be subject to the proposed 
Conservation Subdivision Program, which contains avoidance and open space 
design requirements.  

 
I4-5 This comment is conclusive in nature and does not raise a significant environmental 

issue for which a response is required. 
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I5-1 This comment is introductory in nature and does not raise a significant environmental 
issue for which a response is required.   

 
I5-2 The County concurs with this comment, and has edited the Community Background 

section of the Crest, Dehesa, Harbison Canyon, and Granite Hills Community Plan 
with the recommended edits provided by the Sycuan Band of Kumeyaay Nation (see 
responses to comments T6-8 through T6-12). 

 
I5-3 The County concurs with this comment, and has edited the Parks and Recreation 

section of the Crest, Dehesa, Harbison Canyon, and Granite Hills Community Plan, 
as recommended.  

 
I5-4 The County concurs with this comment, and has removed the reference to the 

Loveland Reservoir as a regional park in the Parks and Recreation section of the 
Crest, Dehesa, Harbison Canyon, and Granite Hills Community Plan, as 
recommended. 

 
I5-5 The County concurs with this comment, and edits have been made to the Parks and 

Recreation section of the Crest, Dehesa, Harbison Canyon, and Granite Hills 
Community Plan. 

 
I5-6 The County concurs with this comment and edits have been made to the Public 

Safety section of the Crest, Dehesa, Harbison Canyon, and Granite Hills Community 
Plan.   

 
I5-7 The County concurs with this comment and edits have been made to the Law 

Enforcement section of the Crest, Dehesa, Harbison Canyon, and Granite Hills 
Community Plan, as recommended. 

 
I5-8 The Crest, Dehesa, Harbison Canyon, and Granite Hills Community Plan COS 

2.1.11 has been revised by removing the reference to the Cleveland National Forest 
and adding the requirement to coordinate with the Sweetwater Authority. 

 
I5-9 The County does not agree that Crest, Dehesa, Harbison Canyon, and Granite Hills 

Community Plan COS 2.1.13 should be eliminated.  Policy COS 2.1.13 supports the 
development of a staging area and access to the Loveland Reservoir and is also 
supported by the Community Planning Group. 
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I6-1 This comment provides an introduction to the author of the comment letter.  The 
comment does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response is 
required.   

 
I6-2 The County disagrees with the comment.  Section 2.17.1.4, Potential Effects of Global 

Climate Change, discusses the general extent of climate change effects, and Section 
2.17.3.2, Issue 2:  Potential Effects of Global Climate Change on the General Plan 
Update, describes potential effects that may occur specifically in the San Diego region if 
global climate change trends continue, based on the San Diego Foundation‟s Regional 
Focus 2050 Working Paper and Technical Assessment.  Section 2.17.6.1, Issue 1: 
Compliance with AB 32, identifies a number of General Plan Update policies and 
mitigation measures that aim to reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions for both the 
County‟s government operations and community-based sources.  General Plan Update 
policies that would reduce GHG emissions include: Cos-15.1, Design and Construction 
of New Buildings; Cos-15.3, Green Building Programs; COS-17.1, Reduction of Solid 
Waste Materials; COS-17.5, Methane Recapture; COS-18.2, Energy General from 
Waste; COS-20.1, Climate Change Action Plan; COS-20.2, GHG Monitoring and 
Implementation; and COS-20.4, Public Education.  This section also includes mitigation 
measures CC-1.1 through CC-1.18, which reduce GHG emissions throughout the 
unincorporated County.  An example includes mitigation measure CC-1.2, which 
requires the County to prepare a County Climate Change Action Plan that will include 
comprehensible and enforceable GHG emissions reduction measures that will achieve a 
17 percent reduction in emissions from County operations from 2006 by 2020 and a 9 
percent reduction in community emissions by 2020. 

 
I6-3 The County disagrees with this comment.  The first sentence under the heading, On-

Road Transportation, of DEIR Section 2.17.2.1, Issue 1:  Compliance with AB 32, states, 
“On-road transportation is the single largest contributor of GHG emissions in the San 
Diego region.”  The section further goes on to explain that on-road transportation 
accounts for 46 percent of the total GHG inventory for San Diego.  In addition, the DEIR 
includes a number of policies and mitigation measures aimed at reducing vehicle miles 
traveled (VMT), which would result in less driving.  DEIR Section 2.15.6.1, Issue 1: 
Unincorporated County Traffic and LOS Standards, also includes multiple General Plan 
policies and mitigation measures to reduce VMT, such as: Policy LU-5.1, Reduction of 
Vehicle Trips within Communities; Policy LU-10.4, Commercial and Industrial 
Development; Policy LU-11.8, Permitted Secondary Uses; and Policy M-5.1, Regional 
Coordination.  This section also identifies mitigation measure Tra-1.1, which encourages 
the increase in different modes of travel.  DEIR Section 2.15.6.6., Issue 6: Alternative 
Transportation, includes the following policies that are related to reducing VMT: Policy 
M-8.6, Park and Ride Facilities; Policy LU-5.4, Planning Support; Policy LU-9.8, Village 
Connectivity and Compatibility with Adjoining Areas; Policy LU-11.6, Office 
Development; Policy M-8.2, Transit Service to Key Community Facilities and Services; 
Policy M-8.3, Transit Stops that Facilitate Ridership; and Policy M-9.2, Transportation 
Demand Management.  This section also includes the following mitigation measures, 
which encourage the use of alternative transportation that would also result in less 
driving: Tra-6.1, Tra-6.3, Tra-6.4, and Tra-6.5.  DEIR Section 2.17.6.1, Issue 1: 
Compliance with AB 32, also identifies mitigation measure CC-1.15, which aims to 
reduce VMT and encourage alternative modes of transportation by implementing 
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measures such as promoting community plan level design guidelines that encourage 
commercial centers in compact walkable configurations; expanding bicycle 
infrastructure; revising the Off-street Parking Design Manual to implement parking 
placement concepts that encourage pedestrian activity and concepts for providing 
shared parking facilities; and continuing to coordinate with SANDAG, Caltrans, and 
transit agencies to expand the mass transit opportunities in the incorporated County.   

 
I6-4  The County disagrees that a discussion of economic causes behind the propensity to 

drive is appropriate for inclusion in the DEIR.  As stated in CEQA Guidelines 15131(a), 
the analysis contained within an EIR shall focus on physical changes that may be 
caused by a project.  While it is true that the issue of economics is closely related to 
community driving patterns, the purpose of the EIR is to focus on the physical 
environmental changes that may be caused by the General Plan Update.  As stated in 
response to comment I6-3, the DEIR acknowledges that on-road transportation is a 
substantial contributor to GHG emissions in the County, and identifies numerous policies 
and mitigation measures to be implemented that would reduce VMT. 

 
I6-5 The County disagrees with this comment, which refers to a statement in DEIR Appendix 

K, San Diego County GHG Emissions Inventory.  This statement referred to by the 
commenter is accurate and true because there are many factors, both natural and 
manmade, that contribute to affecting the complex global climate pattern.  The County 
acknowledges that not only is global climate change occurring, but that anthropogenic 
sources of GHGs through the combustion of fossil fuels in conjunction with other human 
activities appears to be closely associated with global climate change.  DEIR Section 
2.17.3.1, Issue 1: Compliance with AB 32, provides an analysis of the potential impacts 
of GHG emissions as a result of implementation of the General Plan Update, while 
Section 2.17.3.2, Issue 2: Potential Effects of Global Climate Change on the General 
Plan Update, provides an analysis of the potential impacts of climate change in the San 
Diego region.  As such, no changes have been made to the DEIR. 

 
I6-6 While the County does not disagree with the conclusion that the climate will likely be 

altered in the coming years, the extent of specific temperature changes for the San 
Diego region is still being actively studied.  Section 2.17.1.4, Potential Effects of Global 
Climate Change, states the extent of climate change effects will vary by region over time 
and with the ability of different societal and environmental systems to adapt to or cope 
with the change.  Section 2.17.3.2, Issue 2: Potential Effects of Global Climate Change 
on the General Plan Update, states that according to the San Diego Foundation‟s 
Regional Focus 2050 Working Paper and Technical Assessment, climate model 
simulations for the San Diego region predict an increase in average temperature ranging 
from about 1.5 to 4.5 degrees F by the year 2050, with some differences in the timing 
and geographic distribution of the changes.  The County is taking active steps to reduce 
GHG emissions for both County governmental operations as well as community-wide 
emissions.  Please refer to response to comment I6-2 for additional information. 

 
I6-7 The County agrees with this comment and has demonstrated its commitment to reduce 

GHG emissions by including numerous policies to this effect in the General Plan Update 
and numerous mitigation measures in the DEIR.  Please refer to responses to comments 
I6-2 and I6-3 for additional information. 
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I6-8 The County agrees with the comment that it should adopt necessary measures to 
reduce the potential effects of global climate change.  Please refer to responses to 
comments I6-2 and I6-3 for additional information. 

 
I6-9 The County agrees with the comment that it should adopt necessary measures to 

reduce GHG emissions, including measures that reduce VMT.  Please refer to response 
to comment I6-3 for additional information. 

 
I6-10 The County agrees with the comment that it should adopt measures that avoid and/or 

mitigate both the causes and effects of potential global climate change.  The proposed 
General Plan Update policies and corresponding mitigation measures previously 
identified in responses to comments I6-2 and I6-3,  in combination with applicable 
regulations including the Clean Air Act, Lieberman-Warner Climate Security Act, CARB 
standards, Title 24 standards, Executive Order S-3-05, AB 32, Executive Order S-01-07, 
SB 97, SB 1368, SB 1078, APCD standards, and existing County programs and policies, 
would reduce direct and cumulative impacts to development from adverse effects of 
climate change.  

 
I6-11 As stated in response to comment I6-3, the County acknowledges that on-road 

transportation is a substantial portion of the County‟s overall GHG emissions and agrees 
with the comment that it needs to adopt measures that reduce VMT.  Please refer to 
response to comment I6-3 for a description of General Plan Update policies and 
mitigation measures that aim to reduce VMT in the County. 

 
I6-12 The County disagrees that the DEIR is weak in identifying strategies that reduce driving 

in the unincorporated County.  The DEIR identifies multiple General Plan Update policies 
related to reducing VMT.  Refer to response to comment I6-3 for a list of these policies 
and mitigation measures.  It should be noted that DEIR Section 2.15.7.1, Issue 1: 
Unincorporated County Traffic and Level of Service (LOS) Standards, determined that 
“the proposed General Plan Update policies and mitigation measures, in addition to 
compliance with applicable regulations, would reduce proposed project traffic impacts in 
the unincorporated County; however, not to below a level of significance.  Therefore, 
direct and cumulative impacts would be significant and unavoidable.”  DEIR Section 
2.15.6.1, Issue 1: Unincorporated County Traffic and LOS Standards, also includes a 
discussion of additional mitigation measures that were considered but determined to be 
infeasible.   

 
I6-13 This comment does not relate to the analysis or adequacy of the DEIR or the General 

Plan Update.  Therefore, the comment does not raise a significant environmental issue 
for which a response is required.    

 
I6-14 The County disagrees that the strategies identified in the DEIR, including M-5.1, 

Regional Coordination, to reduce VMT are weak and unoriginal.  Please refer to 
responses to comments I6-3 and I6-12 for additional information.   

 
I6-15 This comment does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response is 

required.  Further, the County disagrees that General Plan Update Policy M-5.1, 
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Regional Coordination, is weak.  Refer to responses to comments I6-3 and I6-12 for 
additional information.     

 
I6-16 This comment appears to be referring to the parking cash out component of General 

Plan Update Policy M-9.3, Preferred Parking.  The County agrees with the comment that 
this policy does not specify how much would be paid for parking cash out programs, 
which could vary in different areas of the County.  CEQA Guidelines Section 15146 
states “the degree of specificity required in an EIR will correspond to the degree of 
specificity involved in the underlying activity which is described in the EIR.”  The DEIR is 
a programmatic document that evaluates land uses on a County-wide level.  For this 
reason, it is not required or appropriate that specific costs associated with this program 
for each region in the County be incorporated into the General Plan policy.  As such, no 
changes were made to the DEIR.  

 
I6-17 The County disagrees that General Plan Update Policy M-9.2, Transportation Demand 

Management, has no substance because the discussion of Transportation Demand 
Management (TDM) is weak.  The General Plan Update provides additional detail on the 
TDM programs proposed by the County, while the DEIR provides an evaluation of the 
environmental impacts that would occur under implementation of the General Plan 
Update.  The General Plan Update provides the following additional information on 
Transportation System and Travel Demand Management, in Chapter 4, Mobility 
Element:  

 
“Transportation Demand Management (TDM) addresses traffic congestion by reducing 
travel demand rather than increasing transportation capacity.  TDM programs such as 
employer outreach, carpool partner matching, parking cash outs, vanpools, subsidies 
and/or preferred parking to rideshare participants, guarantee rides home, bicycle 
lockers, and other amenities for bicyclists and pedestrians including clothing lockers and 
shower facilities are designed to increase the efficiency of the transportation system.  
TDM is a key tool to reduce single‐occupant‐vehicle travel as well as facilitate mobility 

options for area residents.  SANDAG manages the regional TDM program including 511, 
a free phone and web service that consolidates the San Diego region's transportation 
information into a one‐stop resource.  The 511 program provides up‐to‐the minute 

information on traffic conditions, incidents and driving times, schedule, route and fare 
information for San Diego public transportation services carpool and vanpool referrals, 
bicycling information and more.  The County has an opportunity to facilitate the use of 
TDM methods by encouraging land use planning and infrastructure improvements that 
better accommodate pedestrians, bicyclists, and transit users.  In addition, the County 
can also offer incentives that encourage projects to implement TDM programs.” 
 
DEIR Section 2.15.6.1, Issue 1: Unincorporated County Traffic and LOS Standards, and 
DEIR Section 2.15.6.5, Issue 5: Parking Capacity, identify the following General Plan 
Update policies that support TDM programs: Policy M-9.1, Transportation Systems 
Management; Policy M-9.2, Transportation Demand Management; Policy M-9.3, 
Preferred Parking, and Policy M-9.4, Park-and-Ride Facilities support the TDM 
programs.  The County believes these General Plan Update policies address TDM 
programs at an appropriate level of specificity for the proposed project.  Refer to 
response to comment I6-16 for additional information on the level of detail required in the 
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DEIR.  However, it should be noted that the following measure has been added to DEIR 
Section 2.15.6.1 Issue 1: Unincorporated County Traffic and LOS Standards as 
mitigation measure Tra-1.7 and to the draft Implementation Plan as measure 4.1.2.C: 

 
“4.1.2.C Transportation Demand Management.  Develop project review procedures to 
require large commercial and office development to use Transportation Demand 
Management Programs to reduce single-occupant vehicle traffic generation and to 
prepare and forward annual reports to the County on the effectiveness of the program.” 

 
I6-18 The County disagrees that a TDM policy modeled to quantify reductions in driving is 

appropriate.  However, please refer to response to comment I6-17 above for the new 
measure proposed in the draft Implementation Plan concerning Transportation Demand 
Management.  This measure includes a provision that will require large commercial and 
office development forward annual reports to the County on the effectiveness of the 
TDM program. 

 
I6-19 The County disagrees with the comment that it is not serious about implementing 

General Plan Update Policy M-10.1, Parking Capacity.  This policy addresses parking 
capacity issues for new development at an appropriate level of specificity for the 
proposed project.  Refer to response to comment I6-16 for additional information on the 
level of detail required in the DEIR.  Additionally, General Plan Update Policy M-10.1 
makes no reference to the word „adequate‟ or the County of San Diego off-street parking 
permit.  Therefore, it would be out of context to provide a definition of the word adequate 
or to describe the new wording in the County of San Diego off-street parking ordinance.  
DEIR Section 2.15.6.1, Issue 1: Unincorporated County Traffic and LOS Standards, 
identifies mitigation measure Tra-1.6, which describes potential revisions to the County 
Off-Street Parking Design Manual.  As such, no changes were made to the DEIR. 

 
I6-20 Although the County appreciates this comment, it does not agree that General Plan 

Update Policy M-10.5, Reduced Parking, should specify cash-out payment 
requirements.  Please refer to response to comment I6-16 for additional information.  

 
I6-21 This comment does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response is 

required.  As such, no changes were made to the DEIR.  
 
I6-22 The County appreciates this summary of information on California Transportation 

Commission‟s Guidelines to Metropolitan Planning Organizations, such as SANDAG.  
However, this comment does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a 
response is required.   

 
I6-23 The comment correctly quotes sections of the DEIR.  However, the County disagrees 

that it “plans to leave its fate in the hands of the State” in regard to reducing driving and 
reducing GHG emissions.  It is the opinion of the County that the author has 
misinterpreted the text quoted in this comment from DEIR Section 2.17.7.1, Issue 1: 
Compliance with AB 32, which has since been revised to clarify the issue.  The wording 
in this section provides a conclusion that the County cannot independently achieve AB 
32 targets without some effort from the State.  This section does not conclude that the 
County will take no individual actions to meet AB 32 targets.  The DEIR identifies 
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multiple General Plan Update policies and mitigation measures that would be 
implemented on a County-wide level and that would reduce environmental impacts 
associated with vehicle trips and climate change.  Refer to response to comment I6-3 for 
a list of General Plan Update policies and mitigation measures that would reduce VMT, 
and response to comment I6-2 for a list of General Plan Update policies and mitigation 
measures that would reduce GHG emissions.  These policies and mitigation measures 
also include inter-agency communication strategies, including state agencies, for 
reducing VMT and GHG emissions.  As a result of the commitments included in these 
policies and mitigation measures, the County has revised the conclusion in Section 2.17 
of the DEIR that impacts would be mitigated to less than significant.    

 
I6-24 The County agrees that a proposed allowable change in VMT, based on an overall GHG 

reduction plan, has not yet been established.  However, it disagrees that this information 
is necessary to include in the DEIR.  Rather than being included in the EIR, this 
information would be more appropriate to be provided in the Climate Change Action 
Plan, which is required by General Plan Update Policy COS-2.1.  The County will 
consider including this information in that plan.  However, as discussed above, the 
County identified numerous General Plan Update policies and mitigation measures to 
reduce VMT.  Refer to response to comment I6-3 for a list of General Plan Update 
policies and mitigation measures that would reduce VMT. 

 
I6-25 The County does not agree that the mitigation measures listed in Sections 8.1, Land Use 

Project Mitigations, through Section 8.6, Project Mitigation of Education and Projects to 
Support Bicycle Transportation, are feasible or appropriate for inclusion in the DEIR.  
Please refer to responses to comments I6-26 through I6-35, below, for additional 
information on each suggested mitigation measure.   

 
I6-26 The County disagrees that this mitigation measure is appropriate for inclusion in the 

DEIR.  The recommended mitigation measure calls for a systemic change in the 
approach to providing parking that would conflict with the County‟s existing parking 
policies and regulations that require each new development to provide adequate parking 
capacity for its use.  The measure would require substantial County staff time and 
funding to implement, which is not available, since this measure would require the 
overhaul of the existing parking system and parking policies and regulations, installation 
of equipment, and establishment of beneficiary groups, just to name a few.  Should a 
measure to unbundle parking be developed, such as the one described in the comment, 
it would be better implemented at a regional level in coordination with SANDAG.  If the 
County were to impose paid parking without other jurisdictions doing the same, it could 
have the affect of deterring future development in the County.  This would be 
inconsistent with the primary goal of the General Plan Update, which is to support a 
reasonable share of projected regional population growth.   
 
The County would like to note that Section 2.15.6.5, Issue 5: Parking Capacity, of the 
DEIR includes multiple General Plan Update policies and mitigation measures that 
would accomplish goals similar to those identified in Section 8.3 of the commenter‟s 
letter.  General Plan Policy M-10.4, Shared Parking, and mitigation measure Tra-5.2 
incorporate the concept of shared parking.  Refer to response to comment I6-3 for a list 
of General Plan Update policies and mitigation measures that would reduce VMT. 
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I6-27 The County disagrees that a mitigation measure reforming sales tax is appropriate for 
inclusion in the DEIR and cannot commit to advocating for the proposed measure at the 
State level.  The measure proposed by the commenter is complicated and would likely 
involve a vote of the electorate for approval.  In addition, any tax reform legislation 
initiated at the State level would be outside the jurisdiction of the County as the lead 
agency.  This alone would make the proposed mitigation measure infeasible from a 
CEQA perspective.  

 
 Additionally, the County disagrees that the proposed mitigation measure is required 

because cities (or the County) are discouraged from providing housing.  Section 1.3, 
Project Objectives, describes Project Objective 1 as “Support a reasonable share of 
projected regional population growth.”  The General Plan Update Land Use Element 
proposes 17 residential land use designations to provide for a full range of housing 
types, from village multi-family housing to rural single-family housing.  The General Plan 
Update would accommodate approximately 71,540 additional housing units.  Therefore, 
the proposed project encourages supporting a reasonable share of projected regional 
population growth and the proposed mitigation measure is not needed.  
 
Further, this measure is proposed as a mitigation measure to reduce land use impacts.  
DEIR Section 2.9, Land Use, determined that after implementation of the General Plan 
Update policies and mitigation measures, the proposed project would not result in any 
significant land use impacts.  Therefore, no additional land use mitigation measures, 
such as a sales tax reform, are required.  As such, no revisions were made to the 
DEIR in response to this comment. 

 
I6-28 The County disagrees that a “cap and trade” system of development rights needs to be 

included in the DEIR as a mitigation measure to reduce land use impacts.  Section 2.9, 
Land Use, of the DEIR determined that after implementation of the General Plan Update 
policies and mitigation measures, the proposed project would not result in any significant 
land use impacts.  Therefore, no additional land use mitigation measures are required.  
Additionally, DEIR Section 2.15.7.6, Issue 6: Alternative Transportation, determined that 
after implementation of the General Plan Update policies and mitigation measures, the 
proposed project would not result in any significant impacts associated with conflicts with 
alternative transportation.  Therefore, no additional alternative transportation mitigation 
measures are required.  As such, no revisions were made to the DEIR.  
 
Additionally, it should be noted that the DEIR does include multiple policies and 
mitigation measures that promote growth near existing public transportation facilities and 
promote the expansion of public transportation facilities.  These policies and mitigation 
measures would accomplish a similar goal to the commenter‟s proposed “cap and trade” 
mitigation measure, which is to locate future development near transit facilities.  Section 
2.15.6.6, Issue 6: Alternative Transportation, of the DEIR includes the following General 
Plan Update policies that support multi-model transportation: Policy LU-5.1, Reduction of 
Vehicle Trips within Communities; Policy LU-5.4, Planning Support; Policy LU-5.5, 
Projects that Impede Non-Motorized Travel; Policy LU-11.6, Office Development; Policy 
M-3.2, Traffic Impact Mitigation; Policy M-8.1, Transit Service for Transit-Dependent 
Populations; Policy M-8.3, Transit Stops that Facilitate Ridership; Policy M-8.4, Transit 
Amenities; Policy M-8.5, Improved Transit Facilities; Policy M-8.7, Inter-Regional Travel 
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Modes; and Policy M-11.2, Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities in Development. 
Additionally, this section also identifies mitigation measures Tra-6.5 and Tra-6.6, which 
involve reviewing and expanding mass transit opportunities.  Therefore, the result that 
commenter is seeking through the proposed “cap and trade” mitigation measure would 
be accomplished by General Plan Update policies and mitigation measures currently 
proposed in the DEIR. 

 
I6-29 The County disagrees that the proposed mitigation measure is feasible or appropriate for 

inclusion in the DEIR.  The County believes the existing General Plan Update policies 
and mitigation measures related to the improvement and expansion of alternative 
transportation facilities are at the appropriate level of specificity for the proposed project.  
Refer to response to comment I6-16 for additional information on the level of detail 
required in the DEIR.  Refer to response to comment I6-28 for a list of General Plan 
Update policies and mitigation measures that promote the improvement and expansion 
of alternative transportation facilities.  Additionally, Section 2.15.7.6, Issue 6: Alternative 
Transportation, determined that after implementation of the General Plan Update 
policies and mitigation measures, the proposed project would not result in any significant 
impacts associated with conflicts with alternative transportation.  Therefore, no additional 
alternative transportation mitigation measures are required.  As such, no changes to the 
DEIR were made.  
 
Additionally, the Metropolitan Transit System and the North County Transit District are 
the two primary agencies that deliver transit services within the unincorporated County.  
These agencies would be the appropriate authorities to implement “fixed guide-way” bus 
and rail operational improvements, rather than the County of San Diego, which serves 
as the lead agency for the proposed project under CEQA.    

 
I6-30 The County will consider all relevant comments received by any agency, organization or 

individual regarding the DEIR.  All information presented in this comment letter is 
addressed in response to comments I6-1 through I6-37.  For responses to comments 
provided in the Move San Diego letter, refer to comment letter O 7, Move San Diego.  
For responses to comments provided in the SOFAR letter, refer to comment letter O 14, 
Saver Our Forest and Ranchlands (SOFAR). 

 
I6-31 This comment does not relate to the analysis or adequacy of the DEIR.  Therefore, the 

comment does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response is 
required.    

 
I6-32 This comment provides an in-depth description of the Universal Unbundling the Cost of 

Parking mitigation measure proposed by the author and addressed in response to 
comment I6-26.  Although the County appreciates this information, it has been 
determined that the commenter‟s proposed mitigation measure is inappropriate for 
inclusion in the DEIR because it would conflict with existing County parking policies and 
regulations.  Refer to response to comment I6-26 for additional information.   

 
I6-33 The County disagrees with the comment.  The DEIR includes multiple General Plan 

Update policies and mitigation measures that would reduce VMT and GHG emissions.  
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Refer to response to comment I6-2 and I6-3 for a description of these General Plan 
Update policies and mitigation measures that address VMT and GHG.  
 
The County on its own would not be able to accomplish a regional reduction in VMT 
since it can only impose such a fee on facilities within its jurisdiction.  The fee would not 
be enforceable on State facilities or roadways in other jurisdictions, including those that 
connect to County roadways.  Should a Comprehensive Road Use Fee Pricing System 
be developed, it should be implemented on a regional level and be developed in 
coordination with SANDAG.  If the County were to impose a road use fee without other 
jurisdictions doing the same, it could have the affect of deterring future development in 
the County.  This would be inconsistent with the primary goal of the General Plan 
Update, which is to support a reasonable share of projected regional population growth.  
Additionally, the measure would require the County to monitor and enforce the road-use 
fee structure conditions within its jurisdiction, which it does not have the funding or 
staffing available to accomplish.  This would conflict with the proposed project‟s objective 
to minimize public costs of infrastructure and services.  As such, no revisions to the 
DEIR have been made.  
 
Refer to responses to comments I6-16, I6-26, I6-27, I6-28 and I6-29 for additional 
information on parking cash-out programs, universal unbundling of parking, sales tax 
reform, cap and trade system of development rights, and transit redesign and expansion, 
which are related to the Comprehensive Road Use Fee Pricing System mitigation 
measure proposed by the commenter.  

 
I6-34 The County disagrees with the comment.  The measure as proposed in the comment 

would require substantial County staff time and funding to implement, since its 
establishment would require the overhaul of the existing County development fee 
structure and roadway financing system.  This would conflict with the proposed project‟s 
objective to minimize public costs of infrastructure and services.  Additionally, the 
measure would require the County to monitor and enforce the road-use fee structure 
conditions within its jurisdiction, which it does not have the funding or staffing available 
to accomplish.  Finally, implementation of a County mandated user fee program that 
charges each home for automobile entry and exits would prove highly controversial as 
individuals raise concerns over their right to privacy.  Should a pay as you drive system 
be developed, it should be implemented on a regional level in coordination with 
SANDAG.  If the County were to impose this measure without other jurisdictions doing 
the same, it could have the affect of deterring future development in the County.  This 
would be inconsistent with the primary goal of the General Plan Update, which is to 
support a reasonable share of projected regional population growth.  Therefore, the 
County has determined this proposed measure as infeasible.  As such, no revisions 
were made to the DEIR.    

 
I6-35 The County disagrees with the comment, which provides a plan for the distribution of 

SANDAG‟s $270 million dollars for the “Regional Bike Plan.”  The County has no 
authority to allocated funds controlled by SANDAG.  The County suggests that the 
commenter approach SANDAG with the comment instead.  The measure proposed in 
the comment would require substantial County staff time and funding for education and 
bicycle transportation projects, which is not available.  This would conflict with the 
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proposed project‟s objective to minimize public costs of infrastructure and services.  
Therefore, the measure is determined to be infeasible and no revisions to the DEIR were 
made.  

 
 It should be noted that the DEIR identifies multiple General Plan Update policies and 

mitigation measures in support of bicycle transportation.  Section 2.15.6.6, Issue 6: 
Alternative Transportation, of the DEIR, lists the following policies that would encourage 
and expand safe bicycle transit: Policy LU-5.1, Reduction of Vehicle Trips within 
Communities; Policy LU-5.4, Planning Support; Policy LU-5.5, Projects that Impeded 
Non-Motorized Travel; Policy M-3.1, Public Roads Rights-of-Way; Policy M-3.2, Traffic 
Impact Mitigation; Policy M-4.3, Rural Roads Compatible with Rural Character; Policy 
M-11.1, Bicycle Facility Design; Policy M-11.2, Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities in 
Development; Policy M-11.3, Bicycle Facilities on Roads Designated in the Mobility 
Element; Policy M-11.4, Bicycle Network Connectivity; Policy M-11.5, Funding for 
Bicycle Network Improvements; Policy M-11.6, Coordination for Bicycle and Pedestrian 
Facility Connectivity; and Policy M-11.7, Bicycle and Pedestrian Facility Design. In 
addition, this section also identifies mitigation measures Tra-6.7 and Tra-6.8, which 
require coordination with agencies, including SANDAG, to develop a County Bicycle 
Transportation Plan and Regional Bicycle Plan.  

 
I6-36 This comment is addressed in responses to comments I6-26 and I6-32.  
 
I6-37 This comment is a duplicate of comment I6-36.  This comment is addressed in 

responses to comments I6-26 and I6-32. 
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I7-1 This comment letter is the same as an earlier comment letter (Letter I 2).  Refer to 
responses to comments I2-1 through I2-4. 
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I8-1 This comment letter is the same as an earlier comment letter (Letter I 2).  Refer to 
responses to comments I2-1 through I2-4.   
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I9-1 This comment is introductory in nature and does not raise a significant environmental 
issue for which a response is required. 

 
I9-2 The County appreciates these comments.  Table 1-1 is discussed further in the 

following comments and responses.  
 
I9-3 The County appreciates this information and is aware the existing uses in the vicinity 

of the observatory.  Table 1-1 provides a summary of the proposed land use 
designations for the General Plan Update.  The site currently contains a Public/Semi-
Public Lands designation.  The Public/Semi-Public Facilities designation is 
considered appropriate for the uses contained on the site, which can be further 
regulated through the County's Zoning Ordinance.  

 
I9-4 The County's proposed Open Space designation does not encompass all preserved 

lands in the unincorporated area.  It is primarily used to recognize whole parcels that 
have been dedicated to open space and contain no development potential.  
Typically, these lands are lands that are owned by a jurisdiction, public agency, or 
conservancy group. 

 
I9-5 As discussed in responses to comments I9-3 and I9-4, the acreages are for County 

designations, which sometimes differ or are less descriptive than the uses that are 
actually found on the ground.  The numbers in the DEIR are correct.  

 
I9-6 The County appreciates this comment but its information is not correct.  Williamson 

Act Contracts can only be executed within Agricultural Preserves.  The County has 
numerous lands in Agricultural Preserves without contracts.  

 
I9-7 The burn dump site at Palomar Mountain is a historic trash burning site that is no 

longer in use.  It is likely difficult to impossible to identify by simply visiting or passing 
the site.  The existence of the site is known from historic records and research and is 
in County databases.  

 
I9-8 The Wildland/Urban Interface (WUI) data in Table 2.7-9 is based on the most current 

information available from CAL FIRE.  The County acknowledges that fires following 
that time could have affected the WUI.  However, the DEIR can only incorporate the 
best available information.  The table has been revised to clarify that the data is from 
CAL FIRE in 2003. 

 
I9-9 DEIR Section 2.9.1.2 Community and Subregional Planning Areas, the third 

paragraph under the “North Mountain Subregion” subheading, has been revised by 
replacing “further commercial and industrial development is not anticipated” with “the 
General Plan Update does not propose additional Commercial development in the 
Subregion.”  Much of the Palomar area of the Subregion is subject to the Forest 
Conservation Initiative (FCI).  Lands subject to the FCI are included on the General 
Plan Update land use map under the heading “Forest Conservation Initiative 
Overlay” and are not assigned General Plan Update designations.  The County 
intends to reevaluate the designation of FCI lands after the Initiative sunsets at the 
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end of 2010 and, when appropriate, propose new commercial or residential 
designations as part of a County-initiated General Plan Amendment. 

 
I9-10 This comment does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response 

is required. 
 
I9-11 This comment does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response 

is required. 
 
I9-12 The Backcountry Development Alternative refers to a general increase in density in 

areas proposed as Rural Lands under the proposed project.  This alternative does 
not seem to relate to the desires referred to by the comment to locate increased 
commercial development in the Palomar Mountain community.  Therefore, 
designation of a Rural Village in the Palomar Mountain community, which could be 
used to reflect the community’s desires for this type of use, would not be in conflict 
with this portion of the DEIR.  

 
I9-13 The County has knowledge of water export activities on Palomar Mountain such as 

bottled water companies, but does not have any information regarding groundwater 
levels or amount of production through time for these activities.  The groundwater 
investigation will be revised to recognize that water export activities exist on Palomar 
Mountain.  When appropriate, the County will incorporate all available information 
into the County's groundwater monitoring network to aid any future groundwater 
discretionary projects that may be located within the vicinity of the export activities. 

 
I9-14 The numbers referred to in the comment for number of connections and population 

of the Palomar Mountain Mutual Water Company were taken from the County of San 
Diego Department of Environmental Health Small Drinking Water Systems Program 
database.  The numbers reported within Table 3-8 of the General Plan Update 
Groundwater Study were found to be consistent with the latest documentation within 
the file kept for this water company.  Additionally, each residential parcel that is 
hooked up to the water company was assumed to consume approximately 0.5 acre-
feet of groundwater per year.  This residential consumption was used in the basin by 
basin analysis of groundwater resources within the General Plan Update 
Groundwater Study. 

 
I9-15 The "NE" in Table 3-8 of the General Plan Update DEIR Appendix D: Groundwater 

Study means that the water demand for the Palomar Mountain Mutual Water 
Company was not directly estimated.  Rather, as indicated in footnote 7 at the end of 
Table 3-8, residential water use was estimated separately at 0.5 acre-feet per year 
per parcel.  

 
I9-16 It appears that the comment is referring to numbers on Page C-4 of DEIR Appendix 

F, Noise Technical Report of the DEIR, which is a table labeled “Potentially 
Incompatible Land Uses within the 65 dB Roadway Noise Contour.”  These numbers 
are not intended to reflect the entirety of the lands in the Palomar Mountain 
community.  Rather, they identify potentially incompatible land uses that fall within 
the projected 65 dB roadway noise contours.  
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I9-17 This comment does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response 

is required.  The comment is appreciated and the County also notes that the General 
Plan Update does not propose changes to Forest Conservation Initiative lands. 

 
I9-18 This comment provides a conclusion to the comment letter.  The County appreciates 

the support expressed by the commenter. 
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I10-1 This comment is introductory in nature and does not raise a significant environmental 
issue for which a response is required.  

 
I10-2 Issues raised in this comment are not related to an environmental issue pursuant to 

CEQA.  This comment refers to APNs 140-160-48-00 and 140-370-25-00, as well as 
APN 140-160-46; however, a search of County records did not reveal any parcels 
with these APNs.  The comment states the author’s objection to changes in density, 
zoning and land use for the subject properties.  The County appreciates this 
comment.  Ultimately, the Board of Supervisors will determine which land use map 
will be implemented.  The information in this comment will be in the documents for 
review and consideration by the County Board of Supervisors. 
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I11-1 This comment letter is the same as an earlier comment letter (Letter I 2).  Refer to 
responses to comments I2-1 through I2-4. 
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I12-1 The County appreciates these comments.  The previous comment letter submitted 
by Citizens Coordinate for Century 3 pertained to the draft General Plan and not the 
DEIR.  This comment, and the previous letter, do not address the adequacy or 
accuracy of the DEIR and do not raise significant environmental issues for which a 
response is required. 

 
I12-2 Responses to issues raised by the Endangered Habitats League, including the 

reference to policies in the draft General Plan as contributing to mitigation, can be 
found in the responses to comments G5-1 through G5-184.  
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I13-1 This comment letter is the same as an earlier comment letter (Letter I 2).  Refer to 
responses to comments I2-1 through I2-4.   
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I14-1 This comment letter is the same as an earlier comment letter (Letter I 2).  Refer to 
responses to comments I2-1 through I2-4.   
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I15- 1 This comment is introductory in nature and does not raise a significant environmental 
issue for which a response is required. 

 
I15-2 The County disagrees that the General Plan Update “does not take into 

consideration the economic well being of the sub-region” and that the land use plans 
do not accommodate local job growth.  The land uses addressed by the comment 
are too specific for a General Plan; however, the County recommends the 
commenter coordinate with the Descanso Planning Group to incorporate language in 
the Community Plan Update (which would occur after the adoption of the General 
Plan Update) that encourages the types of land uses identified in this comment.   

 
I15-3 The County appreciates the issues raised with addressing the Forest Conservation 

Initiative (FCI) lands.  The County does not have the ability to modify the 
designations on these lands until the initiative expires.  With regard to the Oak Grove 
Drive/Manzanita Drive area, the purpose of the proposed 4.3 dwelling unit per acre 
category was to recognize the existing parcelization and development of this area.  
The County acknowledges that achievement of this density may not be possible in 
this neighborhood due to septic and other constraints.  

 
I15-4 The County disagrees that the DEIR does not fully analyze impacts in areas where 

build-out of the General Plan density is less than the number of dwelling units that 
currently exist in the area.  Existing homes are counted as part of the baseline.  
Therefore, the mapping of an area with a density designation lower than what is 
actually on the ground does not affect the EIR analysis.   

 
I15-5 The County appreciates these opinions of the commenter on the draft Rural Village 

Boundary, which differs from the boundary support by the Descanso Planning Group.  
This comment letter will be part of the Final EIR; therefore, the commenter’s 
preference for an expanded Rural Village Boundary is documented and this 
information will be made available to the County Board of Supervisors.  The County 
Board of Supervisors has the approval authority for the proposed project and will 
consider all information in the Final EIR and related documents before making a 
decision on the project.  Potential impacts to community character, water facilities, 
and roads are all addressed in the DEIR.  Therefore, no revisions were made to the 
DEIR in response to this comment.  

 
I15-6 This comment takes exception to positions taken by the draft Community Plan; 

however, specific examples are provided in comments I15-7 through I15-11.  This 
comment does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response is 
required.  

 
I15-7 The County acknowledges the commenter’s opposition to text in the Noise Chapter 

of the Central Mountain Subregional Plan that discourages off road vehicle uses.  As 
discussed in response to comment I15-5 above, this comment letter will be part of 
the Final EIR; therefore, the commenter’s opposition to language that discourages 
off-road vehicle parks is documented and this information will be made available to 
the County Board of Supervisors.  The County Board of Supervisors has the 
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approval authority for the proposed project and will consider all information in the 
Final EIR and related documents before making a decision on the project 

 
I15-8 Please refer to response to comment I15-7 above. 
 
I15-9 Please refer to response to comment I15-7 above. 
 
I15-10 Please refer to response to comment I15-7 above. 
 
I15-11 Please refer to response to comment I15-7 above. 
 
I15-12 This comment does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response 

is required. 
 
I15-13 This comment does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response 

is required. 
 
I15-14 The referenced property is currently developed with a store and office.  These uses 

are accounted for in the DEIR as part of the baseline condition.  Additionally, 
expiration of the Forest Conservation Initiative (FCI) and possible redesignation of 
lands was included in the DEIR as a cumulative project.  In that scenario, the 
referenced property was considered to have retained its C-36 zoning. 

 



Response to Comments 

 

Comment Letter I 16, Esry, Bev  
 

San Diego County General Plan Update EIR  Page I16-1 
August 2011 

 
 



Response to Comments 

 

Responses to Letter I 16, Esry, Bev  
 

San Diego County General Plan Update EIR  Page I16-2 
August 2011 

I16-1 This comment is in support of the General Plan Update maps and plans for 
Campo/Lake Morena and does not raise a significant environmental issue for which 
a response is required.  This comment will be in the documents for review and 
consideration by the County Board of Supervisors. 
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I17-1 This comment is in support of the General Plan Update maps and plans for 
Campo/Lake Morena and does not raise a significant environmental issue for which 
a response is required.  This comment will be in the documents for review and 
consideration by the County Board of Supervisors. 
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I18-1 This comment is in support of the General Plan Update and does not raise a significant 
environmental issue for which a response is required.  This comment will be in the 
documents for review and consideration by the County Board of Supervisors. 
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I19-1 This comment letter is the same as an earlier comment letter (Letter I 2).  Refer to 
responses to comments I2-1 through I2-4.   
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I20-1 This comment is introductory in nature and does not raise a significant environmental 
issue for which a response is required. 

 
I20-2 The County does not agree that DEIR mitigation measures are difficult to trace to 

specific provisions in the draft General Plan.  The mitigation measures presented in 
the DEIR are either included in the draft Implementation Plan or as policies in the 
draft General Plan.  In addition, the measures will become part of the Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Program required under CEQA. 

 
I20-3 The County appreciates this comment.  The ultimate determination of infeasibility will 

be made by the Board of Supervisors.  It should be noted that while the comment 
appears to quote directly from DEIR Section 2.7.6.8, the bullet point in the comment 
paraphrases and editorializes the infeasible measures provided in the DEIR. 

 
I20-4 The comment contends that draft Safety Element Policy S-1.1 to minimize the 

population exposed to hazards is not carried through in the draft Land Use or Safety 
Element policies.  The comment further states that the Project Land Use Map 
proposes density increases in Very High Hazard Areas.  The County does not agree 
with the comment.  In fact, in most cases in very high fire risk areas the proposed 
project will result in decreased density when compared to the existing General Plan.  
The County also does not agree that draft Safety Element policies under Goal S-3 
are inconsistent with draft Safety Element Policy S-1.1.  The draft General Plan 
Safety Element states, “Because most of the unincorporated County is located within 
high or very high fire hazard severity zones, avoiding high threat areas is not 
possible.”  Since it is not feasible to totally avoid developing in very high hazard 
areas, the policies under draft Safety Element Goal S-3 are intended to ensure any 
development that does occur minimizes loss to life and property. 

 
I20-5 The County cannot avoid potential impacts involving wildland fires.  However, 

measures are proposed to mitigate impacts to the maximum extent feasible.  In 
addition, the General Plan Update will significantly reduce future development in 
hazardous areas when compared to the existing general plan. 

 
I20-6 This comment summarizes revisions that have been previously made to the draft 

General Plan.  No response is necessary.  
 
I20-7 This comment focuses on the wording of the draft General Plan Update and does not 

address the adequacy of the DEIR.  The County does not agree that if the number of 
structural losses due to wildland fires is included within the Context section of the 
Safety Element, then the number of acres of natural vegetation burned should also 
be included.  Information regarding the amount and type of vegetation burned in 
wildland fires is not available, while recent amendments to regulations has reduced 
structural losses.  

 
 The County appreciates the comment that this sentence is misleading and 

unnecessary since it is addressed under “Multiple Fire Protection Districts.”  In 
response, the following sentence has been removed from the Fire Hazards Context 
section: “Wildland fire control in these areas rests predominately with the California 
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State Department of Forestry (CAL FIRE) and the United States Forest Service 
(USFS).” 

 
I20-8 The County does not agree that draft Safety Element Goal S-3 should be amended 

to state that development should be avoided in high risk areas.  The goal is intended 
to be broad as it focuses on minimizing any loss due to fire.  Avoiding development 
in high risk areas is a means to implement this goal and is more appropriate as a 
policy. 

 
 This comment further recommends that a policy be added that would avoid 

development in Very High Hazard Zones.  The County does not concur that a new 
policy is necessary since draft Land Use Element Policy LU-6.10 Protection from 
Wildfires and Unmitigable Hazards assigns land uses and densities that would 
minimize development in Very High or High Hazard Areas. 

 
I20-9 The County appreciates this comment, but does not concur that the policy should be 

changed.  The focus of this policy is on the design and location of development to 
minimize risks from fires when it is not feasible to totally avoid development in 
hillsides and canyons. 

 
 In addition, the County does not concur that “maximum ignition-resistant 

construction” needs to be added to this policy as this issue is already addressed in 
draft Safety Element Policy S-3.7 Fire Resistant Construction.  Therefore, no 
changes have been made. 

 
I20-10 The County appreciates this suggestion but does not agree with it.  The sidebar to 

the right of the policy is meant to provide clarification but is not a part of the policy.  
Therefore, no change has been made.  

 
I20-11 The County does not concur that draft Safety Element Policy S-3.7 should be 

changed to establish standards that would “require” retrofitting of existing structures 
in Very High Hazard Areas.  This is outside the County's authority; therefore, the 
policy is written to “support” retrofitting existing structure. 

 
I20-12 General Plan Update draft Safety Element Policy S-4.1 has been revised as shown 

below based on this comment, along with some grammatical changes. 
 
 “Support programs consistent with state law that require fuel management/ 

modification within established defensible space boundaries and when strategic fuel 
modification is necessary outside of defensible space, balance fuel management 
needs to protect structures with the preservation of native vegetation and sensitive 
habitats. 

 
I20-13 The County does not agree that draft Safety Element Policy S-4.2, Coordination to 

Minimize Fuel Management Impacts, should be revised to require the County to 
incorporate comments from CAL FIRE and the wildlife agencies.  However, the 
policy has been amended replacing “solicit comments” with “consider comments.”  In 
addition, the policy has been amended to include the U.S. Forest Service and local 
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fire districts as entities that the County would “consider comments from,” in addition 
to CAL FIRE and wildlife agencies. 

 
I20-14 The Vegetation Management Report identified tools that agencies could consider 

when managing vegetation.  It does not give the County authority to manage 
vegetation.  As such, it would not be appropriate to reference this report in the draft 
General Plan and DEIR.  See also responses to comments O1-15 and X5-56. 

 
I20-15 The draft General Plan policies adequately address fire risk and life safety 

objectives.  Shelter-in-Place is an option available to achieve those objectives 
through fire code and General Plan policy requirements, yet it is not necessary to 
include in the General Plan.  

 
I20-16 The County does not agree with this comment.  The description of potential impacts 

from climate change provided in the DEIR is consistent with available studies and 
reports on the issue.  DEIR Section 2.17.6.2 Issue 2: Effects of Global Climate 
Change on the General Plan Update discusses mitigation that is related to this issue.  
The comment provides no further detail or suggestions for consideration by the 
County so further response is not necessary.  

 
I20-17 The County does not agree with this comment.  The DEIR explains that if water is 

not available, the draft General Plan policies will preclude a project from being 
approved and built.  The DEIR also explains that the County Water Authority is 
planning to expand future water supplies, as well as improve upon the reliability of its 
supplies.  It is not clear what additional analysis is necessary as suggested by the 
comment because no further detail is provided.  

 
I20-18 The County does not agree with this comment.  Potential groundwater impacts, 

including cumulative impacts, are thoroughly discussed in DEIR Section 2.8 
Hydrology and Water Quality and Appendix D Groundwater Study.  

 
I20-19 The County agrees that GHG emissions are significant environmental impacts which 

must be mitigated.  However, the County does not agree with the remainder of the 
comment.  As explained in the DEIR, the AB 32 standard is to reduce statewide 
emissions to 1990 levels by 2020.  The comment references the requirement of a 30 
percent reduction; however, this is not a requirement of State law or any associated 
policy.  Also, the goal of reducing emissions 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050 is 
contained in an Executive Order issued by the California Governor.  The Executive 
Order specifies that reducing emissions 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050 is a 
target for California.  The Executive Order does not set this as a standard or provide 
further guidance for implementation of this target.  This is in stark contrast to the 
target of 1990 levels by 2020 which was specifically adopted as a statewide 
emissions standard by AB 32.  Therefore, the County did not use the 2050 target in 
determining significance of impacts.  See also responses to comments S1-3, G5-
100, and O1-20. 

 
I20-20 The County does not agree with this comment.  As part of AB 32, the California Air 

Resources Board was directed to prepare and approve a scoping plan for achieving 
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the maximum technologically feasible and cost-effective reductions in greenhouse 
gas emissions from sources or categories of sources of greenhouse gases by 2020.  
The scoping plan, approved by the CARB Board December 12, 2008, provides the 
outline for actions to reduce greenhouse gases in California to achieve the AB 32 
target.  The approved scoping plan indicates how these emission reductions will be 
achieved from significant greenhouse gas sources via regulations, market 
mechanisms and other actions.  As detailed in the scoping plan, achievement of the 
2020 target requires actions from all levels of government and no single sector of 
government is expected to achieve the target alone.  Nevertheless, the policies and 
mitigation measures in the DEIR provide a firm commitment by the County to 
achieve the AB 32 targets.  As a result, the DEIR conclusion has been revised for 
this issue to be mitigated to a less than significant level.  

 
I20-21 The County does not agree with this comment.  It is believed that the comment 

should be referring to DEIR Appendix K Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Emissions 
Inventory, which is the inventory that was prepared by the County (not the University 
of San Diego).  The mitigation measures identified in Appendix K are included in the 
General Plan Update draft Implementation Plan as action items that will be 
undertaken by the County.  In addition, Section III.C of the Inventory evaluates the 
potential reductions that could be achieved through implementation of these actions.  
The County has identified all feasible mitigation related to GHG emissions.  The 
comment does not identify any other measures for consideration and therefore no 
further response is necessary.  

 
I20-22 The County does not agree with this comment.  The Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Inventory provided in DEIR Appendix K indicates that the AB 32 emissions targets 
are achievable.  Additionally, the draft General Plan includes numerous policies and 
measures to support a multi-model transportation network that does not solely rely 
on personal automobiles.  However, the geographic extent of the unincorporated 
area, rugged terrain, lower densities, high cost of transit, and numerous other factors 
make a substantial shift from the current form of travel extremely difficult.  Further, 
the County has very limited influence on transit planning and expenditures in the 
region.  

 
I20-23 It is not clear what policies are suggested as being vague or tentative as no further 

detail is provided.  The County has reviewed all policies to ensure that they are clear 
and provide the appropriate level of commitment and direction.  As no further detail is 
provided, further response is not necessary.  

 
I20-24 The County does not agree with the suggestion that all policies and mitigation 

measures must include performance standards.  This is not a requirement of CEQA.  
The County asserts that the draft policies and mitigation measures are enforceable 
and offer adequate mitigation.  Projects must be in conformance with General Plan 
policies to be approved; therefore, the policies provide adequate enforceability.  See 
also response to comment G5-46. 

 
I20-25 This comment is conclusive in nature and does not raise a significant environmental 

issue for which a response is required. 
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I21-1 This comment letter is the same as an earlier comment letter (Letter I 2).  Refer to 
responses to comments I2-1 through I2-4.   
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I22-1 The County does not agree with this comment which is discussed further in the 
responses below.  

 
I22-2 The County does not agree with this comment.  The achievement of the population 

and housing projections described in the DEIR is not an issue that requires analysis 
under CEQA.  Therefore, the general problem asserted by the comment is not 
relevant.  Further, the County does not agree that a fatal flaw in its projections exist.  
The projections took into account a variety of variables including that some 
properties would not be built upon or would not achieve full development potential.  

 
I22-3 This comment does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response 

is required. 
 
I22-4 This comment does not address the General Plan Update or the adequacy or 

accuracy of the DEIR and does not raise a significant environmental issue for which 
a response is required.  As discussed under response to comment I22-2, the 
population projections accounted for development constraints and the ability of the 
project to achieve these projections is not an issue that requires analysis under 
CEQA. 

 
I22-5 This comment does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response 

is required.  See also response to comment I22-2 above. 
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I23-1 This comment does not raise specific issues for which a response is required.  
Wastewater disposal and the construction of new facilities to support wastewater 
disposal is addressed in Sections 2.8 and 2.16 of the DEIR. 

 
I23-2 This comment does not raise a specific environmental issue for which a response is 

required.  Solid waste disposal is addressed in Section 2.16 of the DEIR. 
 
I23-3 This comment does not raise a specific environmental issue for which a response is 

required.  Wastewater disposal and the construction of new facilities to support 
wastewater disposal is addressed in Sections 2.8 and 2.16 of the DEIR.  Water 
quality issues are also addressed in Section 2.8 of the DEIR. 
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I24-1 The County disagrees that an overall increase in density in Ramona is being planned 
under the General Plan Update.  While the General Plan Update would redistribute 
the development density toward the Ramona town center, the Proposed Project for 
the General Plan Update would allow for 3,188 less dwelling units than the existing 
General Plan.  With build-out of the existing General Plan, 9,396 new dwelling units 
would be allowed within the Ramona Community Planning Area, while the General 
Plan Update would allow only 6,208 new dwelling units. 

 
I24-2 Due to the overall decrease in population forecast in Ramona discussed in response 

to comment I24-1 above, the General Plan Update would result in 10.1 lane miles of 
roads operating at level of service (LOS) E / F with build-out of the General Plan land 
use map.  This is significantly less than the 38.7 lane miles that would operate at 
LOS E / F with build out of the existing General Plan.  Therefore, evacuation in 
Ramona during fires would be less congested under the General Plan Update as 
compared to the existing General Plan. 

 
I24-3 Due to the overall decrease in population forecast in Ramona discussed in response 

to comment I24-1 above, less water would be used under the General Plan Update 
than under the existing General Plan. 

 
I24-4 Due to the overall decrease in population forecast in Ramona discussed in response 

to comment I24-1 above, a smaller population would be exposed to wildfires under 
the General Plan Update than under the existing General Plan. 

 
I24-5 This provides concluding statements based on the more specific comments 

discussed above; therefore, no new issues are raised in which a response is 
required. 
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I25-1 The County appreciates these comments but does not agree with the statements 
related to the Conservation Subdivision Program (CSP).  The CSP does not 
necessitate the expansion of sewer and water use.  In rural areas, development 
footprints of 2.5 acres and larger are generally suitable for meeting CSP 
requirements.  In semi-rural and village areas, the CSP provides flexibility in 
development design.  If sewer is available, a development may benefit by being able 
to further reduce parcel size; however, this is not a requirement of the CSP.  In any 
case, the CSP does not increase density yields beyond what is designated on the 
land use map; and therefore, does not result in the need for additional water 
facilities.  

 
I25-2 As discussed in response to comment I25-1, the CSP does not require the use of 

sewer and allows for lot sizes that will accommodate septic systems in the rural 
lands.  

 
I25-3 The County appreciates the information provided about the Ramona Municipal Water 

District and is aware of the District's position.  The General Plan Update is a long 
range plan that may not necessarily match the current plans and capabilities of its 
local districts.  The proposed land use plan for Ramona was developed over 
numerous years with significant input from the community and other stakeholders.  In 
many areas within the District's service area, the General Plan Update is not 
proposing significant changes when compared to the current General Plan.  Further, 
in order to match the maps with the District’s stated capabilities, significant 
decreases in planned commercial areas and residential densities would be required.  
However, this is not necessary as the draft General Plan includes policies that 
require the availability of public services before new development can proceed.   

 
I25-4 The County is aware of the District's suggestion regarding the use of dedicated open 

space for wet weather storage and spray fields.  However, this is not a feasible 
option as dedicated open space is constrained with deed restrictions or easements 
that prohibit such uses.  See also response to comment L3-95.   

 
I25-5 The County does not agree with this comment.  Prior to processing a discretionary 

application for a development, the County requires a statement of water service 
availability from the local water district.  Prior to issuing building permit, a 
commitment of water service is required.  In order to finalize a building permit, 
connection to the water district must be completed.  Therefore, there is no evidence 
to support the suggestion that the General Plan Update will result in more wells 
being dug in the District's service area and no change to the EIR is necessary.  

 
I25-6 As discussed in response to comment I25-3, the General Plan Update is a long 

range plan that may not necessarily match the current plans and capabilities of its 
local districts.  However, the draft General Plan contains policies to ensure that 
development of the communities in the unincorporated County is in balance with 
infrastructure and done in a sustainable manner. 
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I26-1 The County does not agree with this comment.  Social and economic effects under 
CEQA need not be considered in an EIR.  See CEQA Guidelines section 15064(e).  

 
I26-2 This comment does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response 

is required. 
 
I26-3 The County does not agree with this comment.  Social and economic effects under 

CEQA need not be considered in an EIR.  See CEQA Guidelines section 15064(e).  
See also responses to comments I2-1 through I2-4 and I26-1 above.   

 
I26-4 This comment does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response 

is required. 
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I27-1 This comment letter is the same as an earlier comment letter (Letter I 26).  Refer to 
responses to comments I26-1 through I26-4.   
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I28-1 This comment letter is the same as an earlier comment letter (Letter I 26).  Refer to 
responses to comments I26-1 through I26-4.   
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I29-1 The County appreciates this comment and acknowledges the issues raised in this 
letter regarding the economy in East County.  However, social and economic effects 
under CEQA need not be considered in an EIR.  See CEQA Guidelines section 
15064(e). 
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I30-1 This comment letter is the same as an earlier comment letter (Letter I 2).  Refer to 
responses to comments I2-1 through I2-4. 
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I31-1 This comment letter is the same as an earlier comment letter (Letter I 2).  Refer to 
responses to comments I2-1 through I2-4. 
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I32-1 This comment letter is the same as an earlier comment letter (Letter I 2).  Refer to 
responses to comments I2-1 through I2-4. 
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I33-1 This comment letter is the same as an earlier comment letter (Letter I 2).  Refer to 
responses to comments I2-1 through I2-4. 
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I34-1 The County appreciates the support shown by the commenter for the General Plan 
Update planning process and acknowledges the support shown for the Draft Land 
Use Map alternative over the Referral Map.  Ultimately, the Board of Supervisors will 
determine which land use map will be implemented.  The information in this 
comment will be in the Final EIR for review and consideration by the County Board of 
Supervisors. 

 
I34-2 The County acknowledges the support for Policy LU1.9.5 from the draft Elfin Forest / 

Harmony Grove Subarea Plan of the San Diegueno Community Plan. 
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I35-1 This comment letter is the same as an earlier comment letter (Letter I 2).  Refer to 
responses to comments I2-1 through I2-4. 
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I36-1 This comment is introductory in nature and does not raise a significant environmental 
issue for which a response is required. 

 
I36-2 The County appreciates these comments and has responded to them in greater 

detail in the following responses.  In general, the County does not agree that the 
suggested inconsistencies between the draft General Plan and DEIR exist, or that 
the proposed project is inconsistent with State plans related to renewable energy.  

 
I36-3 This comment provides a summary of some State and federal policies related to 

renewable energy.  As such, this comment does not raise a significant environmental 
issue for which a response is required. 

 
I36-4 The County does not agree that the General Plan Update policies that address wind 

energy are not consistent with State and federal policies.  The draft Conservation 
and Open Space Element includes Policy COS-18-1, Alternate Energy Systems, 
which is intended to facilitate the development of facilities that generate renewable 
energy.  In addition, the draft Implementation Plan includes measures that would 
increase the generation of alternative energy sources, such as 6.9.4.A Alternate 
Energy Systems; 6.9.4.B Residential Wind Turbines; and 6.9.4.C Renewable Energy 
Ordinance.   

 
I36-5 The draft Boulevard Community Plan has been revised to reflect a more objective 

view of renewable energy resources.  This includes the following changes: 
 

 Deleted the second and third paragraphs of Issue CM 8.6 under the Energy 
(natural gas and electricity) of Section 2.8, Infrastructure and Utilities; 

 Deleted the first two paragraphs under the Industrial scale wind energy turbines 
of Section 4, Safety; 

 Deleted the second paragraph under the Wildland fire/Urban fire of Section 4, 
Safety; and 

 Deleted Issue N 2.1 under the Noise Standards and Mitigation heading of 
Section 5, Noise. 

 
I36-6 The County does not agree with this comment. The comment fails to acknowledge 

that the existing Mountain Empire Subregional Plan includes a commercial wind 
energy policy that limits the ability to provide wind turbine generators in the 
Subregion.  The comment is suggesting an analysis that does not compare the 
proposed project to a baseline condition (as required by CEQA).  Additionally, the 
County does not agree that a prohibition on wind energy in the unincorporated area 
will increase reliance on fossil fuels, contribute to global warming, or increase air 
emissions.  While the County recognizes the benefits of wind energy, it also notes 
that numerous alternatives are available to achieving those same benefits.  

 
I36-7 The County appreciates these comments and has revised the bulleted list in the 

Boulevard Community Plan under Industrial scale wind energy turbines heading in 
Section 4.1, Hazards/Risk Avoidance and Mitigation, to remove inappropriate 
impacts and provide clarity to other stated impacts.  
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I36-8 The County appreciates the concerns raised regarding the draft content of the 
Boulevard Community Plan and has revised the Plan as discussed in response to 
comment I36-5.  

 
I36-9 The County appreciates the commenter's views on the compatibility of wind energy 

production facilities with many land uses which will be made available for 
consideration by the County decision makers.  The County disagrees that the draft 
Boulevard Community Plan blanketly prohibits wind turbine facilities; however, Policy 
LU 6.1.4 prohibits facilities with impacts that are not mitigated.  Policy LU 6.1.4 has 
been revised to better clarify impacts and removed inappropriate ones. 

 
I36-10 The County appreciates the commenter's feedback.  Specific issues are responded 

to in greater detail in the following responses.  
 
I36-11 The County appreciates the commenter's views and this information which will be 

made available for consideration by the County decision makers.  
 
I36-12 The County appreciates this comment.  Transmission lines are not considered 

commercial or industrial development and, therefore, could be allowed in the rural 
village if Policy 6.1.4 remains in the final plan.  

 
I36-13 The County appreciates this information related to the Tule Wind Project. 
 
I36-14 Policy LU-12.3, Infrastructure and Services Compatibility, in the General Plan Update 

draft Land Use Element has been amended with the following sentence at the end of 
the policy as follows: 

 
 “Encourage the collocation of infrastructure facilities, where appropriate.” 
 
I36-15 The County appreciates this information related to the Tule Wind Project. 
 
I36-16 The references to Attachment A and the Bethany Wind Turbine Study and a 

summary of the local ordinance in New York State have been deleted from the draft 
Boulevard Community Plan.   

 
I36-17 The County appreciates the updated information and has revised the Boulevard 

Community Plan as requested.  
 
I36-18 The following comments address statements made in the draft Boulevard 

Community Plan and suggest that revisions are necessary.  The County appreciates 
this information and will consider it in revising the draft document.  Some comments 
indicate that the DEIR lacks analysis specific to impacts from wind energy.  Wind 
energy is not an essential component of the proposed project and therefore such 
analysis is not required.  The comments do not raise other issues that relate to the 
adequacy of the DEIR. 

 
I36-19 The reference to ultrasonic and infrasonic vibrations has been deleted from the third 

bullet under Policy LU 6.1.4 in the draft Boulevard Community Plan. 
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I36-20 Please refer to responses to comments I36-18 and I36-19.  The DEIR need not 

address infrasound or ultrasound vibrations, as they are not impacts associated with 
the proposed project.  

 
I36-21 The County appreciates this information related to the Tule Wind Project. 
 
I36-22 Draft Boulevard Community Plan Policy LU 6.1.4 has been revised by replacing the 

“tower collapse” and “Blade shedding” references in the first bullet with the following: 
“Inadequate setbacks from adjacent private property relative to tower height to 
mitigate against tower collapse.” 

  
Please also refer to responses to comments I36-5 and I36-18. 

 
I36-23 Seismic wave and ground vibration impacts can be significant and unmitigable 

depending on site specific analysis.  The County agrees that setbacks and other 
design factors can reduce significant effects.  The Draft Boulevard Community Plan 
allows for mitigation.  In addition, please refer to responses to comments I36-5 and 
I36-18. 

 
I36-24 Please refer to responses to comments I36-5, I36-18, and I36-22. 
 
I36-25 The Draft Boulevard Community Plan allows for mitigation of impacts such as 

shadow flicker.  Please also refer to responses to comments I26-5, I36-18, and I26-
23. 

 
I36-26 Please refer to response to Comment I36-18.  The DEIR contains a visual analysis 

related to the impacts that could reasonably be expected to occur from the proposed 
project.  

 
I36-27 The County appreciates this information related to the Tule Wind Project.   
 
I36-28 The County appreciates the information related to fire risks inside the nacelle section 

of a wind turbine facility.  Draft Boulevard Community Plan Policy LU 6.1.4 has been 
revised by replacing the bullet referencing “fires ignited” with “Unregulated 
maintenance and operation of equipment that poses health and safety concerns to 
the general public, including fires ignited from malfunctioning industrial wind turbines 
and related equipment.” 

 
I36-29 The section in the draft Boulevard Community Plan referenced by the comment has 

been deleted as discussed in response to comment I36-5. 
 
I36-30 The references to property values under draft Boulevard Community Plan Policy 

LU 6.1.4 and in Section 4 Safety, under the Hazards/Risk Avoidance and Mitigation 
heading have been removed.   

 
I36-31 The following sentence has been removed from the draft Boulevard Community Plan 

concerning transport of flammable materials and liquids: 
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 “Industrial wind energy projects, due to the nature of electrical moving parts, 
flammable materials and liquids impact Boulevard” 

 
I36-32 The County has responded to these comments in the preceding responses.  
 
I36-33 This comment is conclusive in nature and does not raise a significant environmental 

issue for which a response is required. 
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I37-1 This comment is introductory in nature and does not raise a significant environmental 
issue for which a response is required.  

 
I37-2 The County does not agree with this comment, the alternatives analyzed in the DEIR 

do provide a range of densities in Chihuahua Valley, located in the North Mountain 
Subregion, showing a combination of SR10, RL20 and RL80 among the alternatives.  
The comment letter further discusses the designations on the various alternative land 
use maps, thereby appearing to acknowledge the fact that there are different 
designations applied. 

 
I37-3 The Board of Supervisors, at hearings in 2003 and 2004, directed staff to establish 

land use alternatives for analysis in the DEIR, resulting in land use designations of 
SR-10 for the proposed project in Chihuahua Valley.  Ultimately, the Board of 
Supervisors will determine which land use map will be implemented. 

 
I37-4 Issues raised in this comment are not related to an environmental issue pursuant to 

CEQA.  The County disagrees that the General Plan Update land use alternatives 
are not internally consistent.  The proposed project applies land use densities 
consistent with the parcelization of adjacent areas, while other project alternatives 
recognize the remote location of the area and fire service limitations, and therefore 
assign the subject property with a Rural Lands 80 designation consistent with the 
General Plan Update Community Development Model and the availability of 
infrastructure and services.  Ultimately, the Board of Supervisors will determine 
which land use map will be implemented and how to best meet the project 
objectives. 

 
I37-5 This comment does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response 

is required.  The land use designations proposed for the subject property are 
consistent with the General Plan Update project alternatives, as discussed in 
response to comment I37-4 above.  Ultimately, the Board of Supervisors will 
determine which land use map will be implemented and how to best meet the project 
objectives. 

 
I37-6 The comment states, “Existing infrastructure will handle development at 1 DU per 10 

AC density”; however, it is unclear how this determination was made.  The County 
disagrees that existing infrastructure is available.  For example, a density greater 
than one dwelling unit per 40 acres does not meet the travel time standards required 
by draft Safety Element policy S-6.4, Fire Protection Services for Development.   

 
I37-7 This comment does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response 

is required.  However, efforts to achieve housing affordability are primarily aimed at 
allowing multi-family densities in areas with urban level services, not within Semi-
Rural areas at estate residential densities. 

 
I37-8 Issues raised in this comment are not related to an environmental issue pursuant to 

CEQA.  Refer also to responses to comments I37-4 through I37-7 above.  Ultimately, 
the Board of Supervisors will determine which land use map will be implemented. 
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I37-9 The County disagrees with the assertion made in this comment that “one unit per 10 
acres preserves habitat.”  It is unclear how this determination was reached or what 
substantial evidence supports the statement.  DEIR Section 2.4.3.1 Issue 1: Special 
Status Plant and Wildlife Species, in the last paragraph under the Indirect Impacts 
heading, describes the adverse impacts to sensitive biological resources at densities 
on one dwelling per 40 acres or greater (see below): 

 
“It has been found that the magnitude of indirect effects, such as those described 
above, increase greatly with increased densities for development.  Based on an 
analysis completed by the Conservation Biology Institute (CBI) of the proposed 
General Plan Update in rural areas of the County, densities of one dwelling unit per 
forty acres (1du/40 acres) or greater have a substantially more severe impact on 
biological resources, especially sensitive resources, than lower development 
densities.  This is primarily due to the extent of direct habitat loss, fragmentation, and 
edge effects associated with higher densities in rural areas (CBI 2005).” 

 
I37-10 The comment lacks sufficient detail to which a more thorough response can be 

provided (see also response to comment I37-6 above).  
 
I37-11 The comment indicates that power infrastructure is available on a specific property.  

It is unclear how this determination was reached or what evidence supports the 
statement.  Therefore no response is provided. 

 
I37-12 The comment that the road is at 10 percent capacity is unsubstantiated.  Under the 

proposed project for the General Plan Update Chihuahua Valley Road is designated 
as a 2.2E Light Collector, and based on traffic model forecasts performed for the 
DEIR, is forecast to result in 4,700 average daily traffic (ADT) with build-out of the 
proposed project land use map.  Based on the capacity of the road classification, this 
road could accommodate 10,900 ADT, which is the threshold for the road to operate 
at a level of service (LOS) D or better.  However, this assumes full build-out of the 
road, which would include eight-foot shoulders and operational improvements that 
would result in turn radii and grade based on a design speed of 40 miles per hour.  or  

 
I37-13 The comment indicates that water is available on a specific property.  It is unclear 

how this determination was reached or what substantial evidence supports the 
statement.  Therefore no response is provided. 

 
I37-14 The comment indicates that telecommunications infrastructure is available on a 

specific property.  It is unclear how this determination was reached or what 
substantial evidence supports the statement.  Therefore no response is provided. 

 
I37-15 The comment claims that sufficient retail services are available at Sunshine Summit, 

however the comment does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a 
response is required.  Ultimately, the Board of Supervisors will determine which land 
use map will be implemented. 

 
I37-16 The comment indicates that some governmental services are available at Warner 

Springs.  This is unsubstantiated justification for a land use decision.  The comment 
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does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response is required, 
and ultimately, the Board of Supervisors will determine which land use map will be 
implemented. 

 
I37-17 Topography is one of many constraints that were considered in assigning densities in 

the General Plan Update (see also responses to comments I37-4, I37-6 and I37-9 
above). 

 
I37-18 Please refer to response to comment I37-17 above. 
 
I37-19 This comment does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response 

is required.  Ultimately, the Board of Supervisors will determine which land use map 
will be implemented. 

 
I37-20 Issues raised in this comment are not related to an environmental issue pursuant to 

CEQA.  As stated in response to comment I37-3, the land use alternatives were 
developed for analysis on the General Plan Update proposed project for 
environmental review.  Ultimately, the Board of Supervisors will determine which land 
use map will be implemented. 

 
I37-21 The County agrees with this comment, the actions described in response to 

comment I37-20 led to the creation of the referral map.  Issues raised in this 
comment are not related to an environmental issue pursuant to CEQA. 

 
I37-22 While the Hybrid Map alternative does generally propose a compromise between the 

proposed project and the Draft Land Use Map alternative, this pattern does not 
always hold true for all properties.  NM6 and NM7 were designated as Rural Lands 
80 on all of the reduced alternatives due to emergency travel time and other 
significant environmental constraints.  It should be noted that this RL-80 designation 
is the same as that shown on the Environmentally Superior Map alternative, not a 
lower density designation as is suggested by the comment. 

 
I37-23 This comment is in reference to the adequacy of alternatives in the DEIR for the 

General Plan Update.  The range of alternatives provided is adequate under CEQA, 
and the Hybrid Map alternative in most cases reflected either the Referral Map or 
Draft Land Use Map designation for referrals.  The County is not required under 
CEQA to show different designations on each individual property referral, which 
would be an unnecessary and infeasible effort.  The County Board of Supervisors 
has the approval authority for the proposed project and will consider all information in 
the Final EIR and related documents before making a decision on the project.  

 
I37-24 This comment does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response 

is required. 
 
I37-25 As stated in the response to comment I37-23, the Hybrid Map alternative was 

developed to provide a range of alternatives, and in most cases adopted either the 
Draft Land Use Map alternative or Referral Map (proposed project) designation for 
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an individual referral.  Ultimately, the Board of Supervisors will determine which land 
use map will be implemented. 

 
I37-26 The County acknowledges that land transferred to conservation reduces 

development capacity; however, in absence of a processed discretionary permit, the 
County has no adopted method of transferring density from conserved land.  This 
information is part of the administrative record for the General Plan Update DEIR; 
and therefore, is available to the Board of Supervisors for consideration when 
determining which land use map will be implemented.  

 
I37-27 This comment states that the designation of Rural Lands 20 on the Environmentally 

Superior Map alternative for currently zoned 2.5- to eight-acre lots is inappropriate; 
however, the comment lacks sufficient detail to which a more thorough response can 
be provided.  Under creation of the Environmentally Superior Map, every area 
designated SR10 in the proposed project was re-designated RL20.  It should be 
noted that based on the existing parcelization described, this area could not be 
subdivided further. 

 
I37-28 The comment lacks sufficient detail to which a more thorough response can be 

provided.  
 
I37-29 The County acknowledges and appreciates this comment.  Ultimately, the Board of 

Supervisors must determine how the County can best meet its objectives.  The 
information in this comment will be in the Final EIR for review and consideration by 
the County Board of Supervisors. 

 
I37-30 The County appreciates the comments and has since met with the commenters to 

more fully discuss their issues. 
 
I37-31 This comment is conclusive in nature and does not raise a significant environmental 

issue for which a response is required. 
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I38-1 The County acknowledges the commenter's support for controlling density and the 
accompanying demand on groundwater in the backcountry; however, this does not 
raise an issue for which a response is necessary. 

 
I38-2 The County respectively disagrees with the comment that the 50 percent criterion is 

excessive.  Section 4.1 of the County of San Diego Guidelines for Determining 
Significance: Groundwater explains the conservative nature of this criterion (see 
http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/docs/GRWTR-Guidelines.pdf).  The criterion was 
established to address the unique characteristics of County fractured rock aquifers, 
which are characterized by limited storage capacity and very limited groundwater 
recharge during droughts, as well as excess recharge during wet periods.  Due to the 
unique nature of this system, the County, in collaboration with local groundwater 
hydrology experts, established the 50 percent criterion, which has been used in site-
specific groundwater studies in San Diego County since the adoption of the 
Groundwater Ordinance in 1991. 

 
I38-3 Please refer to response to comment I38-1 above. 
 
 

http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/docs/GRWTR-Guidelines.pdf
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I39-1 This comment letter is the same as an earlier comment letter (Letter I 2).  Refer to 
responses to comments I2-1 through I2-4.   
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I40-1 This comment is introductory in nature and does not raise a significant environmental 
issue for which a response is required.  

 
I40-2 This comment indicates support of the proposed project (particularly its proposed 

designation of the subject property) and does not raise a significant environmental 
issue for which a response is required.  The comment will be included in the Final 
EIR and made available to the Board of Supervisors, who ultimately will decide what 
land use designation is adopted. 

 
I40-3 This comment indicates support of the proposed project and does not raise a 

significant environmental issue for which a response is required.  It should be noted 
that the Board of Supervisors will not be limited to choosing one alternative in its 
entirety. 

 
I40-4 This comment provides background information and does not raise a significant 

environmental issue for which a response is required. 
 
I40-5 The County does not agree with the suggestion in this comment that the public and 

decision makers are deprived of data needed to make an informed decision on the 
General Plan.  The alternatives that are evaluated in the DEIR were the result of an 
extensive inclusive multi-year process and substantial data has been produced on all 
deviations between the alternatives for consideration.  The County does agree that 
the option to adopt a General Commercial designation for the subject property exists.  
This decision will be up to the Board of Supervisors, as discussed in the response to 
comment I40-2 above.   

 
I40-6 Similar to comments I40-2 and I40-3 this comment shows support for the proposed 

project (particularly its proposed designation of the subject property) and does not 
raise a significant environmental issue for which a response is required.  

 
I40-7 The comment indicates support for the proposed project in the community of Spring 

Valley, stating that there are increases in deficient road segments in the community 
of Spring Valley with the Draft Land Use, Hybrid and Environmentally Superior 
Alternatives.  Please refer to responses to comments I40-8 and I40-9 below. 

 
I40-8 The comment explains that level of service (LOS) E and F are deficient per the 

standards in the General Plan Update, and states that the Hybrid, Draft Land Use 
and Environmentally Superior Maps have additional deficient lane miles, over the 
Referral Map in the Spring Valley community.  The County acknowledges that there 
are slightly more lane miles deficient in those three alternatives.  However, the 
numbers included in the comment are not correct interpretations of the information 
included in the DEIR Appendix G, Traffic and Circulation Assessment (Tables 5.6, 
5.10, 5.14 & 5.18).  The correct number of lane miles at LOS E or F in Spring Valley 
is 7.2 for the Referral Map, 7.8 for the Draft Land Use Map, 8.7 for the Hybrid Map 
and 8.4 for the Environmentally Superior Map.  The difference among these 
alternatives is negligible, considering that the Draft Land Use Map, Hybrid and 
Environmentally Superior alternatives are identical in the Spring Valley Planning 
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Area.  Additionally, LOS is a direct result of Average Daily Traffic (ADT), further 
explained in the response to comment I40-10. 

 
 Upon further review, the deficient lane miles represent segments of Jamacha Road, 

Paradise Valley Road, Bancroft Drive and Kenwood Drive.  Each of the road 
segments are at least two miles from the specific property, located on the corner of 
Austin Drive and Sweetwater Springs Boulevard.  The impact of the alternatives in 
this location is under 1,000 ADT, which is negligible. 

 
I40-9 The County acknowledges that the Draft Land Use Map, Hybrid Map and 

Environmentally Superior Map alternatives result in slightly higher Average Daily 
Traffic (ADT) than the Referral Map; however, the resulting differences are limited to 
approximately one percent.  These variations can be attributed to many factors, but 
are primarily the result of the DEIR traffic forecast model balancing trips on a 
countywide basis to resolve situations where no trip is forecast to start and stop 
abruptly.  These variations also result in slightly higher level of service (LOS) for 
Spring Valley; however, LOS is a direct result of ADT.  Therefore, these variations 
which result from traffic model balancing are inconsequential.  As such the implied 
comment that this is a reason to adopt the Referral Map in Spring Valley is 
unsubstantiated.  Ultimately, the Board of Supervisors will make these decisions, as 
discussed in response to comment I40-2 above. 

 
I40-10 The comment states that the vehicle miles traveled (VMT) in the Draft Land Use, 

Hybrid and Environmentally Superior Map alternatives are higher than the Referral 
Map.  While the County agrees that the alternatives result in a higher VMT, the 
difference is less than one percent of the overall VMT in Spring Valley, and is the 
result of the traffic forecast model balancing trips on a countywide basis, as 
discussed in response to comment I40-9 above.  Additionally, VMT can be greatly 
impacted on a community-wide basis by differing land use designations from 
neighboring alternatives, even if the land uses within a community are the same 
between alternatives.  The implied comment that this is a reason to adopt the 
Referral Map in Spring Valley is unsubstantiated.  Ultimately, the Board of 
Supervisors will make these decisions, as discussed in response to comment I40-2 
above.   

 
I40-11 As discussed in the responses above, the County does not agree with the 

conclusions drawn by the commenter in comments I40-8, I40-9 and I40-10; that the 
Referral Map designations would improve conditions countywide.  The comment 
implies support for the proposed project land use map for Spring Valley and this 
support will be considered by the Board of Supervisors when determining which land 
use plan to adopt. 

 
I40-12 The County agrees that if the Board of Supervisors decides not to adopt the Referral 

Map in its entirety, that they could adopt the Referral Map designation for this 
property.  This comment indicates support of the proposed project (particularly its 
proposed designation of the subject property) and does not raise a significant 
environmental issue for which a response is required. 



Response to Comments 

 

Responses to Letter I 40, Lamden Family Trust (represented by Luce, Forward, 
Hamilton and Scripps LLP), Brian Fish (cont.) 
 

San Diego County General Plan Update EIR  Page I40-15 
August 2011 

I40-13 This comment summarizes the traffic comments addressed in comments I40-8, I40-9 
and I40-10, and indicates support of the proposed project (particularly its proposed 
designation of the subject property); therefore, this comment does a not raise a 
significant environmental issue for which a response is required. 

 
I40-14 The comment implies that a General Commercial designation will keep shopping in a 

short distance to many residents in the area.  Please refer to response to comment 
I40-2 above. 

 
I40-15 The comment states that the Referral Map designations will, result in reduced VMT, 

therefore the air quality impacts will be less, and gives support to the Referral Map 
designations for the subject property.  Refer to responses to comments I40-2, I40-8, 
I40-9 and I40-10 above. 

 
I40-16 The County acknowledges that a Commercial designation would limit the full-time 

exposure to persons at the site from air quality and traffic noise impacts, when 
compared to a residential density of Village Residential 30.  Refer to response to 
comment I40-2 above. 

 
I40-17 The comment gives support for the Referral Map designation for the subject property 

over the Draft Land Use, Hybrid, and Environmentally Superior Map alternatives.  
The support is based on the interpretation that the Referral Map would result in less 
ADT, which would result in reduced noise impact to residents.  As was stated in the 
responses to comments I34-8, I34-9 and I34-10 above, the differences in ADT are 
minor on a community-wide basis.  Refer also to response to comment I40-2 above. 

 
I40-18 The comment states that the Village Residential designation would result in 

additional residences in an area with a Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) 
above 65 based on existing conditions on Sweetwater Springs Boulevard.  However, 
the Draft Land Use Map applied a combination of Village Residential 30 and 
Neighborhood Commercial at the corner of Sweetwater Springs Boulevard and 
Austin Drive.  Therefore, , applying the Neighborhood Commercial as a 200-foot 
buffer strip along the heavier-traveled Sweetwater Springs Boulevard provides a 
buffer to reduce the direct exposure of residences to Sweetwater Springs Boulevard.  
Refer also to response to comment I40-2 above. 

 
I40-19 The comment states that because the Draft Land Use, Hybrid and Environmentally 

Superior Map alternatives would result in higher vehicle miles traveled (VMT), these 
alternatives result in greater impacts related to climate change in Spring Valley, 
when compared to the Referral Map alternative.  Refer to responses to comments 
I40-2, I40-8, I40-9 and I40-10 above. 

 
I40-20 The comment gives support for the Referral Map and states that not applying a 

General Commercial designation to the subject property would not allow for a “green 
building” sustainable redevelopment of the property.  The County contends that this 
conclusion is unsubstantiated.  Redevelopment of the site is not guaranteed and 
impact of residential or commercial land could result in various positive and / or 
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negative impacts to climate change, including length of commute for residents, 
commercial uses and availability of jobs.  Refer also to response to comment I40-2 
above.   

 
I40-21 The County agrees that the effect on water quality and hydrology between the 

Referral Map and other alternatives is negligible.  However the comment also states 
that not designating the specific property General Commercial would not result in 
redevelopment that would “improve hydrology and water quality conditions.”  This 
statement is unsubstantiated and site specific study such as the speculative 
redevelopment of a site need not be included in the DEIR. 

 
I40-22 The County agrees that on a general basis less population results in fewer impacts 

to services and that if an alternative other than the Referral Map was selected there 
would be the flexibility to adopt the Referral Map designations in Spring Valley.  
However the population increases forecast with the Draft Land Use, Hybrid and 
Environmentally Superior Map alternatives for Spring Valley are not significant 
enough to result in substantial service increases.  Refer also to response to 
comment I40-2 above.  

 
I40-23 The County agrees with the portion of the comment which states that the Referral 

Map designations for Spring Valley can be incorporated into any an alternative 
selected for adoption by the Board of Supervisors without requiring additional CEQA 
analysis.  However facts to support the claim that the Referral Map designations 
would require less utility and service systems are not substantiated.  In fact the only 
statements with regard to an increase or decrease in required service systems is a 
statement is that the service would be required within the San Diego County Water 
Authority (CWA), therefore either way would not result in increased impacts outside 
the CWA.  Refer also to response to comment I40-2 above. 

 
I40-24 The County disagrees that the Draft Land Use, Hybrid or Environmentally Superior 

Map alternatives would result in a significant difference of water usage, as the 
numbers and information used were specific to a development project in another 
community.  However the County does agree with the conclusion that the Referral 
Map designations for Spring Valley could be adopted as part of another alternative in 
the General Plan.  Refer also to response to comment I40-2 above. 

 
I40-25 The County acknowledges that the 270 dwelling units that would not be provided by 

the Referral Map, when compared to the other alternatives, would not result in the 
requirement for additional analysis, should the Referral Map designations for these 
sites in Spring Valley be adopted along with one of the other alternatives. 

 
I40-26 The County acknowledges that the Referral Map designations for the subject 

property have roughly the same impacts as the designations proposed by the other 
alternatives; therefore, would not require additional CEQA analysis to assign the 
Referral Map designation to the subject property. 
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I40-27 This comment is conclusive in nature and does not raise a significant environmental 
issue for which a response is required. 
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I41-1 The County does not agree with this comment.  The County prepared a Farming 
Program and completed the approval process in April of 2009.  The County kept that 
process open to public input.  

 
I41-2 This comment refers to previous documents submitted regarding the Farming 

Program.  The comment and the referenced documents do not raise significant 
environmental issues associated with the General Plan Update DEIR. 
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I42-1 This comment is introductory in nature and does not raise a significant environmental 
issue for which a response is required.  

 
I42-2 The County does not agree with this comment.  The County's process in preparing 

the General Plan Update is well documented and has included extensive public 
involvement, including community planning and sponsor groups. 

 
I42-3 The County does not agree with this comment.  The changes to densities as 

proposed in the General Plan Update are based on ground-truthing research and 
sound planning principles.  The County does not agree that this type of action is 
“illegal” or equates to “stealing land.” 

 
I42-4 The County does not agree that property owners should receive monetary 

compensation for density changes proposed under the General Plan Update. 
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I43-1 This is an introduction to the comment letter that summarizes issues that are 
addressed in further detail within the letter.  These issues are addressed in the 
following responses.  

 
I43-2 This comment provides a summary of the proposed Merriam Mountains project and 

the General Plan Update land use maps as they relate to the project area and does 
not raise a significant environmental issue pursuant to CEQA for which a response is 
required. 

 
I43-3 CEQA requires that an EIR identify the environmental impacts associated with a 

project, not the benefits.  Additionally, the County does not agree that a comparison 
of the General Plan Update to the Merriam Mountains Specific Plan is required.  As 
discussed further in response to comment I43-13, the Merriam Mountains Specific 
Plan is not a reasonable alternative to General Plan Update.  

 
I43-4 The County does not agree with this comment.  The General Plan Update assures 

the provision of infrastructure and public services through its policies and the 
implementing development review process.  As a result of the policies contained in 
the draft General Plan, any development of the Merriam project site would be 
required to demonstrate that adequate infrastructure and services are available.  

 
I43-5 The County does not agree with this comment.  The low-density designations on the 

project site could accommodate a valuable open space network.  The provisions of 
the Conservation Subdivision Program would steer the design of new development 
so the footprint minimizes impacts to sensitive resources.  Avoided areas would 
become part of an open space network with connectivity to adjacent areas and 
preserve design consistent with NCCP guidelines.  Depending on the location and 
size of the open space, funding and management may be a requirement of future 
development under the General Plan Update.  

 
I43-6 This comment describes the proposed Merriam Mountains Specific Plan project and 

does not raise an environmental issue for which a response is required. 
 
I43-7 The County does not agree with this comment.  The proposed commercial and office 

professional designations that are on the draft maps for the General Plan Update are 
intended to interact with the I-15/Deer Springs Road interchange, the planned uses 
to the east of the interchange, and the surrounding community.  

 
I43-8 The County does not agree that a comparison of the General Plan Update to the 

Merriam Mountains Specific Plan is required.  As discussed further in response to 
comment I43-13, the Merriam Mountains Specific Plan is not a reasonable 
alternative to General Plan Update.  

 
I43-9 The draft General Plan contains requirements that future developments contribute its 

fair share to transportation improvements and implement all feasible mitigation.  
Other necessary infrastructure, facilities, and services must also be available prior to 
the development being approved or must be provided concurrent with that 
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development.  Transportation improvements would be accomplished as part of 
individual projects and capital improvement projects.  Funding can come from a 
variety of sources such as private projects, the transportation impact fee, County 
funding, and State and federal grants.  The County does not agree that further 
evaluation of financing is necessary or required by CEQA.  

 
I43-10 The County does not agree with this comment.  SB 375 includes requirements of 

regional planning agencies, such as the San Diego Associate of Governments, in 
developing the regional transportation plan.  The regional planning agencies are 
required to develop a planning strategy, based on the adopted plans of the local 
jurisdictions, and demonstrate that transportation-related emission targets can be 
achieved.  There are no requirements for local governments to conform to the 
strategies developed as part of that process and there are no other standards or 
requirements set by SB 375 that are applicable to the County.  

 
I43-11 The County does not agree with this comment.  The process followed to develop the 

proposed project and associated land use map is described in Section 1.0 of the 
DEIR.  Further detail is available on the County's website which documents the 
process that staff, the Planning Commission, and the Board of Supervisors followed 
to develop the proposed project and alternatives.  

 
I43-12 This comment appears to be suggesting that low density spread over a large area 

may not be environmentally superior to higher density confined to a smaller area.  
The County agrees with this concept and has incorporated it into the project through 
implementation of its Community Development Model and use of the Conservation 
Subdivision Program (CSP).  However, the example in the comment further suggests 
that general reductions in density that are provided on the Environmentally Superior 
Map are not necessarily environmentally superior.  In this case, the County does not 
agree with the comment because the comparison is primarily between two density 
designations that would be implemented in the same regulatory setting.  In such a 
setting, it is more likely that the high density designation would result in development 
with greater environmental impacts.   

 
I43-13 The County does not agree with this comment.  The Merriam Mountains Specific 

Plan project is not a reasonable alternative to the General Plan Update.  Since 2000, 
representatives of the Merriam project have participated in the General Plan Update 
process advocating that higher densities be accommodated on the project site to 
support the proposed Specific Plan.  They communicated with staff and testified at 
hearings with both the Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors.  During 
that process, the site was evaluated by County staff to determine the appropriate 
densities based on site conditions and using the Guiding Principles for the General 
Plan Update.  The appropriate densities are reflected in the Land Use Maps 
analyzed in the DEIR.  On a parallel track, the Merriam Mountains Specific Plan has 
completed a draft CEQA document with the County that proposes project-level 
mitigation for potential impacts.  It would not be appropriate for the County to include 
the proposed Specific Plan within the General Plan, nor to include the proposed 
project-level mitigation within the Program EIR for the General Plan Update. 
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I43-14 This comment briefly describes Merriam Mountains Specific Plan project features 
and project-specific mitigation.  It does not raise an environmental issue for which a 
response is required. 

 
I43-15 The County does not agree with this comment.  Under the General Plan Update and 

its implementing programs, land owners within the Rural Lands category will be 
encouraged, if not required, to minimize development footprint and maximize open 
space.  The comment claims that the project would discourage permanent 
preservation of resources.  However, there is no supporting evidence or reasoning to 
explain this assertion.   

 
I43-16 The comment claims that the Rural Lands designation is not consistent with the 

provision of affordable housing.  Yet, the comment does not cite the provision to 
which it is referring.  Based on County staff review and consultation with the 
California Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD), the General 
Plan Update is meeting its affordable housing requirements.   

 
The comment further states that the Rural Lands designation offers no agricultural 
advantages.  The County disagrees with this assertion.  The densities and land-use 
descriptions that accompany this regional category promote and encourage 
agricultural uses.  Moreover, the General Plan Update includes a number of policies 
and mitigation measures that specifically provide agricultural advantages.  See DEIR 
Sections 2.2.61 and 2.2.6.3.  

 
I43-17 The County does not agree that the Office Professional and Commercial 

designations are poorly located.  These designations were located at the Interstate 
15 and Deer Springs Road intersection on both sides of the I-15 to provide an area 
of commercial and employment activities.  It is common for the County to have areas 
of higher village intensity, surrounded by Semi-Rural and Rural Lands.  The claim 
that there is only 3.5 acres of commercial is inaccurate; there are seven acres of 
General Commercial west of the I-15, and an additional five acres of General 
Commercial acreage to the east. 

 
I43-18 The County does not agree with the comment.  The General Plan Update evaluates 

both homes and population through its buildout and utilizes SANDAG 2030 
projections to evaluate the capacity of the plan.  Table 1-3 of the DEIR provides 
housing estimates for buildout of the General Plan Update (the buildout estimate 
totals 238,512 homes).  The Series 11 SANDAG growth forecasts projected 235,861 
homes for the unincorporated area in 2030.  Therefore, the housing capacity is 
consistent.  Additionally, SANDAG is currently working on the Series 12 forecasts 
which currently projects 202,882 homes for 2030 and 222,890 homes for 2050. 

 
 In addition, the State HCD does not conclude that the General Plan Update does not 

contain sufficient sites.  The State HCD’s comments are on the existing sites 
inventory, which is based on the existing General Plan.  The General Plan Update 
does provide sufficient sites to accommodate its housing needs allocation and 
comply with State law.     
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I43-19 This is a statement about the Merriam Mountains project and not a comment on the 
General Plan Update or DEIR.  No further response is necessary.  

 
I43-20 The County appreciates this information regarding potential site-specific impacts 

associated with the widening of Deer Springs Road.  However, the County does not 
agree that such impacts are necessarily significant and unavoidable for the General 
Plan Update project.  The feasibility of mitigation must be evaluated with regard to 
the scope of the project and its objectives.  Based on the information provided in this 
comment and within the Merriam Mountains DEIR, the County finds that its program-
level policies and mitigation measures would still reduce potential impacts to 
archaeological resources to a less than significant level.  The following policies and 
measures were identified in the DEIR as mitigation for archaeological resource 
impacts: 

 
Policy COS-7.1: Archaeological Protection.  Preserve important archaeological 
resources from loss or destruction and require development to include appropriate 
mitigation to protect the quality and integrity of these resources. 
 
Policy COS-7.2: Open Space Easements.  Require development to avoid 
archaeological resources whenever possible.  If complete avoidance is not possible, 
require development to fully mitigate impacts to archaeological resources. 
 
Policy COS-7.3: Archaeological Collections.  Require the appropriate treatment 
and preservation of archaeological collections in a culturally appropriate manner. 
 
Policy COS-7.4: Consultation with Affected Communities.  Require consultation 
with affected communities, including local tribes to determine the appropriate 
treatment of cultural resources. 
 
Cul-1.1 Utilize the RPO, CEQA, the Grading and Clearing Ordinance, and the 
Zoning Ordinance to identify and protect important historic and archaeological 
resources by requiring appropriate reviews and applying mitigation when impacts are 
significant. 
 
Cul-1.6 Implement, and update as necessary, the County’s Guidelines for 
Determining Significance for Cultural Resources to identify and minimize adverse 
impacts to historic and archaeological resources.   
 
Cul-2.1 Develop management and restoration plans for identified and acquired 
properties with cultural resources. 
 
Cul-2.2 Facilitate the identification and acquisition of important resources through 
collaboration with agencies, tribes, and institutions, such as the South Coast 
Information Center (SCIC), while maintaining the confidentiality of sensitive cultural 
information. 
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Cul-2.3 Support the dedication of easements that protect important cultural 
resources by using a variety of funding methods, such as grants or matching funds, 
or funds from private organizations. 
 
Cul-2.4 Protect significant cultural resources through regional coordination and 
consultation with the NAHC and local tribal governments, including SB-18 review.  
 
Cul-2.5 Protect undiscovered subsurface archaeological resources by requiring 
grading monitoring by a qualified archaeologist and a Native American monitor for 
ground disturbing activities in the vicinity of known archaeological resources, and 
also, when feasible, during initial surveys. 
 
Cul-2.6 Protect significant cultural resources by facilitating the identification and 
acquisition of important resources through regional coordination with agencies, and 
institutions, such as the South Coast Information Center (SCIC) and consultation 
with the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) and local tribal 
governments, including SB-18 review, while maintaining the confidentiality of 
sensitive cultural information. 

 
I43-21 The County does not agree with this comment.  The Merriam Mountains Specific 

Plan was included in the County’s cumulative project list and was evaluated for 
cumulatively considerable impacts.  The DEIR correctly evaluated potential noise 
increases that would result from the proposed Mobility Element Road Network, 
including widening of Deer Springs Road.  See DEIR Section 2.11.4.1 and 2.11.4.3 
regarding cumulative noise impacts. 

 
I43-22 The widening of Deer Springs Road is proposed by the County to mitigate Levels of 

Service impacts.  Although Deer Springs Road is identified as part of the Regional 
Arterial System (RAS) in the 2030 RTP and TransNet funds contribute to 
construction of the RAS, the 2030 RTP does not specifically identify improvements to 
this network.  Therefore, improvements to Deer Springs Road are not included with 
the Major Capital Improvements identified in Appendix A of the 2030 RTP, which is 
the basis for Table 1-8.   

 
However, the DEIR has been changed to discuss the Regional Arterial System.  The 
paragraph below has been added to DEIR Section 1.14.2.2, Regional Transportation 
Plans, under the “2030 San Diego RTP” subheading before the last sentence.   

 

“The Regional Arterial System provides critical links to the highway network and 
serves as alternative routes to the regional highway network.  The RAS is identified 
in Technical Appendix 7, Transportation Evaluation Criteria and Rankings, of the 
2030 RTP; however, specific improvements to this network are not included.  
Planned improvements to the Regional Arterial System are identified in the local 
circulation elements of the cities and the county.  Funding is intended to come from 
the local jurisdictions; however, as a result of Proposition 42 and the voter-approved 
$2,071 per dwelling unit for regional arterials, TransNet funds contribute to the 
construction of these facilities.”  
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I43-23 The County concurs that Table 1-11 is not correct.  This table has been corrected to 
show that the Merriam project proposes 2,700 units on 2,327 acres in Bonsall and 
North County Metropolitan community planning areas.  Staff reviewed the impact 
analysis models used in the DEIR and verified that the correct number of acres and 
units were used in evaluating cumulative impacts.   

 
I43-24 The County does not agree with this comment.  Recirculation of the DEIR is not 

necessary or appropriate.  The County finds that the Merriam Mountains Specific 
Plan is not a reasonable alternative to General Plan Update.  See also response to 
comment I43-13.   
 
The comment also goes on to say that there are internal inconsistencies in the 
General Plan and that the DEIR fails to evaluate and mitigate the impacts of the draft 
REIR (i.e., the Merriam Mountains Specific Plan project impacts).  The County does 
not agree that there are internal inconsistencies in the proposed project and the 
comment letter does not clearly identify any such issues.  Additionally, the County 
does not agree that the programmatic DEIR for the General Plan Update should 
analyze the draft REIR for the proposed Merriam project.  The Merriam Mountains 
Specific Plan is not part of the proposed project and its draft REIR is not relevant 
except as information for cumulative analysis.  The County included the Merriam 
Mountains impacts in its cumulative impact analysis within the DEIR.  Therefore, 
additional analysis and mitigation is not required. 
 

I43-25 This concluding paragraph does not raise a significant environmental issue for which 
a response is required. 
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I44-1 This comment is introductory in nature and does not raise a significant environmental 
issue for which a response is required. 

 
I44-2 The County does not agree with this comment.  Section 1.13 of the DEIR describes 

SANDAG's population forecast methodology as it relates to the General Plan 
Update.  As explained in the DEIR, SANDAG's forecast used draft maps from the 
General Plan Update and the two forecasts are consistent.  County staff has 
coordinated closely with SANDAG staff on these forecasts and the General Plan 
Update.  No conflicts as suggested by the commenter have been identified by 
SANDAG. 

 
I44-3 The County does not agree with this comment.  As indicated in response to comment 

I44-2, General Plan Update is consistent with SANDAG projections.  
 
I44-4 This comment does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response 

is required.  SANDAG is currently in the process of preparing the 2050 growth 
forecast.  It has indicated that the region has sufficient capacity in the current plans 
of all the jurisdictions until 2050. 

 
I44-5 This comment does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response 

is required.  Additionally, this comment is based on the assumption that the General 
Plan Update is inconsistent with regional plans, which is an incorrect assumption.  

 
I44-6 The County does not agree with this comment.  Section 2.9.3.2 of the DEIR 

addresses possible conflicts with applicable plans and policies.  The comment 
appears to be based on an assumed inconsistency with the SANDAG forecast which 
is an incorrect assumption.  Further, the statement that the General Plan Update will 
result in 15 percent less than the County's projected housing needs is incorrect and 
not supported by fact. 
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I45-1 The County appreciates this comment and notes that the draft General Plan does 
accommodate a residential density on Open Space (Recreation) lands.  The draft 
Land Use Element Table LU-1 has been revised to indicate that the Open Space – 
Recreation designation has a maximum density of Semi-Rural 4, 8, 16 acres per 
dwelling unit.  In the draft General Plan, maximum residential densities will be 
applied in the Zoning Ordinance.  

 
I45-2 The County acknowledges the commenter’s desire to retain existing development 

rights; however, this comment does not raise a significant environmental issue for 
which a response is required.  

 
I45-3 This comment is conclusive in nature and does not raise a significant environmental 

issue for which a response is required. 
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I46-1 As discussed in response to comment I45-1, the County believes that the concerns 
raised in this letter are a misunderstanding as the draft General Plan does 
accommodate a residential density on Open Space (Recreation) lands and will not 
necessitate a change to the existing zoning on the subject property.  

 
I46-2 The County acknowledges that, in the correspondence to Randi Coopersmith, 

Latitude 33, of August 14, 2008, the County committed to pursuing an option that 
would assign a maximum density to the Open Space – Recreation designation.  This 
was accommodated, as discussed in the response to comment I45-1.   

 
I46-3 Please refer to response to comment I45-1. 
 
I46-4 This comment, which discusses previous studies conducted for the subject property, 

does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response is required. 
 
I46-5 The County acknowledges that the land use density can be applied to the property 

without requiring additional CEQA analysis.  The comment further implies that the 
designation change meets all General Plan Update project objectives.  This 
comment does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response is 
required. 

 
I46-6 Please refer to response to comment I45-1. 
 
I46-7 Please refer to response to comment I45-1. 
 
I46-8 Please refer to response to comment I45-1. 
 
I46-9 Please refer to response to comment I45-1. 
 
I46-10 Please refer to response to comment I45-1. 
 
I46-11 Please refer to response to comment I45-1. 
 
I46-12 Please refer to response to comment I45-1. 
 
I46-13 Please refer to response to comment I45-1. 
 
I46-14 Please refer to response to comment I45-1. 
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I47-1 This comment letter is the same as an earlier comment letter (Letter I 2).  Refer to 
responses to comments I2-1 through I2-4.   
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I48-1 This comment letter is the same as an earlier comment letter (Letter I 2).  Refer to 
responses to comments I2-1 through I2-4. 
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I49-1 This comment letter is the same as an earlier comment letter (Letter I 2).  Refer to 
responses to comments I2-1 through I2-4. 
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I50-1 This comment is introductory in nature and does not raise a significant environmental 
issue for which a response is required. 

 
I50-2 The County appreciates this updated information.  The unit count for Meadowood ha 

s been corrected in DEIR Table 1-11. 
 
I50-3 The proposed dwelling units have been updated within DEIR Table 1-11 for the other 

two proposed development projects at the I-15/SR-76 intersection. 
 
I50-4 The unit counts shown are the result of calculating the allowable density in the area 

of the proposed development projects in the I-15/SR-76 quadrant per the land use 
designations and acreages with reductions to take into account site constraints, such 
as floodplains and steep slopes.  DEIR Appendix L, Project Alternatives Areas of 
Difference, has been updated to include the calculations for the three projects, and 
the units that the maps would allow has been revised to correctly show 1,111 units 
under the Referral Map and 1,892 units under the Draft Land Use Map alternative.  A 
1,400 unit count was the target unit count designated on the Referral Map by motion 
from the Board of Supervisors upon request from the Fallbrook Community Planning 
Group. 

 
I50-5 DEIR Table 1-11 includes projects that are not included in the General Plan Update 

Land Use Map.  DEIR Appendix L, Project Alternatives Areas of Difference, includes 
units that would be allowed under the General Plan Update.  It is appropriate for 
these numbers to be different. 

 
I50-6 As stated in response to Comment I50-4, the 1,400 and 1,800 numbers were 

developed using a calculation of the I-15 / SR-76 quadrant and applying a 70 percent 
constraint assumption to the site.  These totals have been slightly revised to reflect 
1,111 on the Referral Map and 1,892 on the Draft Land Use Map.   

 
I50-7 Map LU-A-7 in the Land Use Maps Appendix section of the draft General Plan is a 

representation of where the Land Use Map will be included upon adoption of the 
General Plan Update.  The map shown in the draft General Plan reflects the 
proposed project (Referral Map).  In addition to the Referral Map displayed in the 
Land Use Maps Appendix, the General Plan Update alternatives and descriptions of 
land use designations are available in a number of different forms.  An Interactive 
Mapping Application is available on the General Plan Update website that includes 
acreages, larger community level maps are available for online review or purchase, 
and the Geographic Information Systems data is available for download through 
SANGIS.  Additional information is also available upon request from the County of 
San Diego.  A link to the location of the maps on the General Plan Update website is 
provided below: 

 http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/gpupdate/prop_maps.html   
 
I50-8 As discussed in response to Comment I50-7, the land use alternatives are shown in 

multiple locations.  The unit counts included in the DEIR were derived from 
Geographic Information System data and the General Plan Update's population 
model.  The estimates included in the DEIR Appendix L, Project Alternatives Area of 

http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/gpupdate/prop_maps.html
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Difference are the result of a more detailed analysis of the sites due to different land 
use alternatives and other projects in process with the County of San Diego. 

 
I50-9 The County agrees that there are additional land use maps available on the General 

Plan Update, located on the website or by request, as explained in response to 
comment I50-7.  However, the County disagrees with the claim that the information is 
not readily available.  The information is widely publicized in hard copy maps, 
available for download in multiple formats, and supplemental data is available within 
reasonable timeframes from the Department of Planning and Land Use. 

 
I50-10 The comment that there is insufficient information included in the DEIR on the 

development of the proposed project land use alternatives is unsubstantiated.  The 
General Plan Update land use alternatives were developed as a result of an 
extensive public planning process that is explained in DEIR Chapter 1, Project 
Description.  Also included are links to additional background information, such as 
Board of Supervisors and Planning Commission hearings.  It would not be a 
reasonable effort to include acreage information by ownership or parcel given the 
size of San Diego County; however, the land use maps provided on the General Plan 
Update website are parcel-specific (see response to comment I50-7 for a link to the 
website).  Parcel-specific information can be provided upon request, and more 
specific analysis would be conducted in a project level review. 

 
I50-11 The County agrees with this comment, that the Referral Map is identified as being 

the most impactive on a countywide basis, and that the Draft Land Use Map has also 
been endorsed by the Board of Supervisors.  However, it should be noted that there 
have been revisions since the August 2006 Board of Supervisors endorsement of the 
Draft Land Use Map, and that the Referral Map has also been endorsed by the 
Board of Supervisors. 

 
I50-12 DPLU acknowledges that the Draft Land Use Map proposes more intensive land 

uses for the three projects in the northeast section of the I-15/SR-76 intersection.  
Also, since the Draft Land Use Map proposes more intensive land uses, this 
alternative is closer than the Referral Map to the number of units being proposed by 
the Campus Park West, Campus Park and Meadowood project applications.  
However, the County also acknowledges that these three projects in process still 
contain a higher unit count than would be allowed under the Draft Land Use Map 
alternative. 

 
I50-13 The County Board of Supervisors has the approval authority for the proposed project 

and will consider all information in the Final EIR and related documents before 
making a decision on which land use map to adopt.  The Board of Supervisors will 
not be limited to adopting a Land Use Map based on a single General Plan Update 
land use alternative, but can choose any combination of these alternatives within the 
scope of the DEIR and General Plan Update Guiding Principles. 
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I51- 1 This comment is introductory in nature and does not raise a significant environmental 
issue for which a response is required.  General social and economic issues need 
not be considered in an EIR. 

 
I51-2 The County does not agree with this comment.  Water availability is discussed in 

Section 2.16 of the DEIR.  The shortage in water supply, including the impacts of the 
delta smelt ruling and current drought, are addressed.  

 
I51-3 The County does not agree with this comment.  Water availability is discussed in 

Section 2.16 of the DEIR.  This section also includes an analysis of the areas east of 
the County Water Authority boundary and more detail is included in a detailed 
Groundwater Study in Appendix D of the DEIR.  The purpose of the DEIR is to 
identify potential impacts from the proposed project, not to identify groundwater 
resources for future land uses.  However, the conclusions derived from the DEIR 
Appendix D Groundwater Study analysis may prove useful to address the concerns 
indicated in the comment.  

 
I51-4 The County does not agree with this comment.  The application of the project 

objective in the General Plan Update process is described in DEIR Chapter 1.0, 
Project Description, Location, and Environmental Setting, and more specifically in the 
draft General Plan Chapter 2, Vision and Guiding Principles.  Achievement of the 
project objectives is addressed in DEIR Chapter 4.0, Project Alternatives, for all 
alternatives.  While there is little basis provided for the comments made, further 
detail is provided in the following responses. 

 
I51-5 The County does not agree with this comment and finds that it is without supporting 

detail.  The General Plan Update provides for a substantial amount of growth in 
numerous rural areas.  Additionally, the objective to support growth is a general one 
for the entire unincorporated area and does not mean that each community will take 
an equal share of growth.  

 
I51-6 The County does not agree with this comment.  The draft General Plan maps clearly 

show that future growth has been directed to areas with existing infrastructure and 
services.  

 
I51-7 The County does not agree with this comment.  The County has worked with 

individual communities to determine their visions for their unique communities.  
 
I51-8 The County does not agree with this comment.  The DEIR indicates that most rural 

areas will have roads that meet County standards and the draft General Plan 
supports improving road connectivity and transit service, as well as expanding 
opportunities for pedestrians, bicycles, and equestrians.  

 
I51-9 The County does not agree with this comment.  Directing growth away from 

backcountry areas will reduce vehicle miles traveled and associated greenhouse gas 
emissions. 
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I51-10 The County does not agree with this comment.  Public facility deficiencies are 
acknowledged and in some cases resulted in modifications to the draft maps.  The 
draft General Plan Update requires that new development address public service 
needs concurrently with the development. 

 
I51-11 The County does not agree with this comment.  The General Plan Update planning 

process has included countless meetings and several hearings, and all stakeholders 
have been given an opportunity to provide input through a variety of means.  

 
I51-12 The County does not agree with this comment.  An analysis of the jobs and housing 

conducted by Economic Research Associates in 2004 indicates that the majority of 
rural backcountry communities will likely contain a surplus of retail, industrial, and 
office planned lands when compared to the planning for residential lands.  

 
I51-13 This comment does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response 

is required.  The comment represents an opinion that will be documented with the 
Final EIR and made available for consideration by the Board of Supervisors before 
making a decision on the project.  

 
I51-14 The County does not agree with the suggested deficiencies in due process or public 

outreach.  All meetings of the Interest Group and Steering Committee are open to 
the public and contain opportunities for the public to address County staff and the 
group.  All meetings with these advisory groups have been conducted the same way.  
All notices of hearings and meetings have been provided in compliance with 
applicable laws.  Additionally, the County has maintained a website and newsletter 
for the duration of the project and has undertaken numerous other efforts to facilitate 
public participation.  Also, County staff either conducted or attended over 500 
meetings, workshops, and subcommittee meetings with community planning and 
sponsor groups over the General Plan Update planning process. 

 
I51-15 This comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR.  The inclusion of an 

equity mechanism such as a Purchase or Transfer of Development Rights (PDR or 
TDR) Program was discussed in great detail early in the General Plan Update 
process.  At the Board's direction, staff worked with the Interest Group to develop a 
recommendation for an equity mechanism program.  As a result, staff reported back 
to the Board in 2004 that the group was unable to support a comprehensive PDR or 
TDR program and instead would focus on an agriculture-specific program.  

 
 The County disagrees that densities in the backcountry have been “reduced beyond 

reasonable levels.”  The ability to subdivide one’s property is one of several factors 
to consider when assessing property values.  However, other important factors 
include the availability of the land, the cost to subdivide it, its physical location in 
relation to jobs, services, and infrastructure, and the amount of land being valued.  
The General Plan Update does not propose densities that would substantially reduce 
the ability to subdivide when physical constraints are considered, such as lack of 
groundwater resources, limited access, and lack of infrastructure and services. 
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I51-16 Affordability of housing and housing distribution are not issues that require analysis 
under CEQA.  The County also disagrees with the suggestion that it has not planned 
for adequate housing and does not provide sufficient opportunities for affordable 
housing in the unincorporated area.  This issue is thoroughly addressed in the draft 
Housing Element.   

 
I51-17 The County does not agree with this comment.  The need to improve existing 

infrastructure to accommodate future growth is addressed in Section 2.16 of the 
DEIR.  How those improvements occur is not an issue that requires analysis under 
CEQA.  

 
I51-18 The County does not agree with this comment.  The County has discussed indirect 

impacts to agriculture such as the cost of water in Section 2.2 of the DEIR.  This 
section also acknowledges the trends in the County of decreasing agricultural land in 
production.  See also response to comment G5-84. 

 
I51-19 This comment does not address the adequacy or accuracy of the DEIR and does not 

raise a significant environmental issue for which a response is required.  
 
I51-20 This comment does not address the adequacy or accuracy of the DEIR and does not 

raise a significant environmental issue for which a response is required. 
 
I51-21 This comment does not address the adequacy or accuracy of the DEIR and does not 

raise a significant environmental issue for which a response is required.  See also 
response to comment I51-20 above. 
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I52-1 The County acknowledges the support for the Campo community.  The letter does 
not raise any issues or make a substantive comment for which a response is 
required. 
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I53-1 This comment letter is the same as an earlier comment letter (Letter I 2).  Refer to 
responses to comments I2-1 through I2-4.   
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I54-1 This comment letter is the same as an earlier comment letter (Letter I 2).  Refer to 
responses to comments I2-1 through I2-4.   
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I55-1 This comment is introductory in nature and does not raise a significant environmental 
issue for which a response is required. 

 
I55-2 The County disagrees that there is an inappropriate use of Level of Service (LOS) in 

the General Plan Update DEIR.  LOS is a quantifiable way of comparing traffic in 
certain areas of the County of San Diego, and is a standard way of analyzing traffic 
impacts.  Additionally, while the County uses LOS as the main criteria for measuring 
the operational conditions within a traffic stream, the County also includes a list of 
road segments where adding travel lanes is not justified although the LOS thresholds 
have been exceeded.  These road segments are determined based on criteria 
established in draft Mobility Element Policy M-2.1, Level of Service Criteria, which 
determines that a failing LOS has been accepted by the County when certain 
conditions exist; such as when additional travel lanes would impact town centers or 
have impacts to environmental and cultural resources. 

 
I55-3 Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) is included in the DEIR analysis of impacts, in Section 

2.15 Table 15-7 and Appendix G, Traffic and Circulation Assessment.  Measured 
reductions in VMT would be infeasible on a countywide basis at the build out of the 
proposed project; however, there are policies included to encourage reductions of 
vehicle trips and increased mode sharing.  The County supports transit operations 
and pedestrian accessibility in General Plan Update goals and policies, but 
recognizes that regional transit planning efforts are not focused in the unincorporated 
County due to overall density levels when compared to incorporated areas.  
Therefore, no changes have been made to the General Plan Update as a result of 
this comment. 

 
I55-4 The County acknowledges this comment; but recognizes that the unincorporated 

County is dependent on vehicle trips due to density levels as discussed in response 
to comment I55-3 above.  However, this recommendation is something the County 
will consider when planning the development of Transit Oriented Development (TOD) 
areas, such as the areas designated on the General Plan Update land use map in 
the vicinity of the Buena Vista Sprinter station. 

 
I55-5 The County disagrees that requiring new development to pay a fair share will result 

in development paying a disproportional share of infrastructure costs.  While 
introduced in the context section, the intent of this statement is more fully explained 
in General Plan Update Policy M-3.2 Traffic Impact Mitigation, which requires new 
development to mitigate the associated direct and cumulative traffic impacts caused 
by their project.  The use of “fair share” allows the County flexibility when 
implementing this policy; therefore, the County disagrees the statement needs to be 
qualified further. 

 
I55-6 The County agrees that flexibility should be included in the design of Mobility 

Element Roads, as addressed by General Plan Update policies under draft Mobility 
Element Goal M-4 Safe and Compatible Road.  These policies are implemented by 
the County Public Road Standards, which are being revised under a separate 
parallel planning process that is outside of the General Plan Update project.  The 
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County Public Road Standards allow for design exception, which provide more 
flexibility during their implementation. 

 
I55-7 The County agrees that flexibility should be included in the design of Mobility 

Element Roads, as addressed by General Plan Update policies under draft Mobility 
Element Goal M-4, Safe and Compatible Roads.  Although draft Policy M-4.4, 
Accommodate Emergency Vehicles, addresses providing access to emergency 
vehicles, the specific requirements to implement this policy are being addressed in 
the County Public Road Standards, as discussed in the response to comment I55-6 
above. 

 
I55-8 The County acknowledges the importance of the road network and its impact on the 

daily lives and perceptions of communities.  The General Plan Update recognizes 
this through policies M-2.3, Environmentally Sensitive Road Design; M-3.1, Public 
Road Rights-of-Way; M-4.1, Walkable Village Roads; M-4.3, Rural Roads 
Compatible with Rural Character; M-4.5, Context Sensitive Road Design; along with 
policies in Visual Resources Section of the Conservation and Open Space Element 
that address scenic corridors.  Therefore, no changes have been made to the 
General Plan Update as a result of this comment. 

 
I55-9 The County disagrees that additional policies should be included for the regulation of 

parking; a subject extensively addressed under General Plan Update draft Mobility 
Element Goal M-10, Parking for Community Needs.  Managed parking, which has 
some merit, is generally unrealistic to implement in the unincorporated County.  This 
should be addressed on a community-by-community basis, where appropriate.  
Encouraging shared parking facilities, such as draft Policy M-10.4, Shared Parking is 
a more feasible option.  Therefore, no changes have been made to the General Plan 
Update as a result of this comment. 

 
I55-10 The County disagrees that all statements reflecting water management goals (in 

relation to MS4 permits) should reference “maximum extent practicable.”  In the 
General Plan Update, each policy has been specifically worded to include an active 
verb, such as “maximize,” ”require,” “encourage” or “reduce.”  These words were 
carefully chosen, and therefore it is not necessary to include an additional “maximum 
extent practicable.” 

 
I55-11 As discussed in response to comment I55-10, the active verb preceding each policy 

was chosen to provide a clear direction.  In the case of Policy COS-4.3, Stormwater 
Filtration, the County does not agree that a change from “Maximize” is necessary at 
the policy level.  However, the implementing ordinances and regulations would be 
required to provide the level of detail specified in the comment. 

 
I55-12 The County disagrees that a revision to Policy COS-5.2, Impervious Surfaces, is 

necessary.  The current policy reads, “Require development to minimize the use of 
directly connected impervious surfaces…,” which provides flexibility in 
implementation for specific development projects.  Revising the policy to use 
“Should” is not consistent with the format chosen by the County of San Diego, and 
would result in a less effective policy. 
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I55-13 The County does not agree with this comment.  The language in question is included 
in the County Ordinance because it clearly states County policy pertaining to 
differences between the County and FEMA floodplain mapping.  The County 
Ordinance in no way prohibits (or short circuits) the availability of the NFIP map 
change process through which any new, better or more accurate data can be 
processed.  FEMA is aware of the mapping differences, and neither set of mapping 
violates Federal policy or regulations.  Any difficulty with the interpretation of the 
actual words “more stringent” could be clarified by the County as needed, however 
horizontal limits of inundation, and (sometimes) water surface elevations are the only 
data shown on the maps; so it appears to be quite self explanatory.  The language in 
question has been enforced on a regular basis since its inception, and there is no 
evidence that it has ever been questioned prior to now.  The County sees no reason 
to alter it at this time. 

 
I55-14 The County appreciates the comment.  Standard 4 of Draft Noise Element Table 

N-2, Noise Standards, refers to the minimum amount of outdoor living area required 
to meet acceptable exterior noise levels.  The comment requests modification to the 
Standard to allow exceptions to the minimum amount of outdoor living area when the 
lot is encumbered by steep slopes.  The County disagrees that changes to the 
Standard are necessary.  The Standard is currently implemented through the existing 
County Noise Element and is used in determining the acceptable size of outdoor 
living area.  The Standard provides a definable and reasonable outdoor living area 
that could be available for the occupants of a property to assure that use of the 
outdoor area is not impacted by excessive off-site generated noise sources.  
Implementation of this Standard for properties within the County has not indicated 
that this is a reoccurring problem that merits a modification to the Standard.  Rather, 
the standard sets a reasonable amount of outdoor living area which should be free of 
excessive noise regardless of whether a property contains steep slopes. 
 

I55-15 The County disagrees with the comment and that the suggested revision is 
necessary.  The mitigation measure, as written, connects the policies with 
implementation of the County ordinances, as appropriate. 

 
I55-16 The County disagrees that a revision to draft General Plan Policy LU-6.5, 

Sustainable Stormwater Management, is necessary.  The policy already includes 
“when applicable,” which permits flexibility in the policy’s implementation. 
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I56-1 This comment is introductory in nature and does not raise a significant environmental 
issue for which a response is required.  

 
I56-2 DEIR Table 2.16-8 was updated with the information provided in this comment. 
 
I56-3 In response to this comment the discussion of rural bin sites was removed from 

DEIR Section 2.16.1.3 and Table 2.16-6 was updated with the removal of the Campo 
and Viejas Solid Waste stations. 

 
I56-4 DEIR Section 2.16.3.6 was updated with the information provided in this comment. 
 
 
 



Response to Comments 

 

Comment Letter I 57, Rodney Company (Represented by Sheppard Mullin Richter 
& Hampton LLP)   
 

San Diego County General Plan Update EIR  Page I57-1 
August 2011 

  



Response to Comments 

 

Comment Letter I 57, Rodney Company (Represented by Sheppard Mullin Richter 
& Hampton LLP) (cont.) 
 

San Diego County General Plan Update EIR  Page I57-2 
August 2011 

  



Response to Comments 

 

Comment Letter I 57, Rodney Company (Represented by Sheppard Mullin Richter 
& Hampton LLP) (cont.) 
 

San Diego County General Plan Update EIR  Page I57-3 
August 2011 

  



Response to Comments 

 

Comment Letter I 57, Rodney Company (Represented by Sheppard Mullin Richter 
& Hampton LLP) (cont.) 
 

San Diego County General Plan Update EIR  Page I57-4 
August 2011 

  



Response to Comments 

 

Comment Letter I 57, Rodney Company (Represented by Sheppard Mullin Richter 
& Hampton LLP) (cont.) 
 

San Diego County General Plan Update EIR  Page I57-5 
August 2011 

  



Response to Comments 

 

Comment Letter I 57, Rodney Company (Represented by Sheppard Mullin Richter 
& Hampton LLP) (cont.) 
 

San Diego County General Plan Update EIR  Page I57-6 
August 2011 

  



Response to Comments 

 

Comment Letter I 57, Rodney Company (Represented by Sheppard Mullin Richter 
& Hampton LLP) (cont.) 
 

San Diego County General Plan Update EIR  Page I57-7 
August 2011 

  



Response to Comments 

 

Comment Letter I 57, Rodney Company (Represented by Sheppard Mullin Richter 
& Hampton LLP) (cont.) 
 

San Diego County General Plan Update EIR  Page I57-8 
August 2011 

  



Response to Comments 

 

Comment Letter I 57, Rodney Company (Represented by Sheppard Mullin Richter 
& Hampton LLP) (cont.) 
 

San Diego County General Plan Update EIR  Page I57-9 
August 2011 

  



Response to Comments 

 

Comment Letter I 57, Rodney Company (Represented by Sheppard Mullin Richter 
& Hampton LLP) (cont.) 
 

San Diego County General Plan Update EIR  Page I57-10 
August 2011 

  



Response to Comments 

 

Comment Letter I 57, Rodney Company (Represented by Sheppard Mullin Richter 
& Hampton LLP) (cont.) 
 

San Diego County General Plan Update EIR  Page I57-11 
August 2011 

  



Response to Comments 

 

Comment Letter I 57, Rodney Company (Represented by Sheppard Mullin Richter 
& Hampton LLP) (cont.) 
 

San Diego County General Plan Update EIR  Page I57-12 
August 2011 

  



Response to Comments 

 

Comment Letter I 57, Rodney Company (Represented by Sheppard Mullin Richter 
& Hampton LLP) (cont.) 
 

San Diego County General Plan Update EIR  Page I57-13 
August 2011 

  



Response to Comments 

 

Comment Letter I 57, Rodney Company (Represented by Sheppard Mullin Richter 
& Hampton LLP) (cont.) 
 

San Diego County General Plan Update EIR  Page I57-14 
August 2011 

  



Response to Comments 

 

Comment Letter I 57, Rodney Company (Represented by Sheppard Mullin Richter 
& Hampton LLP) (cont.) 
 

San Diego County General Plan Update EIR  Page I57-15 
August 2011 

  



Response to Comments 

 

Comment Letter I 57, Rodney Company (Represented by Sheppard Mullin Richter 
& Hampton LLP) (cont.) 
 

San Diego County General Plan Update EIR  Page I57-16 
August 2011 

  



Response to Comments 

 

Comment Letter I 57, Rodney Company (Represented by Sheppard Mullin Richter 
& Hampton LLP) (cont.) 
 

San Diego County General Plan Update EIR  Page I57-17 
August 2011 

  



Response to Comments 

 

Comment Letter I 57, Rodney Company (Represented by Sheppard Mullin Richter 
& Hampton LLP) (cont.) 
 

San Diego County General Plan Update EIR  Page I57-18 
August 2011 

  



Response to Comments 

 

Comment Letter I 57, Rodney Company (Represented by Sheppard Mullin Richter 
& Hampton LLP) (cont.) 
 

San Diego County General Plan Update EIR  Page I57-19 
August 2011 

  



Response to Comments 

 

Comment Letter I 57, Rodney Company (Represented by Sheppard Mullin Richter 
& Hampton LLP) (cont.) 
 

San Diego County General Plan Update EIR  Page I57-20 
August 2011 

  



Response to Comments 

 

Comment Letter I 57, Rodney Company (Represented by Sheppard Mullin Richter 
& Hampton LLP) (cont.) 
 

San Diego County General Plan Update EIR  Page I57-21 
August 2011 

  



Response to Comments 

 

Comment Letter I 57, Rodney Company (Represented by Sheppard Mullin Richter 
& Hampton LLP) (cont.) 
 

San Diego County General Plan Update EIR  Page I57-22 
August 2011 

  



Response to Comments 

 

Comment Letter I 57, Rodney Company (Represented by Sheppard Mullin Richter 
& Hampton LLP) (cont.) 
 

San Diego County General Plan Update EIR  Page I57-23 
August 2011 

  



Response to Comments 

 

Comment Letter I 57, Rodney Company (Represented by Sheppard Mullin Richter 
& Hampton LLP) (cont.) 
 

San Diego County General Plan Update EIR  Page I57-24 
August 2011 

  



Response to Comments 

 

Comment Letter I 57, Rodney Company (Represented by Sheppard Mullin Richter 
& Hampton LLP) (cont.) 
 

San Diego County General Plan Update EIR  Page I57-25 
August 2011 

  



Response to Comments 

 

Responses to Letter I 57, Rodney Company (Represented by Sheppard Mullin 
Richter & Hampton LLP)   
 

San Diego County General Plan Update EIR  Page I57-26 
August 2011 

I57-1 The County acknowledges and appreciates this introductory comment.   
 
I57-2 The County does not agree with this comment.  The comment states “evidence 

supporting achievement of some of the DEIR's Project Objectives is lacking”; 
however, the County is not required to prove that project objectives are being met by 
the proposed project or any alternatives within the CEQA document.  Rather, such 
findings are to be made as part of the final project approval process. 

 
 The comment further states that objectives could be better achieved “by allowing 

development in appropriate areas outside the County Water Authority (CWA) 
boundary.”  Yet the General Plan Update is proposing to allow development in 
appropriate areas outside of the CWA boundary.  In general, the General Plan 
Update would not prohibit development in any areas of the County. 

 
I57-3 The County appreciates this comment but does not agree that the County’s draft 

documents are unclear when the appropriate documents are referenced.  Flexibility 
in project design is being proposed through a number of different activities that are 
identified in the draft Implementation Plan.  In particular, the Conservation 
Subdivision Program (5.1.2.D Conservation Subdivision) focuses on flexibility in 
subdivision design.  Details of this program are available on the County's website at: 
http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/gpupdate/conssub.html.  

 
 Flexibility in road design is being accomplished through the General Plan Update 

draft Mobility Element and revisions to the County Public Road Standards.  The draft 
Implementation Plan also includes further review and refinement of regulations in the 
Subdivision Ordinance and Zoning Ordinance to modify regulations where 
appropriate.  

 
I57-4 The County does not agree with this comment.  Some supporting information 

regarding achievement of project objectives is provided in DEIR Chapters 1 and 4.  
Additionally, the project objectives are discussed further in Chapter 2, Vision and 
Guiding Principles, of the draft General Plan and in the relevant goals and policies of 
the General Plan Update.  The County believes that a review of this documentation 
and other relevant records such as advisory group and hearing minutes provides a 
clear connection between the proposals of the General Plan Update and its 
objectives.  Additionally, detailed findings will be prepared after reviewing all public 
comments and drafting a Final EIR.  See the following response to comment I57-5 
for further discussion on this topic.  

 
I57-5 The County does not agree with this comment.  To include such evidence in the 

CEQA document would not assist in determining potential environmental impacts. 
 
 Nevertheless, the County has extensive documentation that demonstrates the 

factors taken into consideration (including economic factors) and the public 
participation that was involved with preparation of the General Plan Update project.  
Formal meeting minutes from Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors' 
hearings and advisory group meetings are available on the project website at: 

http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/gpupdate/conssub.html
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 http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/gpupdate/hearing.html and 
http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/gpupdate/committees.html.  

 
 The commenter seems to suggest that decreased development density in rural lands 

outside of the existing communities is not consistent with the project objectives.  The 
General Plan Update and its supporting documents clearly indicate that this is an 
incorrect suggestion.  The County believes that the local vitality and economy of its 
communities is best served by planning for future growth within existing communities 
near their existing centers.  This growth will support existing business and 
establishment of new business and services while also promoting greater public 
safety and community interaction. 

 
 In addition, the County does not agree that proposed densities will make 

development or agriculture infeasible.  More detailed discussion on these issues is 
provided in response to comment I57-14.  

 
I57-6 The County does not agree with this comment.  Section 2.2 of the DEIR does not 

identify unsuitable conditions for agriculture in East County.  DEIR Figure 2.2-3 
shows Prime Agricultural Soils distributed somewhat evenly throughout the 
unincorporated area.  It should be noted that lower density designations in the 
eastern part of the county are expected to encourage new agricultural uses in those 
areas, which is discussed in Section 2.2.3.3 of the DEIR.  The County further does 
not agree that “all of the density” is being located in the “most viable agricultural 
land,” and has not seen any evidence presented to support the claim.   

 
I57-7 The County does not agree with this comment.  The project does have many 

components, which is the reason that a programmatic environmental document is 
necessary.  However, the impact analyses throughout Chapter 2 of the DEIR 
generally focus on the physical environmental effects that may result from build-out 
of the proposed General Plan Update Land Use Map and Road Network.  The use of 
the EIR and the analysis methodology are described in Sections 1.9 and 1.10 of the 
DEIR.  Since the comment does not provide any specific examples of 
inconsistencies regarding the project description, the County cannot provide 
additional response to this assertion.  Similarly, the comment states that some of the 
DEIR analysis is based on the Draft Land Use Map alternative; yet it does not 
provide any examples of where this occurs in the document.  Therefore, no further 
response is provided. 

 
I57-8 The County agrees with the general intent of this comment, which asserts that the 

updates to community plans must also be analyzed in the DEIR.  County staff 
reviewed each draft community plan for potentially significant impacts that are not 
already evaluated in the DEIR and did not find any.  Additional changes to draft 
community plan text have been made since the DEIR and project components were 
circulated for public review; however, no new significant impacts have been 
identified. 

 

http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/gpupdate/hearing.html
http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/gpupdate/committees.html
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I57-9 The Resource Protection Ordinance (RPO) will still continue to protect steep slopes.  
Currently, the RPO allows encroachment into steep slopes when certain criteria are 
met.  Additional encroachment allowance would be extended in some cases to 
projects that would otherwise affect a significant resource on flatter portions of the 
site.  Since on-site preservation would still be required along with application of 
CEQA guidelines for visual resources, no new significant impacts are foreseeable. 

 
I57-10 No potentially significant impacts associated with the draft Subdivision Ordinance 

amendment have been identified. 
 
I57-11 The County does not agree with this comment.  While it is accurate to state that 

much of the work that went into drafting a land use map and road network occurred 
between 1998 and 2006, these project components have been regularly updated 
with new information so as to remain current.  The existing conditions and analyses 
provided in the DEIR relied on information compiled in spring of 2008 to coincide with 
the date of the Notice of Preparation (April 2008).  

 
I57-12 The description of RPO in DEIR Section 2.1.2.3 is accurate for the current ordinance 

and for the ordinance as proposed to be amended.  In either case, limited 
encroachments are allowed within steep slopes.  It should be noted that while the 
RPO helps to reduce potential aesthetic impacts, the DEIR does not rely on this 
regulation to “avoid significant aesthetics impacts.”  For each of the four issues 
analyzed in Subchapter 2.1, Aesthetics, a determination was made that impacts 
would be significant and mitigation would be required. 

 
I57-13 The County is not required to ensure that a proposed density or “stated degree of 

intensification” will occur during development of a project.  Therefore, further 
response to this comment is not provided. 

 
I57-14 This comment appears to object to the placement of higher-density designations in 

western areas where there is agriculture since the existing agriculture in these 
regions should be retained; and also recommends placing higher-density 
designations in the rural areas such that agriculture would then be more viable in the 
rural areas.  This comment is based on an incorrect assumption that in the western 
areas, higher densities are located on agricultural land.  In fact, the opposite is the 
case.  Most of the agricultural land in the western area of the County is proposed for 
lower densities when compared to the residential areas around it.  While it is an 
overall concept to focus future growth in the western portions of the unincorporated 
area, designating where that growth would occur took into account a variety of 
factors including agricultural and other environmental resources. 

  
Further, while the County appreciates the difficulties of retaining viable agriculture 
region-wide, the County does not agree that future development should be focused 
in rural areas while areas with existing small lots receive no growth.  In determining 
where future residential units should be placed, access to existing infrastructure is a 
primary consideration.  And while the creation of small lots in rural areas may lend 
itself to additional agriculture, it would also result in substantial adverse 
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environmental effects from the foreseeable residential development and associated 
infrastructure that accompanies such projects.  Also, while the comment indicates 
that evidence supports this claim, such evidence is not provided.  

 
I57-15 This comment does not raise a significant environmental issue.  The County's 

objective to accommodate a reasonable share of projected regional population 
growth is not a threshold of significance pursuant to CEQA.  Moreover, the County 
does not agree that active participation in the Purchase of Agricultural Conservation 
easements (PACE) program would conflict with project objectives. 

 
I57-16 The determination of what qualifies as an important agricultural area within a 

community plan is determined by the respective community planning group.  This 
mitigation measure does not preclude development in areas supporting important 
agriculture.  However, it does allow for the local identification of significant resources 
and application of appropriate design considerations for development projects that 
may affect important agriculture.  Since the proposed comprehensive General Plan 
Update allocates densities that are compatible with land constraints, such as 
important farmland, the County does not agree that mitigation measure Agr-1.5 
would further reduce densities assumed by the project. 

 
I57-17 The County agrees and the recommended revision was made for Agr-1.3 in 

Subchapter 2.2 and in Chapter 7, Mitigation Measures. 
 
I57-18 While the County agrees that the subject of the paragraph, under the subheading 

“National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAPS) Program,” 
is the federal Hazardous Air Pollutants (HAPs) standards, the sentence in question is 
referring to the state's Toxic Air Contaminants (TAC) control program and the 200 
TACs identified. 

 
I57-19 The County does not agree with this comment.  The biological impacts analysis is 

rather specific for a program EIR as it includes an estimate of impacts to habitat.  
The determination that impacts to certain biological resources would be significant 
and unavoidable is presented clearly in DEIR Section 2.6.1.1.  The lead agency has 
discretion in making this determination.  In this case, the County further supported 
the determination with a discussion of what measure(s) would mitigate the impact to 
a level below significant and why it was found to be infeasible to do so. 

 
I57-20 The County took a conservative approach in estimating potential impacts to 

biological resources (i.e., habitat).  Many of the proposed designations are evaluated 
as being 100 percent impacted.  However, some designations, such as rural 
residential, would likely have partial impacts based on the associated density.  This 
model was overlayed with the GIS regional vegetation mapping, not Multiple Species 
Conservation Program (MSCP) mapping.  The impact acreages were not spread 
proportionately over vegetation types.  Rather, they were mapped in conjunction with 
the proposed land use map and the regional vegetation map.  The rationale used to 
estimate impacts for different land use designations is provided in DEIR Section 
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2.4.3.1 under the subheading “Direct Impacts.”  Therefore, no changes to the 
document were deemed necessary in response to this comment. 

 
I57-21 The County agrees with this comment.  In order to aid the reader in understanding 

how much of a given community's habitat would be impacted, the County has added 
a column to Table C-3 within DEIR Appendix C, Biological Resources Tables, that 
shows the existing habitat acreages next to the estimated impact acreages for each 
vegetation type within each community plan area. 

 
I57-22 This comment is not fully understood as written.  The DEIR includes an estimate of 

impacts to biological resources that is appropriate for a programmatic-level review.  
The estimate of direct impacts is considered to be conservative when compared to 
impacts generally seen on the ground for various land uses.  However, this 
overestimate is useful since indirect impacts cannot be as easily quantified.   

 
 It is not clear what plans the commenter is referring to in the statement: “making it 

impossible to tell if future plans are covered within the range of alternatives or if there 
are impacts that were not previously disclosed.”  Moreover, it is not clear what is 
meant by “previously disclosed.”  Therefore, no response to his statement is 
provided. 

 
 The rationale for using certain percentages or acreages for a given land use 

designation is provided in DEIR Section 2.4.3.1 under the subheading “Direct 
Impacts.”  It is not clear from the comment what additional information is needed to 
support the County's estimates.    

 
I57-23 The County agrees with some of the statements in this comment such as the 

assertion that the presence of critical habitat does not affect the ability to use private 
property; that critical habitat is a broad designation; and that critical habitat areas 
include areas that are already developed.  In addition, it is important to note that 
critical habitat designations do not regulate development unless a federal agency is 
involved with the action (i.e., situations where federal funding, authorization, or land 
is involved).   

 
 It is for these reasons noted above that the County does not agree that additional 

detailed species information or quantification of the critical habitat is necessary for 
inclusion into the impact analysis.  To do so would imply that critical habitat 
designations are a significant factor in determining whether future development 
under the General Plan Update will adversely affect special status species or their 
habitat.  The presence of critical habitat is not a primary factor in the County's 
guideline for determination of significance.  However, since critical habitat 
designations often incorporate the best available scientific data, it is appropriate that 
some of the information be acknowledged in the DEIR and considered along with all 
other substantial evidence in the record. 
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 Also in response to this comment, the County agrees that some clarification is 
needed in the text of the DEIR to avoid confusion.  The following change was made 
in Section 2.4.3.1 of the DEIR: 

 
 “However, future development of General Plan Update land uses outside of federal 

and State-owned parks would have the potential to result in directa significant 
impacts to designated critical habitat.”   

 
I57-24 The County does not agree with this comment.  The necessary conservation analysis 

has not been prepared to support a linkage/corridor map for the future East County 
MSCP.  To include preliminary draft maps within the DEIR would not be appropriate.   

 
I57-25 The proposed Conservation Subdivision Program is a mitigation measure in the 

DEIR.  As currently proposed, it will not be an ordinance but will include some 
modifications to existing ordinances.  As discussed in the DEIR, this measure would 
reduce the potential impacts to biological resources that were disclosed in the impact 
analysis because it would allow greater flexibility in subdivision project design to 
accommodate preservation of natural resources.  Despite the reduction in potential 
impacts; however, Issues 1, 2 and 4 in Subchapter 2.4 of the DEIR would not be 
mitigated to a level below significance.   

 
I57-26 The County does not agree with this comment.  Potential impacts to wildlife corridors 

are discussed in DEIR Section 2.4.3.4.  As noted in the DEIR, not all potential wildlife 
movement paths have been mapped.  The identification of wildlife corridors is an on-
going process within a dynamic landscape.  However, based on existing known 
corridors and linkages, the proposed project would have the potential to affect 
movement paths due to the placement of new development allowed by the General 
Plan Update and/or the build-out of the Mobility Element road network.  A more 
specific analysis was neither required nor appropriate within a program EIR for a 
General Plan project. 

 
I57-27 The County does not agree with this comment and re-asserts the findings in the 

DEIR that higher development densities generally result in greater biological impacts.  
This conclusion is supported by the study “Analysis of General Plan-2020 San Diego 
County” (CBI 2005) cited in the DEIR. 

 
 The County concedes that in some cases a higher-density project can have less 

impact than a lower-density project, and that impacts vary case-by-case due to site 
factors and project design.  However, in preparation of a program EIR, the lead 
agency must make some broad and general conclusions. 

 
I57-28 The County agrees with this comment.  Please refer to response to comment I57-21.  
 
I57-29 The section to which this comment refers is evaluating whether or not the project 

would have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat 
modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status 
species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California 
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Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS).  
In evaluating this question, the scarcity of the vegetation type is secondary to 
whether or not the vegetation is occupied by a special status species.  In the latter 
case, even a small direct impact to an otherwise abundant vegetation type would be 
considered significant.  The County's approach to evaluating impacts to special 
status species is discussed in greater detail within the Guidelines for Determining 
Significance: Biological Resources, which may be accessed at 
http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/docs/Biological_Guidelines.pdf.  As also explained 
in these Guidelines, some habitat types in mountain and desert regions, such as 
coniferous forest, Colorado Desert wash scrub, desert dunes, and desert sink scrub, 
are still considered sensitive for reasons other than historical loss, such as limited 
distribution, the potential to host sensitive species, or the inability to recover from 
disturbance. 
 
Since the project proposes future development, even at low densities, in areas 
known to contain habitat supporting special status species, the County must 
conclude that the project will result in potentially significant impacts in those areas.   

 
I57-30 This comment concerns the availability of two documents referenced in the biology 

section of the DEIR.  The Conservation Biology Institute (CBI) report analyzed 
potential biological impacts related to the County's General Plan.  This study was not 
included as an appendix to the DEIR since it analyzed previous versions of the 
proposed project.  However, it was made available on the County's website for the 
duration of the public review period and is still available at 
http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/gpupdate/environmental.html.  The link to the report 
is listed immediately after the DEIR appendices. 

 
 The second document, cited as CPF 2004, is a plan that was cited only once in the 

DEIR (Section 2.4.3.2) to provide a commonly accepted definition of riparian 
habitats.  It is unclear from the comment why this particular document should be 
included in the County's website or within the DEIR.  The County cited 322 different 
references throughout the DEIR and listed the sources for these references within 
Chapter 5.0, References.  This list also included website links whenever possible.  It 
should be noted that a link to the CPF plan was included in DEIR Chapter 5.0 under 
California Partners in Flight and the Riparian Habitat Joint Venture.  

 
I57-31 The CBI report clearly states on the cover page that it was prepared for the 

Endangered Habitats League.  In addition, DEIR Chapter 5.0 shows in the CBI 
reference that it is a report prepared for the Endangered Habitats League. 

 
 The County does not agree that the CBI report ignores the quantity of land owned by 

the state or federal government or the quantity within open space.  The report 
includes a map that shows the distribution of open space and state and federal 
lands.  However, the focus of the study, as stated in the Methods section on Page 8, 
was to evaluate impacts within single-family residential areas. 

 

http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/docs/Biological_Guidelines.pdf
http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/gpupdate/environmental.html
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I57-32 This comment questions the studies cited in the CBI report and the inferences made.  
The County does not agree with the points of this comment.  It is a commonly 
accepted practice to incorporate discussion of various biological studies and their 
results despite there being differences in study areas.  This is because many 
ecological processes are generally the same for different ecosystems.  The CBI 
report discusses points from numerous studies, more than the four mentioned in this 
comment.  In addition, it is commonly accepted practice to make inferences from the 
literature review in order to establish a foundation and purpose for the study that is 
currently being conducted. 

 
I57-33 This comment summarizes the conclusion of the CBI report and states that it is 

neither quantified nor substantiated.  It is not clear from the comment what type of 
quantification or substantiation is missing from the conclusion.  The results have 
appropriate quantities and the conclusion is supported by the data provided in 
Section 3 of the study. 

 
I57-34 The County does not agree that the report assumes development would result in the 

maximum grading and fragmentation.  The CBI report acknowledges that 
development patterns vary and it states on Page 12 that “the total direct and indirect 
impacts of development at a particular development density within each category are 
unknown and will depend largely on distribution of housing within each zoning 
category (e.g. whether the housing is clustered or spread somewhat evenly 
throughout the development area)....”  The CBI report goes on to say that it focuses 
on general patterns of development densities and uses existing conditions from the 
year 2000 as the basis for estimating impacts from residential development. 

 
I57-35 The County does not agree with this comment.  The CBI report uses regression 

analysis to graph four fragmentation metrics (Figure 3).  Therefore, the results refer 
to the slope of the regression line.  In the four graphs the slope is high in the range 
between one dwelling unit (DU) per four acres and one DU per 40 acres and low in 
the one dwelling unit per 80 acres or lower densities.  

 
I57-36 It is unclear what the sentence in this comment means and therefore no response is 

provided. 
 
I57-37 The County does not agree with this comment.  The sentence quoted in the 

comment is a statement made by CBI in describing the 2001 Odell and Knight 
Report (see Page 7 of the CBI report).  The CBI study found that species abundance 
and species composition were significantly different between high and low 
development densities.  

 
I57-38 The County agrees that the CBI report does not account for County regulations or 

wetland permitting in its analysis.  The DEIR utilizes the information from the CBI 
report and incorporates existing regulations in the analysis to determine significance 
of impacts to biological resources. 
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I57-39 The section to which this comment refers is evaluating whether or not the project 
would have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive 
natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations, or by 
CDFG or USFWS.  The County's approach to evaluating impacts to riparian habitat 
is discussed in greater detail within the Guidelines for Determining Significance: 
Biological Resources, which may be accessed at 
http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/docs/Biological_Guidelines.pdf.  As explained in 
these Guidelines, impacts may be significant if the project would draw down the 
groundwater table to the detriment of groundwater-dependent habitat, typically a 
drop of 3 feet or more from historical low groundwater levels.  This determination is 
substantiated in the guidelines as follows: 

 
 “Studies have found that groundwater reductions adversely affect native plant 

species.  Two of the referenced studies (Integrated Urban Forestry, 2001 and 
Committee on Riparian Zone Functioning and Strategies for Management et al., 
2002) found that permanent reduction in groundwater elevation levels of greater than 
three feet is enough to induce water stress in some riparian trees, particularly willow 
(Salix spp.), cottonwood (Populus spp.) and Baccharis species.” 

 
 The DEIR further finds in Section 2.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, that the project 

would have significant and unavoidable impacts to groundwater supply.  Therefore, it 
is reasonable to conclude that the project would have significant impacts to riparian 
habitat.  However, it should be noted that groundwater drawdown was not the only 
factor in determining the significance of potential impacts to riparian habitat.   

 
I57-40 The County agrees that wetland and riparian impacts are likely an overestimate of 

future impacts.  However, the estimates are not “grossly overstated.”  The DEIR 
sections referenced in this comment estimate potential impacts prior to application of 
existing regulations.  In an effort to be clear and methodical, the DEIR has the 
following format for each subject/issue analysis: (1) account for the project 
description and existing conditions to estimate potential impacts; (2) incorporate all 
known federal, state, and local regulations and existing regulatory processes that 
apply; and (3) consider applicable General Plan Update policies.  With consideration 
given to all of this information and any additional substantial evidence, a 
determination of significance is made. 

 
 The estimation of potential impacts prior to regulations or policies was determined 

using percentages based on proposed land use designations.  These percentages 
reflect average impact acreages known to occur from similar development patterns in 
the County depending on land use type. 

 
 It should also be noted that existing wetland regulations do not prevent or mitigate all 

potential direct and indirect impacts to riparian habitat that may result from 
development within the unincorporated County.  The General Plan Update 
accommodates ministerial permits and by-right land uses that would not undergo 
environmental review with the County.  It is too speculative to estimate how much 
development will be regulated via discretionary permits and how much will be 

http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/docs/Biological_Guidelines.pdf
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completed under allowed uses.  It is also inappropriate for the County to try and 
quantify how much riparian habitat would be regulated by other permitting agencies 
(e.g., the California Department of Fish and Game or the Army Corps of Engineers).   

 
I57-41 The County does not agree with this comment.  The determination for impacts to 

riparian habitat and to federally-protected wetlands is that impacts would be 
significant.  The County determined that impacts to federally-protected wetlands will 
be mitigated to a level below significant; however, impacts to riparian habitat would 
remain significant and unavoidable. 

 
I57-42 It is unclear from the comment which existing regulations related to species survival 

are missing from the analyses in the DEIR.  Section 2.4.3.1 is the analysis of impacts 
to special status plant and wildlife species.  This section accounts for the Migratory 
Bird Treaty Act, the state and federal Endangered Species Acts, the Natural 
Communities Conservation Planning (NCCP) Act, the Southern California Coastal 
Sage Scrub NCCP, and the San Diego Multiple Species Conservation Program. 

 
I57-43 The County does not agree that a detailed impact analysis for each sensitive species 

is necessary.  The existing conditions section of the biological resources subchapter 
describes each vegetation type, its general regional location, and the types of 
species (common and sensitive) that it supports.  Tables C-1 and C-2 in DEIR 
Appendix C, Biological Resources Tables, list each sensitive species and its habitat 
type.  Table C-3 provides habitat impacts per subregion or community.  Together, 
this information provides a very thorough overview of potential impacts to special 
status species.  Detailed impact analyses of each sensitive species in the County 
unincorporated area (nearly 450 plant and animal species) are neither feasible nor 
necessary to determine the project's overall impacts and identify appropriate 
mitigation measures. 

 
I57-44 The County does not agree with this comment.  Project-by-project mitigation may 

mitigate some project-level impacts, but does not account for cumulative impacts in 
San Diego County.  Most biological resource mitigation associated with projects still 
results in an overall net loss of habitat, even at high mitigation ratios.  A larger 
program, such as an adopted NCCP/HCP, is necessary to achieve regional 
preservation goals and show that core areas and linkages will remain intact and 
viable despite the incremental losses. 

 
 In addition, the commenter assumes that all development under the General Plan 

Update will be subject to mitigation requirements.  This assumption will hold true for 
most discretionary projects; however, the project must also account for direct, 
indirect, and cumulative impacts that may result from by-right uses.  Thus, regional 
policies and programs that conserve biological resources are warranted, such as 
those listed as mitigation measures in the DEIR. 

 
I57-45 Mitigation measure Bio-1.2 requires the County to continue preparation of MSCP 

plans for North and East County.  It does not bind the decision makers to adopt such 
plans.  Since adoption of MSCP plans cannot be guaranteed, the finding was made 
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in the DEIR that potential impacts to special status species are significant and 
unavoidable. 

 
I57-46 The County does not agree with this comment.  First, the County does not concur 

that all impacts to biological resources must be fully mitigated.  Through the CEQA 
process, analysis is conducted to determine whether or not impacts will be mitigated 
to a level below significance.  The County finds that implementation of Multiple 
Species Conservation Programs, in combination with other regulations, policies, and 
regulatory processes in place to avoid, minimize and mitigate adverse effects, would 
reduce potential impacts to biological resources below a level of significance.  It 
should be noted that under MSCP Plans, impacts resulting from ministerial permits 
can also be accounted for and mitigated via achievement of program goals (e.g., 
acquisitions, restoration, management, monitoring, etc.).  It is this additional 
assurance that would reduce impacts associated with the General Plan Update to a 
level below significance. 

 
 Second, the County does not agree that low densities undermine MSCP planning.  

Moreover, the County does not agree that the project is proposing “low” densities.  
Rather, the General Plan Update is proposing area-appropriate densities based on 
constraints for given areas balanced with the need for additional housing.  The 
conclusions reached in this comment are speculative and unsupported by substantial 
evidence.  See also responses to comments I57-47 and I57-48 below. 

 
I57-47 The County does not agree with this comment.  It is expected that land within lower 

density designations will be utilized by landowners, for either residential development 
or agriculture.  Thus, the County recognizes development of such areas as 
foreseeable impacts and estimates that as much as 174,750 acres of habitat may be 
directly or indirectly affected. 

 
I57-48 The commenter assumes that landowners under the General Plan Update will not 

seek entitlements (i.e., subdivisions).  The County has no response to this 
assumption since it neither is supported by substantial evidence nor addresses the 
adequacy of the DEIR.  Based on the assumption, the commenter further concludes 
that the future North County and East County MSCP plans will not be effective since 
the lack of entitlement process will result in a lack of mitigation land.  This is a limited 
view of the multi-species plans, which are assured through numerous actions on the 
part of the agencies and through various types of development, with subdivisions 
being just one type.  Please also refer to response to comment O12-6. 

 
I57-49 The comment states that MSCP “is not necessarily a sound mitigation measure....”  

The County disagrees and has found that MSCP implementation mitigates 
incremental and cumulative impacts, for discretionary and ministerial actions, over a 
large region while covering numerous biological resources.  There is no substantial 
evidence that MSCP planning is unsound.  The comment goes on to say that MSCP 
“is not the only vehicle available for such mitigation.”  The County seeks to include all 
feasible and appropriate mitigation measures as part of the General Plan Update 
process.  If there are additional or alternative measures that should be discussed in 
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the environmental documents, they should be provided to County staff before the 
Board of Supervisors considers certification of the EIR.       

 
I57-50 The comment questions the feasibility of MSCP implementation.  Though it is 

unsupported by factual evidence, this comment is not at variance with the DEIR 
since Section 2.4.6.1 concludes that implementation of future MSCPs is not feasible 
at this time because it is dependent on multiple agencies to adopt and enforce.  The 
comment further concludes, “Plans in and of themselves are not adequate mitigation 
for significant impacts.”  Yet, the County finds that plans and programs adopted by 
government agencies are mechanisms for taking action.  Therefore, if the plans or 
programs outline mitigating measures, as the MSCP does, then they would qualify as 
adequate mitigation pursuant to CEQA. 

 
I57-51 The County does not agree that additional analysis is needed for cultural resources 

by community or subregional planning area.  All discretionary projects submitted to 
the County are thoroughly evaluated for cultural and paleontological resources within 
not only a project area, but also surrounding the project area.  In addition, cumulative 
impacts are evaluated which takes into consideration archaeological and historical 
resources within a cultural landscape that includes river and creek drainages, 
potential for food resources, and useable land.  Cumulative impacts may include all 
or portions of a community or subregional area, but often go well beyond the 
community boundaries. 

 
I57-52 The County agrees with this comment and has added the following text to DEIR 

Section 2.5.3.1, Impact Analysis for Historical Resources: 
 

“Impacts to communities with high concentrations of historic resources, and 
communities that have been surveyed for historic resources are at risk for direct and 
indirect impacts from development.  To minimize impacts to historic resources, each 
Community Plan will include in the Conservation Section, a listing of historic 
buildings and sites that are important and significant to that community or, in the 
case of those with historic surveys, reference to the survey will be made.  All known 
historic buildings, or sites have been flagged so that any permit activity relating to a 
property having known significant historic sites will be required to undergo additional 
review by an environmental specialist.  All discretionary projects will be subject to a 
rigorous cultural review with the goal of identifying significant historic sites and 
conditioning their preservation.” 

 
I57-53 The County disagrees that the cumulative seismic risk analysis should be revised to 

take a look at the appropriate, regional geographic scope.  While seismic hazards 
are regional in the effect, from a CEQA perspective of cumulative impacts analysis, 
the seismic hazard does not increase in significance with added development.  As 
stated in Section 2.6.4, geologic impacts are regional in scope from an earthquake 
event.  As stated in Section 2.6.4.1, the entire County is within an area of high 
seismic activity.  However, the geologic impacts from seismic hazards are limited to 
the area where development occurs, and seismic impacts as the result of a 
development do not extend off-site.  Therefore, adding additional development within 
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the County does not increase the severity of geologic impacts and does not have an 
additive effect to geologic hazards.   

 
I57-54 The County does not concur that the DEIR should be revised to consider the effects 

that allowing certain roads to fail would have on the emergency response, 
evacuation plans, and the transport of hazardous materials.  For example, a wider 
network is available for emergency response and evacuation uses in addition to 
Mobility Element roads, such as local public roads and emergency evacuation routes 
that may be gated under normal circumstances.  Also, roads are designed to allow 
regular traffic to move to a shoulder to allow emergency vehicles to pass while 
minimizing disruption.   

 
I57-55 Defend-in-place strategies for addressing wildfire hazards are considered to be 

project-specific measures not appropriate for a County-wide General Plan.  This is 
because on-the-ground constraints and availability of resources would be vital 
information prior to any consideration of this type of safety plan.  

 
I57-56 The DEIR includes analysis of the water quality impacts that may result from 

implementation of the General Plan Update.  The General Plan Update does not 
propose increased agricultural uses but anticipates various land uses under the 
proposed designations, including agriculture, residential, commercial, open space, 
etc.  The impact analysis assumes full build-out of the General Plan with all of the 
foreseeable uses incorporated. 

 
I57-57 The DEIR discussion of surface water quality analyzes potential impacts from all land 

uses under the proposed project, including agriculture, residential development, 
commercial development, etc.  All potential impacts are disclosed.  It is noted in this 
section of the DEIR that future land uses would be concentrated in the western 
areas, which is a reasonable statement/conclusion.  All impaired water bodies are 
included in the DEIR (Table 2.8-1) and the analysis in Section 2.8.3.1 Issue 1: Water 
Quality Standards and Requirements under the “Impacts Following Construction” 
subheading, acknowledges that the General Plan Update would contribute additional 
point and non-point source pollutants in their watersheds. 

 
I57-58 The comment asserts that the DEIR does not address water quality impacts 

associated with the “shift toward agricultural land uses in the back country.”  While 
there are no proposed agricultural designations in the General Plan Update, the 
reduced densities in the backcountry may be perceived as a shift toward agriculture.  
However, the analyses in the DEIR rely on a plan-to-ground approach.  Therefore, 
impacts are evaluated as the potential effects of the General Plan designations and 
road network on the existing conditions of the region.  Impacts to water quality were 
evaluated in this fashion and were determined to be significant and unavoidable. 

 
I57-59 The County does not agree with this comment.  The proposed project would allow 

appropriate development rather than limit development.  In comparison to the 
existing General Plan, development is expected to be reduced in the backcountry.  
However, this type of plan-to-plan analysis was deliberately omitted from the DEIR 
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with the exception of the Alternatives analysis provided in Chapter 4.  Adverse 
effects to water quality were fully analyzed for the proposed project in Section 2.8, 
Hydrology and Water Quality.  Also see response to comment I57-59 above. 

 
I57-60 The County does not agree with this comment.  The comment asserts that the DEIR 

does not address impacts to groundwater resources in areas that do not already 
have water supply problems.  The purpose of DEIR Figure 2.8-3 was to identify 
current localized groundwater supply problems within the County based on historical 
groundwater information available.  This provides a baseline of existing groundwater 
conditions.  A basin by basin analysis of potential impacts to groundwater resources 
was separately conducted on 86 basins and the impacts analysis is discussed in 
DEIR Section 2.8.3.2.  Results are presented on Figure 2.8-9.  This evaluates the 
potential extent of groundwater impacts at maximum buildout of the General Plan 
Update.  This would include areas that are currently not having groundwater supply 
problems and would indicate cumulatively whether there may be groundwater 
problems as a result of the buildout of the basin.  

 
I57-61 DEIR Section 2.8.1.4 states that the “section defines common water quality 

contaminants and describes existing groundwater and surface water quality issues 
within the County’s WMAs.”   Section 2.8.3.1 discusses future land use impacts to 
surface water quality in two categories: 1) Impacts from Construction Activities, and 
2) Impacts Following Construction.  Therefore, there is no need for clarifying text as 
introductory text in Section 2.8.1.4 makes it clear the discussion is focused on 
existing conditions, and Section 2.8.3.1 focuses on future impacts as a result of 
implementation of the General Plan Update. 

 
I57-62 The County agrees with the comment that there are vast areas of the County that will 

likely never be impacted by anthropogenic (human) sources that would cause 
groundwater impacts.  However, the County disagrees that there may be large 
groundwater supplies within the unincorporated portion of the County that with 
proper study could be utilized. All major sources of groundwater within the County 
have for the most part already been identified.  While there are large areas of the 
unincorporated County untapped, the vast majority of these areas are underlain by 
fractured rock aquifers, which have a very limited supply of groundwater and would 
not be suitable for providing a viable alternative source of water for the water needs 
of 2.9 million people in the western region.  Therefore, there is no need to add the 
additional text suggested in this comment.   

 
I57-63 DEIR Section 2.8.3.1 has been clarified to include text to allow for the possibility of 

treatment through a Department of Environmental Health or State regulated water 
system to recognize treatment as a mitigation measure in some cases. 

 
I57-64 The County does not concur that the DEIR should be revised to consider the impact 

on existing community character.  The DEIR recognizes that significant density 
increases in certain areas will change community character.  As a result, the DEIR 
determined that impacts to Visual Character or Quality under Aesthetics will be 
significant and unavoidable. 
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I57-65 This comment is referring to whether or not the General Plan Update will create large 

new open space areas.  DEIR Section 2.9.3.1 analyzes project impacts concerning 
the Physical Division of an Established Community.  While the General Plan Update 
proposes to create new areas of open space throughout the unincorporated, the 
County does not concur that the open space areas being created will divide 
communities, which is the focus of the DEIR analysis.  The Community Development 
Model, one of the Guiding Principles of the General Plan and an important objective 
in development of the land use map, places rural areas with low densities at the 
periphery of a community with the intention to provide buffers and separation 
between communities, rather than divide a community.  

 
I57-66 The County does not agree that multi-modal transportation is not likely to be viable in 

semi-rural and rural areas.  Multi-modal transportation includes pedestrian and 
bicycle facilities, as well as bus stops, which are considered to be feasible and 
appropriate in semi-rural and rural areas. 

 
I57-67 The County does not concur that the DEIR should quantify the amount of land where 

the General Plan Update is proposing to reduce density when compared to the 
existing General Plan.  However, Table 4-7 has been added to Chapter 4 of the 
DEIR, which provides a comparison of the number of residential dwelling units for 
each alternative. 

 
I57-68 The County appreciates the comment and has revised DEIR Figure 2.9-2 to show 

the sphere of influence for the City of Escondido. 
 
I57-69 Balancing the need for construction aggregate with urbanization, and 

competing/incompatible land uses is a planning challenge for the County.  
Traditionally, mining for aggregate has been most economical in the western region 
due to proximity to market, making for inexpensive transportation costs.  As 
urbanization has encroached into primary areas for sand mining, the western region 
now has very few areas in which a viable sand mine can be permitted.  As a result, 
the shortage of supply has resulted in importation of aggregate from areas outside 
the western region (Mexico, Imperial and Riverside County).  Simply moving growth 
to areas farther east and north as the comment suggests would encroach on mineral 
resources in rural settings that may have the potential for future mining sites.  The 
County disagrees that the western region is where mineral resources are primarily 
located.  Much of eastern San Diego County is underlain by geology suitable for 
aggregate mining of PCC-grade aggregate materials.  As costs continue to increase, 
the market for mineral resources will expand farther east within the unincorporated 
portion of the County.    

 
I57-70 The State has only mapped mineral resource zones within the western one-third of 

the County.  Therefore, Mineral Resource Zone (MRZ)-2 designations do not extend 
into the central and eastern portion of San Diego County since they have never been 
mapped.  Based on the geology of unmapped areas within the central and eastern 
portion of the County, there are many areas that would likely qualify for designation 
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as MRZ-2.  By limiting urbanization to the western portion of the County, mineral 
resources are being preserved in the central and eastern portion of the County for 
potential future use.  In addition, any proposed developments on or near areas 
designated MRZ-2 are required to evaluate impacts to mineral resources by utilizing 
the County of San Diego Guidelines for Determining Significance - Mineral 
Resources.  The Guidelines were designed to guide projects to minimize impacts on 
MRZ-2 and other important mineral resource areas of the County.  

 
I57-71 The information within DEIR Table 2.10-1 was the best available information the 

County could find pertaining to the types of minerals mined in San Diego County.  
The 2003 information is similar to existing conditions and provides an adequate 
understanding for purposes of the DEIR of the overall picture of mining in the 
County.  It is possible that a few mines may have closed since then and possibly a 
few mines have been permitted.  An independent study would be required to provide 
a more up to date table, of which the benefits of a more up to date table would not 
outweigh the costs to obtain the information. 

 
I57-72 The County agrees that this discrepancy between numbers is an error.  The acreage 

provided in the Noise Section of the DEIR was based on a previous GIS estimate.  
Section 2.11.1.2 of the DEIR has been revised under the heading: Industrial, 
Commercial, Extractive, and Agricultural Sources as follows: 

 
“It is estimated that of the County’s approximately 2.7 million acres of land, 
366,500308,991 acres are in active agricultural use (AWM 2008)(DPLU 2007b).” 

 
 It should be noted that this change does not affect the outcome of the noise analysis 

provided in Section 2.11 of the DEIR. 
 
I57-73 The County acknowledges and appreciates this comment. The County agrees that a 

revision would help clarify this statement with respect to heavy equipment operations 
and their related vibration levels.  The text has been revised by replacing:  

 
“These vibration levels would exceed the significance threshold for infrequent events 
for Category 1 land uses, but would not exceed the threshold level for the land uses 
within Categories 2 and 3, as defined in Table 2.11-14.” 

 
 With the following text: 
 

“With respect to Table 2.11-14, it is more likely that heavy equipment operations may 
produce vibration impact levels exceeding the threshold of Category 1 land uses 
than the higher thresholds of Categories 2 and 3 land uses and because of 
separation distance, event frequency, and other site-specific conditions. Category 1 
land uses include research and manufacturing facilities for products with high 
tolerances required in their design and fabrication.” 

 
I57-74 The County found no table in this section of the DEIR that refers to areas or any road 

segment analysis for noise. If the comment is based on Table 2.11-16 regarding the 
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increases in noise levels, the supporting figures and tables would be included in the 
Noise Technical Report of Appendix F. 

   
 

 Appropriate to this level of program EIR, a generalized analysis of roadway 
segments was conducted to identify the areas subject to the potential increase based 
on a worst case scenario described in Section 2.2 of the Noise Technical Report. 

 
I57-75 The County acknowledges and appreciates this comment. The 
determination of significance for temporary increases in ambient noise levels is 
provided at the end of Section 2.11.3.4 under the subheading “Summary.”  It was 
determined that impacts would be potentially significant.  However, mitigation 
measures are provided in DEIR Section 2.11.6.4 that would reduce impacts to below 
a level of significance. 

 
I57-76 The County acknowledges and appreciates this comment. A more complete listing 

than Table 2.11-18 can be found on Page 10-4 of the U.S. Department of 
Transportation’s Federal Railroad Administration High Speed Ground Transportation 
Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, which is used as a reference in the DEIR 
and can be accessed at: www.fra.dot.gov/downloads/RRDev/final_nv.pdf. 

 
I57-77 The County concurs that in order to serve additional growth at intensities specified by 

the land use map, regional water supply planning is needed to ensure available 
water supplies.  While the DEIR does document issues with the Rainbow Water 
District to provide services, no issues are addressed for the Ramona Municipal 
Water District.  However, the DEIR determines that the General Plan Update will 
result in “significant and unavoidable” impact concerning the provision of adequate 
water supplies.  That being said, the County asserts that it is more economically 
viable to provide services to areas where infrastructure is already in place and higher 
densities in those areas are appropriate. 

 
I57-78 The County does not agree with these comments. First, with regard to road 

improvements, the General Plan Update proposes to accept LOS of E/F where road 
improvements are not feasible. This acceptance is specifically for accommodating 
future development in the area of the constrained road because the alternative would 
be to reduce development so that the road has a higher level of service.  

 
 No evidence is provided to support the claim that infrastructure cannot feasibly be 

expanded in existing developed areas or that expansion of existing infrastructure is 
more expensive than developing new services.  

 
I57-79 The County agrees that some existing development in the unincorporated region 

does not meet travel time standards.  Such deficiencies are discussed in the existing 
conditions for fire protection services in DEIR Section 2.13.1.1 under the subheading 
“Travel Times.”  However, the County does not agree that such deficiencies in 
existing conditions should be the basis for waiving travel time standards on future 

http://www.fra.dot.gov/downloads/RRDev/final_nv.pdf
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development projects. To do so would exacerbate a problem that may have adverse 
effects on people and the environment. 

 
I57-80 The County concurs that for County roads a daily versus peak-hour traffic 

assessment was conducted for the DEIR.  This is consistent with the basis for the 
County road classifications that are based on the maximum capacity, roadway 
geometrics, and average daily traffic (ADT) volumes.  On the contrary, the 
assessment of State highways and freeways was based on a peak-hour analysis, to 
be consistent with Caltrans road planning methods.  The County uses ADTs as a 
basis for analysis of the County road network rather than the peak-hour volumes 
used for State roads because the County Board of Supervisors has adopted County 
Public Road Standards which include level of service (LOS) thresholds for County 
Circulation Element Roads.  These LOS thresholds are based upon 24-hour traffic 
volumes. The assessment of State highways and freeways; however, was based on 
a peak-hour analysis, to be consistent with Caltrans road planning methods. 

 
 The County does not concur that a pear-hour analysis of roads identified as deficient 

by the project DEIR traffic model is necessary in a programmatic EIR.  Although the 
General Plan Mobility Element is intended to reserve right-of-way for future 
improvements to roads, a more detailed project level analysis will account for more 
specific/focused traffic issues where significant impacts may occur.  Future 
developments/projects will be responsible for the mitigation of any deficiencies, as 
determined through peak-hour analysis.  

 
I57-81 DEIR Appendix G, Traffic and Circulation Assessment, correctly states that the 

procedure for calculating LOS on State highways involves estimating a segment 
peak-hour volume to capacity (V/C) ratio.  The segment peak-hour volume analysis 
is presented in the DEIR in terms of LOS to be consistent with the analysis for 
County roads, which are analyzed based on average daily traffic.  The County 
agrees that intersection analyses are not performed in this County-wide road network 
analysis.  This level of detail is appropriate at a project level of analysis rather than a 
General Plan level of analysis.  

 
I57-82 The County acknowledges that Table 4.1 in DEIR Appendix G, Traffic and 

Circulation Assessment, does not specifically address internal capture.  Internal 
capture is not a part of the trip generation model and thus is not included in the trip 
generation report section of the DEIR.  Trip generation reductions due to mixed use 
and/or proximity to transit are not considered in the DEIR traffic analysis because 
they would drastically underestimate traffic impacts if applied across the board.  
While internal capture and trip rate reductions are appropriate when analyzing 
specific development scenarios, the County traffic forecast model provides a 
conservative approach when considering internal capture and trip rate reductions, 
which are appropriate for County-wide analysis. 

 
I57-83 The County does not agree that the DEIR is deficient because it does not show that 

fewer traffic impacts would occur if land uses were intensified and placed within 
close proximity to already existing roads.  This has been an overall objective of the 
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General Plan to focus development where existing infrastructure already exists, 
preferably in compact patterns of development. 

 
I57-84 The County does not concur that the analysis of traffic impacts to adjacent 

jurisdictions provides insufficient information to demonstrate that there will not be 
significant and unmitigated impacts to roads because daily versus peak-hour level 
analysis was not conducted.  On the contrary, the DEIR determined significant and 
unavoidable impacts to roads in adjacent jurisdictions would result from the General 
Plan Update. 

 
I57-85 The County concurs with the comment that the mitigation proposed to relieve 

congestion on 34 road segments in adjacent jurisdictions is not adequate mitigation.  
As a result, the DEIR determined significant and unavoidable impacts to roads in 
adjacent jurisdictions would result from the General Plan Update. 

 
I57-86 The County appreciates the comment and has amended Policy M-2.1, Level of 

Service Criteria, to clarify what will be required of future development that will 
generate traffic on a road segment that has been accepted to operate at LOS E or F.  
The following text has been added to the policy. 

 
“When development is proposed on roads where a failing level of service has been 
accepted, require feasible mitigation in the form of road improvements or a fair share 
contribution to a road improvement program, consistent with the Mobility Element 
road network.” 

 
I57-87 The County does not agree that it is necessary to perform a select link analysis to 

verify that regional traffic is contributing to congestion on Old Highway 395.  This 
rationale is based on trip distribution volumes from the zones along Old Highway 
395, which do not generate nearly the number or trips forecast for Old Highway 395, 
along with forecast levels of congestion on Interstate 15. 

 
I57-88 The “Regional Transportation Network Overflow” criterion was not the only rationale 

for accepting Old Highway 395 at LOS E or F.  The rationale was also based on local 
community preferences.  In addition, in most instances the proposed road 
classification 2.1D Community Collector with Improvement Options or 2.2D Light 
Collector with Improvement Options provides sufficient right-of-way for a four lane 
road. 

 
I57-89 The County concurs that a LOS E/F was accepted for certain segments because the 

“LOS is only failing in a short segment” or that a segment is only over capacity by a 
small amount of average daily traffic (ADT).  This is based on the contention that it is 
more appropriate to address only the portion of the road that is failing with 
operational improvements such as turn lanes, rather than to drastically change the 
character of a community by adding travel lanes to the entire roadway.  In addition, in 
some instances the LOS for road segments was only slightly over the threshold for 
LOS D; however, other rationale, such as community preference, was also 
applicable to accepting a LOS E/F classification.  This is also coupled with the fact 
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that the County traffic model is based on full build-out of the land use map, while this 
is not normally achieved.  Therefore, it does not always make sense to add travel 
lanes when traffic volumes are only slightly over the threshold capacity. 

 
I57-90 The County does not concur that General Plan Update DEIR Appendix I, Impacted 

Roadway Segment and Supporting Rationale for LOS E/F Level Acceptance, asserts 
that it would fully mitigate impacts to certain road segments by proposing operational 
improvements such as right turn lanes.  The rationale discussed in Appendix I is 
intended to provide the criteria for accepting a road at LOS E/F.  While adding right 
turn lanes would improve traffic flow, Appendix I is not asserting that the impacts 
would be fully mitigated.  Using Alvarado Street in Fallbrook as an example, three 
criteria are provided for accepting this road at LOS E/F rather than to add travel 
lanes to the entire segment: (1) Town Center to minimize impacts to existing 
development patterns; (2) To address Marginal Deficiencies with feasible operational 
improvements where appropriate; and (3) To comply with the local Community 
Preference. 

 
I57-91 While this comment states that the DEIR’s conclusions for Ramona are unsupported, 

the comment does not specifically address which specific conclusions.  The 
comment further states, “Ramona is expected to handle a traffic increase of 31%.”  
The comment does not identify where the 31 percent increase in traffic is identified in 
the DEIR; however, review of DEIR Table 2.15-7 shows that, based on the traffic 
model forecast for the proposed  project, Ramona is anticipated to receive a 27 
percent increase in vehicle miles traveled (VMT), along with a 43 percent increase in 
average daily traffic (ADT).  The County concurs that significant growth is anticipated 
for Ramona, and the impacts of that growth are analyzed in the DEIR. 

 
I57-92 Similar to the previous comment, this comment states that with the DEIR proposed 

project, Alpine’s traffic will increase by 40 percent over existing conditions and 13 
percent over the existing General Plan; however, it does not identify where these 
conclusions are identified in the DEIR.  Again, the County concurs that significant 
growth is anticipated for Alpine and the impacts of that growth are analyzed in the 
DEIR. 

 
I57-93 Similar to the previous comments, this comment states that with the DEIR proposed 

project, Rainbow’s traffic will increase by 79 percent over existing conditions and 20 
percent over the existing General Plan; however, it does not identify where these 
conclusions are identified in the DEIR.  Again, the County concurs that significant 
growth is anticipated for Rainbow and the impacts of that growth are analyzed in the 
DEIR. 

 
I57-94 Similar to the previous comments, this comment states that with the DEIR project, 

Valley Center’s traffic will increase by 68 percent over existing conditions and 32 
percent over the existing General Plan; however, it does not identify where these 
conclusions are identified in the DEIR.  Again, the County concurs that significant 
growth is anticipated for Valley Center and the impacts of that growth are analyzed in 
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the DEIR.  Current projects, consistent with the General Plan Update, are in progress 
and will provide needed infrastructure to support the projects. 

 
I57-95 Generally, Environmental Constraints are not the only rationale for not widening a 

road; community preference is usually part of the rationale because communities do 
not want to lose their rural character. Therefore, in certain instances, while taking this 
rationale into account, and the fact that the traffic model forecasts are based on full 
build-out, which is normally not achievable, the County is recommending against 
adding travel lanes on some roads. 

 
I57-96 As discussed in the previous comment, generally environmental constraints are not 

the only rationale for not widening a road; community preference is usually part of 
the rationale because communities do not want to lose their rural character. Also, in 
many instances, while a classification to add travel lanes is not being recommended, 
a classification that would provide the right-of-way to construct additional travel lanes 
is being recommended; such as with Wildcat Canyon Road and State Route 94.  In 
other instances, the County’s recommendation is consistent with the SANDAG 
Regional Transportation Plan Reasonably Expected Revenue Scenario. 

 
I57-97 The County concurs that the proposed project is generally based on a single road 

network.  However, the planning process that led up to the development of this road 
network evaluated several network alternatives, which included new road 
connections, such as a new east-west road in Valley Center.  More details on this 
process are available at the General Plan Update web site at (see August 2006 
Board of Supervisors hearing): 

 http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/gpupdate/hearing.html.   
 
I57-98 The County does not concur that the DEIR should be revised to include the effects of 

increased air pollution and greenhouse gas emissions on the biological resources 
along deficient road segments.  The DEIR has already determined that three of five 
(Air Quality Violations, Non-Attainment Criteria Pollutants, and Sensitive Receptors) 
air quality issues would result in significant and unavoidable impacts, along with both 
issues under Global Climate Change.  In addition, the DEIR determined that the 
project would result in significant and unavoidable impacts to biological habitat and 
species. 

 
I57-99 In preparing the draft General Plan, the County has endeavored to achieve a 

reasonable jobs/housing balance.  A separate study was prepared in 2004 by 
Economic Research Associates that gave input into the General Plan Update 
process and land use maps (see http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/docs/era.pdf).  
However, the County does not agree that any such analysis is needed within the 
DEIR.  Social and economic issues need not be considered in an EIR. See CEQA 
Guidelines section 15064(e). 

 
I57-100 The County does not concur that community plans will limit development density.  

Development density is established by the land use map, while community plans 

http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/gpupdate/hearing.html
http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/docs/era.pdf
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more appropriately provide policies and objectives related to the character of 
development at the density specified by the land use map. 

 
I57-101 Please refer to response to comment I57-86. 
 
I57-102 The County does not agree with this comment.  DEIR Section 2.16.1.1 gives detailed 

information on the status of water agencies and infrastructure in the unincorporated 
area.  Moreover, it is not the intent of the DEIR to determine what effect the project 
will have on water agencies.  Rather, the intent is to determine whether the need for 
additional or expanded water facilities or the demand for additional water supply will 
impact the environment.  The DEIR clearly and adequately addresses this issue. 

 
I57-103 It is not the intent of the DEIR to compare project build-out with existing wastewater 

treatment capacity.  It is foreseeable that additional or expanded wastewater 
treatment facilities will be necessary to support the County's General Plan.  Pursuant 
to CEQA, the DEIR addresses whether or not such facilities will result in significant 
environmental effects. 

 
I57-104 The County appreciates this comment.  Table 4-7 Comparison of Alternatives – 

Future Housing Units has been added to the DEIR to provide a comparison of where 
future growth will go by community planning area. 

 
I57-105 The County does not agree with this comment.  The DEIR must evaluate the 

potential impacts that will result from expansion or construction of new wastewater 
facilities.  It need not guarantee that independent districts will expand.  Districts 
within the County are responsible agencies under the project and are continuing to 
provide the County with their updated plans and provisions throughout the General 
Plan Update process. 

 
I57-106 It is not clear what this comment is suggesting. The County has provided a 

programmatic assessment of foreseeable environmental impacts resulting from the 
construction/expansion of infrastructure facilities.  The specific deficiency in that 
assessment is not clearly stated in the comment. Detail regarding needed 
expansions or new facilities is not available to further analyze environmental impacts. 
Most projects have few details and those that have some, are still under the 
discretion of other agencies and must go through their own planning process. 
Therefore, to further anticipate what specific infrastructure impacts may result from 
those projects is speculative. There are also many projects that may occur in the 
future and have no details available. The planning for these projects is under the 
jurisdiction of the service provider and it would not be appropriate or accurate for the 
County to speculate on those projects.  

 
I57-107 This comment contains inaccurate paraphrases of the draft General Plan and the 

DEIR. Growth is not only directed to areas where there is existing infrastructure 
capacity. Additionally, the DEIR does not state that new facilities for new villages are 
too expensive. The last statement related to the cost of infrastructure is not 
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supported. As none of these statements relate to the adequacy of the DEIR, no 
further response is necessary. 

 
I57-108 The County does not agree. The information that the commenter is suggesting is not 

readily available. Further, there is no evidence that the DEIR is deficient without this 
information. Therefore, no revisions to the DEIR have been made as a result of this 
comment.  

 
I57-109 The majority of this comment restates case law and the County is in agreement with 

the citations. At the end of the paragraph, the comment states that the County has 
not provided substantial evidence that it is infeasible to mitigate the General Plan’s 
cumulative considerable contribution to greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. The 
County notes that the ultimate determination of infeasibility will be made by the 
Board of Supervisors and additional documentation on their findings will be provided 
at that time. The DEIR is not required to discuss infeasibility. Additionally, while the 
commenter suggests an inadequacy, no measures are suggested by the commenter 
for consideration by the County. Numerous policies and mitigation measures are 
identified in the DEIR (see Section 2.17.6.1) to address GHG emissions and include 
a commitment to achieve the AB 32 standard. As a result, the conclusion in the DEIR 
has been modified to be mitigated to a less than significant level.  

 
I57-110 The County does not agree with this comment which is addressed in response to 

comment I57-109 above.  
 
I57-111 The County does not agree with this comment. The County has not deferred 

formulation of mitigation measures related to GHG emissions to the preparation of a 
Climate Action Plan (CAP). To the contrary, the draft General Plan and DEIR include 
over 160 policies and mitigation measures that relate to GHG emissions. The 
comment suggests that the County explain why analysis in the CAP cannot be 
included in the DEIR. The County does not know what analysis the commenter is 
referring to, but believes that sufficient analysis has been included in the DEIR to 
comply with CEQA. The comment suggests that the County explain why the 9 
percent and 17 percent performance standards are the maximum feasible levels of 
mitigation. As described in the GHG inventory and DEIR, these performance 
standards are based on reductions in emissions necessary to achieve AB 32 targets. 
The GHG inventory also provides a description of measures and corresponding 
reductions necessary to achieve the 9 and 17 percent standards. As a result, the 
County has demonstrated that they can be achieved.  The commenter also seems to 
be confusing the relationship of these percent reductions to the 33 and 36 percent 
changes in emissions referenced in other portions of the DEIR. To clarify, the 9 and 
17 percent refer to the reductions in GHG emission that need to occur from 2006 
emissions in order to achieve 1990 levels by 2020. The 33 and 36 percent were 
referring to the reduction necessary from projected 2020 business as usual 
emissions necessary to meet 1990 emissions. These numbers are generally 
consistent with the State Scoping plan which states that, “Reducing greenhouse gas 
emissions to 1990 levels means cutting approximately 30 percent from business-as-
usual emission levels projected for 2020, or about 15 percent from today’s levels.” 
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Therefore, the 9 and 17 percent standards are not viewed by the County as 
“maximum feasible levels.” Rather, they are the levels that must be met to reduce 
impacts to a level that is not significant. With regard to what mitigation measures the 
CAP will include, the County anticipates that it will begin with the 160 policies and 
measures that it has already identified and expand on the implementation details for 
those policies and measures. The County does not believe that additional detail is 
necessary as part of this programmatic EIR. A copy of the draft CAP will be available 
in fall of 2010. 

 
I57-112 The County does not agree with this comment. The threshold for GHG emissions is a 

2020 standard that is in State law. No other adopted threshold for GHG emissions 
exists. Use of this threshold does not alter the “horizon year” of the analysis. 
However, the analysis does focus on this year since that is when the standard is 
applicable and also because the other analysis from which data is derived only 
forecast to 2020. The County contends that this approach is sufficiently explained in 
the DEIR.  See also response to comment S1-3. 

 
I57-113 This comment makes a general statement that the General Plan Update directs 

growth in areas where there is insufficient water/sewer capacity, along with 
groundwater-dependent areas, while not providing any specific references to which 
areas these are.  Development will not be approved unless water services and 
sewer/septic are available.  In addition, with the exception of Borrego Springs which 
the County acknowledges has an aquifer with overdraft conditions, the County has 
taken into account groundwater availability when applying densities to the land use 
map.  Also, additional mitigation is required in Borrego Springs before the densities 
on the land use map can be realized; such as replacing water-intensive agricultural 
land uses with less intensive residential land uses. 

 
I57-114 A jobs-housing balance is a socioeconomic consideration that is outside the scope of 

the DEIR.  As stated in Section 15131 of the State CEQA Guidelines, economic or 
social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the 
environment. The purpose of an EIR is not to determine whether a proposed 
planning document is a balanced plan.  The purpose of an EIR is to determine the 
potential environmental impacts of a project.  

 
It should also be noted that the County does not agree that the General Plan Update 
does not provide employment opportunities in areas with sufficient growth.  The 
General Plan Update does plan for an overall balance of employment and housing. 
Although there may be a few exceptions to this general rule, such as Tecate, on a 
County-wide level the General Plan Update strives to achieve a jobs-housing 
balance for the unincorporated area. For Tecate, where additional 
commercial/industrial land uses are proposed without increasing residential uses, 
this is addressed in response to comment I57-117 below, where the jobs-to-housing 
balance incorporates Tecate, Mexico.  Please also refer to responses to comments 
G3-59, G3-87, and G3-103. 
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I57-115 Based on extensive consideration and analysis throughout the alternatives screening 
process, a reasonable range of alternatives has been considered and analyzed in 
accordance with the requirements of the CEQA Guidelines (Section 15126.6(c)).  
The alternatives presented in DEIR Sections 4.2 through 4.5 were chosen because 
they appear to accomplish most of the basic objectives of the project and can avoid 
or substantially lessen one or more of the significant effects.  Increased density in the 
north and/or east was evaluated in Section 4.4.1, Alternatives Considered but 
Rejected. 

 
I57-116 This comment describes a casino-focused development alternative, which is already 

evaluated in DEIR Section 4.1.1 as an alternative the County considered but 
rejected.  The County as lead agency may determine alternatives to be infeasible 
when they fail to satisfy basic project objectives and/or policy objectives. California 
Native Plant Society v. City of Santa Cruz (2009) 177 Cal.App.4th 957.  See also 
response to comment I57-115 above. 

 
I57-117 The County does not concur that while the General Plan Update increases 

commercial designations in Tecate the result will be long commutes.  The intent for 
the Tecate Plan Area is to create a unique community that is integrated with Tecate 
Mexico rather than one planned without consideration of the existing and planned 
land uses on the Mexican side of the border.  The County plans to coordinate with 
the Tecate Sponsor Group to create an economically viable plan that does not 
overburden the traffic load on State Route 94.  In developing the plan, the 
opportunity exists for commercial and industrial support uses within Tecate USA that 
would be focused entirely on the residents and businesses located in Tecate Mexico. 

 
I57-118 The County does not concur that the General Plan Update would not provide an 

adequate quantity of housing for the population to live and work in San Diego 
County.  The proposed project and all alternatives allow for sufficient development to 
meet SANDAG projections for the unincorporated County. 

 
I57-119 Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a), there is no ironclad rule governing 

the nature or scope of the alternatives to be discussed other than the rule of reason. 
 
 It should be noted that the DEIR evaluates three alternatives that would be 

considered increased intensity or density alternatives.  One is the “No Project 
Alternative,” which has high-density designations in rural areas.  The other two are 
the SunCal Alternative and the Backcountry Development Alternative, both of which 
are described in Section 4.1.1 as alternatives that were considered but rejected.   
See also responses to comments I57-115 and I57-116 above. 

 
I57-120 The County concurs that the General Plan Update does not propose any new 

communities outside the County Water Authority (CWA) boundary in undeveloped 
areas of the County.  This type of development is not precluded and would be 
available through the General Plan amendment process.  However, several partially 
developed areas outside the CWA boundary are proposed for enhanced 
development opportunities, such as Tecate and Cameron Corners. 
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I57-121 The County does not agree with this comment. The DEIR includes numerous 

strategies in addition to reducing density to reduce environmental impacts. One such 
strategy, the Conservation Subdivision Program, is along the lines of the 
commenter’s suggestion. This program will allow for reduced lot size and flexibility in 
project design to respond to environmental resources and other constrains while 
maintaining the ability to achieve planned densities. However, the County also notes 
that some environmental impacts cannot be significantly reduced without reductions 
in densities. Issues such as traffic, inadequate fire response, and in some cases, 
community character, would not be improved.  A reduction of density in many areas 
is warranted under the General Plan Update based on the following: experience with 
rural projects in the years since the existing General Plan was adopted; GIS data; 
input from Community Planning groups; input from other agencies/stakeholders; 
direction from the Board of Supervisors; and based on the objectives that were 
developed for the General Plan Update. 

 
 Also, the County is not proposing specific lot sizes under the General Plan Update.  

The proposed project includes a density-based land use map and lot sizes will be 
addressed in the Zoning Ordinance consistent with State law.  The proposed 
Conservation Subdivision Program will allow reduced lot sizes.  However, the 
flexibility in lot size will not waive maximum density requirements set by the proposed 
General Plan designation. 

 
I57-122 It is not clear from the comment what type of information should be presented in a 

table.  To illustrate the differences among the alternatives, the County has provided 
land use maps, summaries, and an Areas of Difference study (Appendix L).  Also in 
the DEIR, Table 4-1 shows the distribution of land uses in acres for each alternative 
and Table 4-2 shows the distribution of land uses in acres for each alternative by 
community plan area or subregion. 

 
I57-123 The County appreciates this comment and has provided the following comparison 

tables.  DEIR Table 4-2, CPA and Subregion Land Use Distribution in Acres, 
provides a comparison of the land use distribution between each of the alternatives 
and the existing General Plan.  In addition, Table 4-7, Future Housing Units by CPA 
and Subregion, has been added to the DEIR to provide a comparison for where 
future growth will be directed. 

 
I57-124 The County does not concur that it is easier to build new infrastructure to 

accommodate growth in the backcountry than to retrofit existing infrastructure.  As an 
example, this was shown in a May 2004 Report to the Board of Supervisors which 
concluded that road improvement costs for the existing General Plan were 
approximately $5 billion greater than would be required by a land use plan based on 
the Guiding Principles of the General Plan Update (Planning Report, page 13 at: 
http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/docs/bos_may04_report.pdf).  In addition, the more 
significant physical constraints, along with the distances from existing infrastructure 
sources would generally make the provision of infrastructure in the Backcountry 
more cost prohibitive.  

http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/docs/bos_may04_report.pdf
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I57-125 The County confirms its assertion that public costs are greater when providing 

infrastructure and services in rural areas outside of the County Water Authority 
(CWA) boundary.  This is based on the geographic separation of rural areas from 
urbanized areas which leads to low utilization rates, inadequate response times for 
emergency services, and the detachment of service delivery professionals from their 
colleagues.  In addition, providing infrastructure and services to areas with a low 
population density means higher per unit costs of some services and the inability to 
supply specialized help (for example, for disabled persons) because the area cannot 
support the services for so few clients.  In addition, groundwater supplies are not 
adequate outside the CWA to accommodate the growth projected within the CWA.  
Approximately 70 percent of the unincorporated area is underlain by fractured rock 
aquifers, in which wells often derive their water supply from one or a few tiny 
fractures.  Properly planned groundwater dependent development can be provided, 
but at levels far less than what would accommodate the growth projected within the 
CWA.  As local droughts occur, groundwater-dependent development has only one 
source of water to meet its needs.  Therefore, it is critical not to over-allocate growth 
in this portion of the unincorporated County to ensure water supplies are sustainable.  
The CWA, while currently struggling with ongoing drought and environmental 
constraints on water deliveries, is working on a long-term diversified water supply 
portfolio for San Diego County.  Growth relying on water supplies from the CWA will 
benefit from this multi-faceted approach to water supply delivery.   

 
I57-126 The County does not agree with this comment.  While more agricultural lands are 

available west of the CWA boundary, sensitive species and important agricultural 
areas exist in the backcountry.  In addition, the agriculture and habitat found west of 
the CWA boundary is somewhat fragmented when compared to that found in the 
backcountry.  The County's goal is to maintain large blocks of agriculture and habitat 
in the rural area rather than subject such areas to uses that would not be compatible.   

 
I57-127 The County appreciates the comment that properly planned development could 

provide additional job opportunities for the backcountry; however, the County does 
not concur that additional growth in the backcountry is appropriate based on the 
responses to comments I57-124 through I57-126 provided above.  In addition, just 
because additional jobs are provided in the backcountry does not necessarily mean 
that people employed in those jobs will choose to live in the backcountry.  The 
development of additional job centers away from existing job centers would further 
disperse employment areas. 

 
I57-128 The County concurs that there are many flat areas in the backcountry, and given that 

criterion alone, could support development. However, plans for locating growth 
should also consider additional criteria such as availability of infrastructure and 
services, access, environmental constraints, and location of employment centers.  
Given all this criteria together, the County does not concur that growth should be 
shifted to the backcountry. 
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I57-129 The County does not agree that additional development cannot be provided west of 
the CWA boundary without further reducing natural habitats and road capacity.  
Mitigation measures, such as the Conservation Subdivision Program, are available to 
allow development to occur while preserving important natural resources.  However, 
as the comment stated, much habitat west of the CWA boundary has already been 
fragmented; therefore, it is important to limit development in the backcountry to 
minimize fragmentation in that area as well.  Also, as identified in the SANDAG 2030 
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP), funds are not projected to be available to fully 
fund road improvement needs for the entire regional transportation network.  The 
2030 RTP focuses providing infrastructure improvements in more urbanized areas to 
maximize efficiencies.  As a result, adequate funds are not available to implement 
necessary road improvements in rural areas.  Additional development in this area will 
increase road improvement needs in the backcountry without sufficient funds to 
implement improvements. 

 
I57-130 The County concurs that due in part to sprawl forms of development patterns, the 

distinction between many communities has already been lost, such as with the 
Spring Valley and Valle de Oro example.  As a result, the General Plan Update is not 
focusing significant additional growth in these communities, as they are already built-
out.  However, the General Plan Update is planning for significant additional growth 
in communities such as Alpine, Otay, Ramona, North County Metro, and Valley 
Center.  For these communities, the General Plan Update land use map generally 
follows the Community Development Model which surrounds areas of development 
with Rural Lands Regional Category densities to provide a separation between 
communities. 

 
I57-131 The County does not concur that the DEIR needs to provide a level of detail in its 

analysis that shows the number of acres for each land use designation by DEIR 
alternative. This information is available to the public upon request at the Department 
of Planning and Land Use.  It is not included in the DEIR because it is voluminous 
and does not directly relate to the conclusions of the DEIR.   Information has already 
been provided in Table 4-2 showing the differences in the number of acres for each 
Regional Category by DEIR alternative; broken down by Subregion and community 
planning area.  The County contends that breaking this information down according 
to Regional Category is sufficient for the DEIR.  As discussed in the response to 
comment I57-124 above, Table 4-7, Future Housing Units by CPA and Subregion, 
has been added to the DEIR to provide a comparison for where future growth will be 
directed. 

 
I57-132 The County does not concur that the DEIR should provide a more detailed 

comparison of the Hybrid and Referral Maps.  As discussed in the response to 
comment I57-123 above, Table 4-7, Future Housing Units by CPA and Subregion, 
has been added to the DEIR to provide a comparison for where future growth will be 
directed. More detailed information is available to the public upon request at the 
Department of Planning and Land Use. 
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I57-133 It is appropriate to conclude that the Hybrid Map alternative will have less biological 
impacts than the proposed project since it will result in lower density and less 
development.  The basis for this approach is established in DEIR Section 2.4, which 
explains how impacts are analyzed.  In addition, the DEIR cites the Conservation 
Biology Institute (CBI) 2005 study, which used scientific data to conclude that lower 
densities in rural areas result in less habitat fragmentation.  Less habitat 
fragmentation results in fewer impacts to sensitive species.  Mitigation measures, 
including the use of clustering, are not specifically discussed in Chapter 4, Project 
Alternatives, because this chapter describes the potential impacts from the given 
land use map prior to application of mitigation measures.  As noted throughout 
Chapter 4, the mitigation measures listed in Chapter 7 of the DEIR would need to be 
applied to the given alternative when impacts are found to be significant. 

 
I57-134 The comment argues that the County's evaluation of biological impacts does not 

consider existing regulations.  This is not true.  The methods cited in the comment 
such as five acres per dwelling unit in rural areas and 75-100 percent impacts in 
denser areas is based on research as well as existing avoidance regulations (e.g., 
the Resource Protection Ordinance and the Grading Ordinance).  Most biological 
resources regulations do not prohibit impacts, but require compensatory mitigation 
for direct and indirect effects to sensitive resources.  The County's DEIR would not 
be adequately disclosing the potential impacts of the project or the alternatives if it 
went so far as to subtract out the potential future mitigation. In addition, the County's 
General Plan also allows ministerial development that would not be subject to 
mitigation or avoidance criteria. 

 
 The County does not agree that clustering of development should be considered in 

the analysis of potential biological impacts for the alternatives.  The 
policies/programs that will allow or encourage clustering are appropriately included 
as mitigation in the DEIR.   

 
 The comment concludes with a concern that Chapter 4, Project Alternatives, does 

not describe how much of each habitat type will be affected for each alternative.  The 
County agrees that this information can and should be included.  Table 4-8, 
Comparison of Alternatives – Habitat Impacts, has been added to Chapter 4 of the 
DEIR.  This table shows impact acreages for each habitat type under each of the 
land use map alternatives. 

 
I57-135 The Hybrid Map alternative discussion of impacts to groundwater resources in DEIR 

Section 4.0, Project Alternatives, has been updated to accurately reflect that less 
dwelling units would be accommodated outside the SDCWA boundary.  Therefore, 
the Hybrid Map alternative would result in lesser impact to groundwater resources 
than the project alternative.  However, none of the 10 basins (under the project 
alternative) which were determined to have a potentially significant impact to 
groundwater resources within the General Plan Update Groundwater Study would be 
reduced to less than significant by utilizing the Hybrid Map alternative. 
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I57-136 The County agrees that the majority of the basins within the backcountry could 
accommodate additional growth beyond that proposed within the General Plan 
Update.  However, the General Plan Update did not consider maximizing 
groundwater resource development in planning for any of the General Plan Update 
alternatives.  Groundwater resources are the sole source of water for the 
backcountry and maximizing groundwater use is not prudent given there is no 
alternative source of water in these areas.  Rather, the General Plan Update focuses 
population growth in the western areas of the County where infrastructure and 
services are available thereby reducing the potential for growth in the eastern areas.  
This development strategy has a host of benefits described within the DEIR.  This 
guiding principle indirectly would result in less groundwater dependent development, 
resulting in fewer areas with potentially significant impacts to groundwater resources.      

 
I57-137 The County does not concur that the General Plan Update does not meet the need 

for housing; therefore, the DEIR does not need to consider the effects of not meeting 
those needs.  A lack of available housing units is a regional problem shared by the 
unincorporated County and the 18 cities.  The General Plan Update is consistent 
with the SANDAG Regional Comprehensive Plan (RCP).  The RCP focuses on 
providing Smart Growth Opportunity Areas (SGOAs) which are characterized as 
compact forms of development along non-auto-dependent transportation corridors.  
Consistent with this approach the General Plan Update identifies SGOAs where 
appropriate. 

 
I57-138 The County agrees that the DEIR section regarding “Adequate Water Supplies” 

included incorrect information that made it inconsistent with other sections.  As such, 
this paragraph (located within Section 4.2.2.16 of the DEIR) has been revised as 
follows:     

 
“As shown in Table 4-6, when compared to the proposed project, the Hybrid Map 
Alternative would reduce housing densities within the service area of the SDCWA by 
41,102481 dwelling units, and would further result in 2,218 less units less outside the 
SDCWA.  Therefore, this alternative would result in a lesser concentration of housing 
units to occur in areas that import water and as well as a greater number of housing 
units to occur in areas that are groundwater dependent areas.  This would result in 
an increased potential for inadequate water supplies to occur. As such, impacts 
would be greater lessened as compared to the proposed project. Impacts would still 
be considered significant and the mitigation identified in Chapter 7.0 would be 
required. It is unlikely that impacts would be reduced to below a level of significance; 
thus, the impact would remain significant and unavoidable.”   

 
 In addition, Table 4-6 was revised to display the correct housing unit numbers for the 

various alternatives both within the SDCWA boundary and outside the boundary. 
 
I57-139 The County agrees that the cited section of the DEIR Alternatives Chapter was 

incorrect.  The County has revised this section to conclude that impacts to 
groundwater would be lessened under the Hybrid Alternative.  See response to 
comment I57-138 above. 
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I57-140 The County appreciates this comment.  Ultimately, the Board of Supervisors must 

determine how the County can best meet its objectives.  The information in this 
comment will be in the Final EIR for review and consideration by the County Board of 
Supervisors. 

 
I57-141 This comment applies previous comments I57-133 through I57-137 to the Draft Land 

Use Map Alternative.  In a similar manner, the County's responses to those 
comments would also apply to this comment.   

 
 The comment further states that the Land Use analysis for the Draft Land Use Map 

Alternative does not discuss compatibility with the SANDAG 2030 Regional 
Comprehensive Plan (RCP).  As stated in DEIR Section 4.3.2.9, the Draft Land Use 
Map alternative would not conflict with land use plans, policies, and regulations.  As 
with the proposed project and other proposed alternatives, the Draft Land Use Map 
would be compatible with the RCP. 

 
I57-142 The County does not concur that the DEIR should be amended to discuss how and 

where the densities would be increased to ensure the Regional Housing Needs 
Allocation (RHNA) would be accommodated.  Accommodating the RHNA is not a 
criterion for evaluation under CEQA for preparation of EIRs.  However, the Housing 
Element Background Report provides a Residential Sites Inventory for 
accommodating the RHNA. The Housing Element Background Report is available on 
the General Plan Update web site at:  

 http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/gpupdate/docs/draftgp/h_appendix.pdf.  
 
I57-143 The County acknowledges and appreciates this comment.  Ultimately, the Board of 

Supervisors must determine how the County can best meet its objectives.  The 
information in this comment will be in the Final EIR for review and consideration by 
the County Board of Supervisors.   

 
I57-144 This comment applies previous comments regarding the Hybrid Map Alternative and 

Draft Land Use Map Alternative to the Environmentally Superior Map Alternative.  In 
a similar manner, the County's responses to those comments would also apply to 
this comment.   

 
 The comment further states that the Land Use analysis does not discuss 

compatibility with the RCP.  As stated in DEIR Section 4.4.2.9, the Environmentally 
Superior Map Alternative would not conflict with land use plans, policies, and 
regulations.  As with the proposed project and other proposed alternatives, the 
Environmentally Superior Map would be compatible with the RCP.  In addition, the 
County does not agree that the Environmentally Superior Map does not meet the 
Regional Housing Needs Allocation.   

 
I57-145 The County does not concur that the Environmentally Superior Map does not meet 

the SANDAG forecasted growth or the RHNA.  As discussed in response to 
comment I57-137 above, all project alternatives meet the forecasted growth, as this 

http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/gpupdate/docs/draftgp/h_appendix.pdf
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growth is partially dependent on the adopted General Plans for each land use 
jurisdiction in the County.  Also, the RHNA was considered during the preparation of 
this alternative. 

 
I57-146 The vehicle miles traveled (VMT) for each alternative is provided in DEIR Table 4.2 

of the Appendix G, Traffic and Circulation Assessment.  Table 4.2 provides a 
breakdown of the VMT by subregion and community planning area for each 
alternative, along with a countywide total. 

 
I57-147 Deficient road segments are identified for each alternative in DEIR Tables 6.2 and 

6.3 of Appendix G, Traffic and Circulation Assessment.  Table 6.2 provides a 
comparison of the total deficient road segments for each alternative and Table 6.3 
identifies the deficient segments for each alternative. 

 
I57-148 The County appreciates the comment.  Please refer to response to comment I57-147 

above. 
 
I57-149 It is possible that adoption of a reduced alternative may result in environmental 

impacts within other jurisdictions that accommodate growth.  However, analysis of 
such impacts would be speculative and not suitable for discussion within the DEIR.  
In addition, each jurisdiction addresses environmental effects associated with its own 
land use plan. 

 
I57-150 The County does not agree with this comment.  Impacts associated with potential 

future development in other jurisdictions would be speculative and outside the scope 
of the General Plan Update DEIR.  See also response to comment I57-150 above. 

 
I57-151 The County appreciates this comment.  It should be noted that the Environmentally 

Superior Map Alternative contains sufficient housing sites to comply with the 
Regional Housing Needs Allocation. Ultimately, the Board of Supervisors must 
determine how the County can best meet its objectives.  The information in this 
comment will be in the Final EIR for review and consideration by the County Board of 
Supervisors. 

 
I57-152 This comment pertains to the acreage of state and federal land for the No Project 

Alternative.  The reason for the given acreage is stated in footnote (5) of DEIR Table 
4-1, in Chapter 4, Project Alternatives.  It is due to the different land use designations 
and definitions that the No Project Alternative uses to designate public lands versus 
the proposed project's definitions. Under the No Project Alternative the designation 
“National Forest and State Parks” is applied to lands within the Cleveland National 
Forest, including private in-holdings. Under the General Plan Update, the designation 
was applied only to lands under public agency ownership, and also includes many 
lands that were previously assigned to Public / Semi Public Lands.  Furthermore 
there have also been recent purchases by Public Agencies that have not been 
updated in the No Project Alternative.  Upon review of these numbers, it has been 
determined that 109,594 acres is an understatement of State and Federal Lands.  
The second paragraph of Chapter 4, Project Alternatives, Section 4.5.1, No Project 
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Alternative Description and Setting, has been updated to include the corrected 
number, which is 245,378 acres. 

 
I57-153 The proposed project's definition of Rural Lands is densities of one dwelling unit per 

20 acres and lower; therefore, this is the definition that was used in development of 
that section.  Multiple Rural Use, Estate Residential and Intensive Agriculture all 
allow for densities with one dwelling unit per 4-20 acres, depending on slope, and 
are consistent with the proposed project's Semi-Rural Land Use Categories. 

 
I57-154 The County agrees that the cited paragraph in the DEIR was misleading.  This 

confusion results when comparing the existing General Plan land use types with 
those proposed under the General Plan Update.  Overall, the No Project Alternative 
would result in higher densities and greater intensity of development.  DEIR Table 
4-8 has been added to the revised EIR to show the comparison of habitat impacts 
among the different alternatives.  In addition, the first part of the cited paragraph in 
DEIR 4.5.2.4 has been revised as follows:  

 
“Table 4-8 shows estimated habitat impacts for the No Project Alternative in 
comparison to the project alternatives.  Compared to the proposed project, the No 
Project Alternative would result in greater impacts to sensitive natural habitats 
potentially supporting special status plant and wildlife species, riparian habitat, 
federally protected wetlands, and wildlife corridors and nursery sites because this 
alternative proposes overall greater density development.  Higher density 
developments such a village residential of commercial land uses result in greater 
direct impacts to biological resources than lower density development such as rural 
land because more vegetation would be removed or disturbed.  In many cases…” 

 
I57-155 While existing regulations can allow clustered development for some discretionary 

subdivisions, this type of approach is seldom used under the existing General Plan 
and Zoning Ordinance.  In any case, the impacts estimated in the DEIR are based on 
general assumptions and GIS modeling (see Table 4-8 added to DEIR Chapter 4, 
Project Alternatives).  The County did not use project-level detail for the analysis or 
speculate regarding what areas may have future discretionary applications that 
involve clustering.   

 
I57-156 The County appreciates this comment and has revised the quoted sentence for 

clarification as follows: 
 

“On a particular site, high intensity development would have a higher potential to 
impact the significance of cultural resources on that site because it would require 
more ground disturbing construction activities than lower density development.” 

 
 This sentence is used to describe the general potential for impacts from specific 

types of development. While lower density development may have less potential for 
impacts to a specific site, in order to provide the same yield as a higher intensity 
development, a larger area would be required often resulting in greater impacts.  The 
description of the No Project Alternative does not indicate that this alternative would 
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be less intense than the proposed project.  The No Project/Existing General Plan 
Alternative allows more density (i.e., more overall units and development) and more 
sprawling development patterns than the proposed project or other proposed 
alternatives.  As such, potential impacts to cultural resources would be more 
significant. 

 
I57-157 The County does not concur that the DEIR should provide a more detailed 

description of the conflicts between the existing General Plan and the SANDAG 2030 
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP).  The County does not agree that the RTP 
should include an alternative representing the existing General Plan.  Although the 
General Plan Update is not adopted, the Mobility Element road network was 
endorsed by the Board of Supervisors in 2006.  As a result of the County’s 
commitment to update its General Plan, and the Supervisor’s endorsement of the 
Mobility Element road network, the decision was made to use the General Plan 
Update road network for the RTP. 

 
I57-158 The No Project Alternative would allow higher density development and the DEIR 

concluded that this higher future density exceeds all other alternatives and would 
likely result in more noise impacts compared to the proposed project and the 
remaining alternatives for that principal reason. 

 
I57-159 The County confirms that based on DEIR Appendix G, Traffic and Circulation 

Assessment, the existing General Plan would result in more miles of deficient road 
segments.  While the General Plan Update accepts some deficient road segments to 
operate at LOS E/F, this was not addressed by Appendix G, which identifies all 
deficient road segments, even if they are accepted at LOS E/F.  Therefore, whether 
or not a road segment has been accepted to fail is not a factor in the analysis. 

 
I57-160 The BMO and RPO pertain to project design and mitigation for certain environmental 

impacts. They have little direct influence over density. In a case where a property is 
designated for ten units under the existing General Plan and five units under the 
General Plan Update, the existing General Plan will likely result in greater impacts to 
natural resources even with implementation of the BMO and RPO. The difference in 
density on lands between the existing General Plan and proposed project is the 
primary reason for the DEIRs conclusion regarding this objective.     

 
I57-161 The County does not agree with this comment. Expansions of infrastructure with a 

direct nexus to new development are often funded by new development. However, 
expansions required from the cumulative impact of growth, system improvements, 
and general maintenance are often born by the general public or rate payer. While 
new infrastructure may have less short-term costs and maintenance, in the long-term 
it results in an overall increase in maintenance and these are the costs that the 
public or rate payer must support since the developer is no longer involved.   

 
I57-162 This comment provides concluding statements for which a response is not required. 
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I58-1 The comment provides support for the Environmentally Superior Alternative, studied 
in the General Plan Update Draft EIR, and does not raise a significant environmental 
issue for which a response is required.  The comment will be forwarded to the Board 
of Supervisors, who ultimately will decide which land use alternative should be 
adopted. 

 
I58-2 The County agrees that Farmland and Biological Sensitivity constraints exist on the 

Area of Difference BO3; however, no change to the DEIR is required as a result of 
the comment.  

 
I58-3 The County acknowledges that BO3 is designated RL20 on the Environmentally 

Superior Map Alternative, and SR2 on the Referral Map, and that the 
Environmentally Superior Map Alternative would result in decreased unit yield were a 
development project to be processed.  These comments will be included in the Final 
EIR, which will be available to the Board of Supervisors, who ultimately will have the 
ability to decide which land use alternative should be adopted. 

 
I58-4 Similar to comment I58-1, this comment indicates support of the Environmentally 

Superior Alternative, and does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a 
response is required. 
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I59-1 The County thanks the commenter for his remarks and coordination with the Valley 
Center Community Planning Group.  This comment does not raise an environmental 
issue for which a response is required. 

 
I59-2 The County agrees that Lilac Ranch's Planned Amendment Authorization was 

applied for before the Pipelining Policy date, and also acknowledges that the project 
could be before the Board of Supervisors before or after the General Plan Update. 

 
I59-3 The County agrees that the Referral, Hybrid and Draft Land Use Maps show the 

property as a combination of Semi Rural 2 and Rural Lands 40, applied to reflect 
constraints with the information available.  This comment does not raise an 
environmental issue for which a response is required. 

 
I59-4 The County acknowledges that the text in the draft Valley Center Community Plan for 

the Lilac Ranch area should be updated, and will refine the current draft Valley 
Center Community Plan to reflect the project.  However, the determining factor of 
units allowed under the General Plan Update will be the land use map adopted by 
the Board of Supervisors, not the Community Plan text description of the current 
project.  Additional information should be incorporated into the comprehensive 
update of Valley Center's Community Plan, expected after adoption of the General 
Plan Update. 

 
I59-5 This comment is introductory in nature and does not raise a significant environmental 

issue for which a response is required. 
 
I59-6 The County disagrees with the unsubstantiated claim that the General Plan land use 

designations will accommodate the proposed Specific Plan, which is processing a 
concurrent General Plan Amendment.  The rough estimated yield for the site under 
the General Plan Update is approximately 260 units; however, it would need to be 
studied further due to the slope dependency of the Semi Rural 2 designation.  
Although the information was not included in the letter, the current project in process 
is 360 units. 

 
I59-7 The County acknowledges that the Valley Center Community Plan should be 

updated.  However, the Land Use Map Designations, which are ultimately up to the 
Board of Supervisors to adopt, will be the determining factor in what development 
plan and yield is allowed under the proposed project. 

 
I59-8 The County thanks the commenter for participation in the General Plan Update, and 

will contact the commenter if additional information is needed for inclusion in the 
Valley Center Community Plan. 

 
I59-9 This comment summarizes the commenter’s position and does not raise a significant 

environmental issue for which a response is required. 
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I60-1 The County does not agree with this comment.  More detailed responses to the 
specific comments are provided below.  

 
I60-2 It is not clear in this comment what the particular concern is or what is being 

identified as a specific deficiency with the DEIR.  It appears that the commenter's 
concern is that the Land Use Analysis portion of the DEIR (Section 2.9) and the 
Existing Land Use Figure (Figure 2.9-1) do not show the specific land uses that exist 
on the tribal lands in the Pala/Pauma area.  The County notes that the description of 
the Pala/Pauma area in DEIR Section 2.9.1.2, Community and Subregional Planning 
Areas, does make reference to the tribal lands, casinos, and resort development.  
While County staff is familiar with the existing extent and variety of uses on the tribal 
lands, it is not necessary to include a more detailed description of them here.  This 
level of detail is not required by CEQA and would not improve the analysis.  The 
three issue areas addressed in the Land Use section of the DEIR are 1) physical 
division of an established community; 2) conflicts with local plans, policies, and 
regulations; and 3) conflicts with Habitat Conservation Plans (HCPs) and Natural 
Communities Conservation Planning (NCCPs).  The suggested detail is not 
necessary for these analyses.  

 
I60-3 The County agrees that a small portion of Pala Band of Mission Indians reservation 

lands would meet the classification of “Village.”  However, it is not necessarily the 
presence of the Pala Casino and Hotel that would support that classification.  Rather 
it is the small community to the immediate north of the casino which contains some 
areas of single family village residential densities (four to six dwelling units per acre) 
and some community serving commercial and civic uses.  The comment suggests 
that these lands be analyzed in the Land Use Element, seemingly referring to the 
draft General Plan.  The County clarifies that these lands were taken into 
consideration in the development of the draft land use maps for the General Plan 
Update.  The Pala community is located outside of the County Water Authority 
boundary.  The surrounding area lacks substantial infrastructure and services and 
contains sensitive biological habitat and steep slopes.  The proposal to designate 
lands as Rural Lands Regional Category adjacent to the reservation lands was done 
with recognition of the tribal developments and a clear policy that the surrounding 
area was not desired as a location for significant future growth.  The County does not 
agree with the suggestion that the Rural Lands designation is incompatible with the 
Pala Casino and Hotel.  In fact, resorts often are located in remote locations.  
Additionally, for most of the existing communities outside of the County Water 
Authority, the Draft Land Use Map quickly transitions to Rural Lands from the 
existing land uses (Pauma, Julian, and Boulevard are all good examples).  

 
I60-4 The comment references the City of Temecula and its General Plan, neither of which 

is within or applicable to the County of San Diego or consistent with the General Plan 
Update.  

 
I60-5 The determination that the listed projects could potentially impact the rural character 

of the project area is based on the fact that they propose large residential 
developments in areas where large residential developments do not exist.  While the 
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County recognizes that potential impacts may be mitigated through siting, design, 
buffers, and other techniques, those details will be determined as part of the 
individual projects.  The purpose of the quoted statement in the DEIR is to recognize 
the potential impact of cumulative projects that are not part of the proposed project.  
The County does not agree that the statement is not true, especially because it 
characterizes the impact as “potential.” 

 
I60-6 The County disagrees that DEIR Chapter 2.1, Aesthetics, needs to include a detailed 

list of existing land uses on tribal lands.  Section 2.1.1.5 Community Character, 
under the Pala/Pauma Valley Subregion subheading is intended to provide general 
characteristics of the entire Subregion, rather than a detailed description of a specific 
area, such as a tribal reservation.  DEIR Table 1-12 Projects on Tribal Lands in San 
Diego County describes planned expansion projects on tribal lands and is not 
intended to include existing land uses.   

 
I60-7 The County disagrees that increased housing stock should be located adjacent to 

casinos due to development constraints and because it would not meet five of the 
ten project objectives, as discussed in DEIR Chapter 4, Project Alternatives, in 
Section 4.1.1 Alternatives Considered but Rejected, under the heading “Casino 
Focused Development Alternative”. 

 
I60-8 The County disagrees that more housing stock and a Village land use designation 

should be applied next to the casinos, for the reasons discussed in response to 
comment I60-7 above. 

 
I60-9 The County acknowledges that the Hybrid Map Alternative would result in an 

increased number of acres in rural lands, when compared to the proposed project.  
This comment does not raise an environmental issue for which a response is 
required. 

 
I60-10 This comment is implying that the proposed project should increase its housing stock 

adjacent to casinos, as described in DEIR Chapter 4 Project Alternative, under the 
subheading “Casino Focused Development Alternative.”  This alternative is included 
under Section 4.1.1 Alternatives Considered but Rejected for the reasons discussed 
in response to comment I60-7 above. 

 
I60-11 The County does not agree that the Pala/Pauma Subregion is recognized as an area 

that should include residential designations to increase housing stock.  To the 
contrary, it is identified as being outside of the County Water Authority boundary, 
lacking essential infrastructure and services, and containing sensitive biological 
habitat and steep slopes.  All these characteristics and others support lower 
residential densities for this planning area. 

 
I60-12 The County appreciates the commenters input but does not see a need to reevaluate 

the proposed project as requested.  
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I60-13 This comment suggests that the growing need for senior housing has not adequately 
been addressed in the EIR.  It is not clear to the County how this is a CEQA-related 
issue and the commenter provides no specifics.  To the extent required by State law, 
senior housing has been addressed in the proposed project which contains a number 
of programs to support senior housing.  

 
I60-14 Accommodating senior housing is not an issue that requires analysis under CEQA; 

therefore, further response is not necessary.  
 
I60-15 The County appreciates the information from the commenter and notes that the 

General Plan does support senior housing.  Additionally, it supports a mixture of 
housing types in the unincorporated communities.  

 
I60-16 Senior and other special needs housing is not an issue that requires analysis under 

CEQA; therefore, further response is not necessary.  The County notes that many of 
the needs are addressed in the draft Housing Element and numerous zones in the 
County Zoning Ordinance accommodate age restricted housing and group care 
housing.  The San Dieguito Community Plan is currently undergoing a 
comprehensive update that will occur separately from the General Plan Update.  The 
County recommends that the commenter coordinate with the San Dieguito 
Community Planning Group, which is currently leading the community plan update 
planning process to recommend including a discussion concerning the need and 
provision of various housing products for seniors. 

 
I60-17 The comment states that the General Plan Update “presents the ideal opportunity to 

address the significant growing needs of the aging population”; however, does not 
provide any specifics to respond to.  Therefore, without specifically identifying the 
areas of concern, the County cannot address this assertion in greater detail. 

 
I60-18 This comment provides concluding remarks and does not raise a significant 

environmental issue for which a response is required. 
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I61-1 This comment is in support of the Elfin Forest and Harmony Grove Community Plan 
Policy LU 1.9.5 within the San Dieguito Community Plan and does not raise a 
significant environmental issue for which a response is required.   
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I62-1 This comment is introductory in nature and does not raise a significant environmental 
issue relative to the General Plan Update for which a response is required. 

 
I62-2 This comment does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response 

is required.   
 
I62-3 This comment does not address the adequacy or accuracy of the DEIR and does not 

raise a significant environmental issue.  The comment references the cost of 
processing the proposed project, and alleges a 90 percent reduction in development 
potential.  While the General Plan Update does reduce development potential, the 90 
percent reduction in development potential claim is unsubstantiated.  A portion of the 
property referenced, located in the Campo / Lake Morena Planning Area, is 
decreased to Rural Lands densities.  Other portions are being increased in density to 
Rural Commercial, Semi-Rural 2 and Village Residential densities.  Areas of the site 
that are proposed for Rural Lands designations were determined to have significant 
environmental constraints. 

 
I62-4 The claim that the backcountry will suffer an economic blow is unsubstantiated.  In 

addition, the issues raised in this comment are not related to an environmental issue 
pursuant to CEQA.  See also responses to comments I26-1, I26-3, I29-1 and I57-99.  

 
I62-5 This comment states that the reduced densities proposed by the General Plan 

Update are not supported by the citizens of the County of San Diego.  The County 
does not agree.  In 1993, voters Countywide approved the Forest Conservation 
Initiative (FCI), which drastically reduced densities throughout the eastern portions of 
the County near the National Forest.  While the Rural Lands Initiative (Prop A), which 
would also have reduced density in the backcountry was defeated in 2004, the 
County does not agree that this defeat shows that the General Plan Update differs 
from voters’ desires.  On the contrary, the County believes that the voters were 
aware that the General Plan Update was also proposing to lower densities, but is 
proposing to do so as a result of a comprehensive planning process, rather than 
based on arbitrary decisions that Prop A would have imposed.   

 
I62-6 The County does not agree with this comment.  Groundwater supply was carefully 

evaluated in the General Plan Update Groundwater Study (Appendix D of the DEIR) 
and densities in the project were assigned accordingly.  However, it should be noted 
that water supply was not the only constraint considered during design of the 
proposed project.  In addition, the County does not agree that the General Plan 
Update adds density to the coastal areas.  The proposed project would 
accommodate a reasonable share of the region’s projected growth, focusing 
population growth in the western areas of the County where infrastructure and 
services are available. 

 
I62-7 The County acknowledges the concerns expressed by the commenter.  However, 

this comment does not address the adequacy or accuracy of the DEIR and does not 
raise a significant environmental issue for which a response is required.  
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I62-8 This comment provides the commenter’s opinion regarding the General Plan Update 
process.  It does not address the adequacy or accuracy of the DEIR and does not 
raise a significant environmental issue for which a response is required.  See also 
response to comment I62-5. 

 
I62-9 The County agrees that an economic analysis is not required pursuant to CEQA.  

The remainder of the comment does not raise a significant environmental issue for 
which a response is required.  

 
I62-10 This comment provides the commenter’s opinion regarding the General Plan Update 

process.  It does not address the adequacy or accuracy of the DEIR and does not 
raise a significant environmental issue for which a response is required.  

 
I62-11 The County does not agree with the implied conclusion of this comment, that it is 

processing projects only in conformance with the unapproved General Plan Update.  
Without substantial evidence or further reasoning for the given conclusion, no further 
response can be provided. 

 
I62-12 The comment provides concluding statements and does not raise a significant 

environmental issue for which a response is required. 
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I63-1 This comment is introductory in nature and does not raise a significant environmental 
issue for which a response is required. 

 
I63-2 The County agrees that the Star Ranch Planned Amendment Authorization was 

submitted before the pipeline date and that the associated projects are filed and 
remain in process with the County. 

 
I63-3 The General Plan Update proposed project has been prepared by working with 

residents, community and interest groups and ultimately will be presented to the 
Board of Supervisors for adoption.  County staff does not support any increase in 
densities for the Star Ranch development based on analysis in the DEIR. 

 
I63-4 The County agrees with the comment and has made the appropriate revisions to the 

Project Description in DEIR Section1.12.2, as suggested.  
 
I63-5 The County disagrees with the claim that it did not make a serious effort to resolve 

differences in the community.  The County hosted numerous hearings, worked with a 
Subcommittee of the Planning Group and developed the land use map that is shown 
in the proposed project.  This process was presented to the Board of Supervisors at 
a Hearing in May of 2005, where the current land use plan was endorsed by the 
Board of Supervisors.  The County disagrees with the claim that the proposed project 
is “limiting the size of the Cameron Corners Village area and restricting the densities 
which would be allowed in the village.”  The Cameron Corners Rural Village in the 
proposed project contains additional residential density over the No Project 
Alternative.  .   

 
I63-6 The County agrees that residents in rural areas of East County generally commute 

long distances to places of employment.  However, the County does not agree that 
maintaining existing density or increasing density or intensity would alleviate 
emissions impacts.  On the contrary, this approach would result in more commuters 
and greater emissions coupled with less natural vegetation to absorb carbon dioxide.   

 
 The County has taken border patrol and gaming facilities into account in its planning.  

It is not clear what park service facilities the comment is referring to.  However, it 
should be noted that County park services are being evaluated as part of the 
emissions inventory and Climate Action Plan that the County is developing.  As such, 
measures will be implemented to minimize potential climate change impacts 
associated with County facilities and services. 

 
I63-7 The comment is unclear on how it claims the cumulative impacts are insufficient, so 

no response can be provided.  Cumulative Impacts were analyzed as discussed in 
DEIR Section 1.14.1, with consideration given to past, present, and probable future 
general plan amendment projects.  Moreover, determinations regarding cumulative 
impacts are discussed under each subject area in Chapter 2 of the DEIR. 
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I63-8 The County does not agree with this comment. Water availability is discussed in 
Section 2.16 of the DEIR. The shortage in water supply, including the impacts of the 
state activities and current drought, are both addressed.  

 
I63-9 The County does not agree with this comment.  Groundwater resources are utilized 

appropriately in the General Plan Update; however, due to the limitations of 
groundwater recharge, groundwater dependant areas will not support a significant 
amount of the population that San Diego expects to occur in reasonable planning 
horizons.  This issue is addressed in more detail in response to Comment I63-6. 

 
I63-10 The County does not agree with this comment.  State housing requirements are 

highly regulated on 5 to 8 year cycles, requiring an inventory of Low, Very Low, 
Moderate and Above Moderate Income.  The County has worked with the State 
Department of Housing and Community Development with three submissions of the 
Housing Element, where recent comments from the state have been primarily 
concentrated on the amount of Low and Very Low income housing accommodated, 
generally considered 20 dwelling units per acre and higher densities.  The County 
has continually shown that the proposed project accommodates a sufficient amount 
of housing for Moderate and Above Moderate incomes, and is in line with regional 
growth forecasts for additional housing units. 

 
I63-11 The County does not agree with this comment.  The draft East County MSCP is in 

preliminary stages but does not propose to place any private lands within 
designations that mandate “total habitat preservation.”  The County does not agree 
that the proposed project or other draft plans would result in a potential taking.  The 
General Plan Update would result in lower densities in some areas when compared 
to the existing General Plan.  This change is appropriate for a comprehensive update 
of the County’s General Plan and is based on sound planning principles.  The project 
does not propose any changes that would prohibit reasonable economic use of 
private lands.  The comment further contends that the County proposes to reduce 
densities in East County so as to gain a monetary benefit in the future when seeking 
to acquire preserve lands.  The County does not agree with this assertion for the 
following reasons: lands with lower General Plan densities do not necessarily have 
lower economic value, especially if such lands have high mitigation value; at the 
present time, the County does not have a plan regarding where lands would likely be 
acquired for the East County MSCP if it is adopted; and the proposed General Plan 
Update was prepared using sound planning principles and in-depth analysis of 
existing conditions and constraints.   

 
I63-12       The County recognizes that Star Ranch is a separate discretionary project from the 

proposed project, and as such has allowed the Star Ranch project to process as a 
pipelined project on a separate track from the General Plan Update to be reviewed 
based on its own merits.  However, processing a discretionary Plan Amendment 
Authorization, regardless of how much money is spent on the project, is not a 
guarantee that it will be approved.  Ultimately it will be up to the Board of Supervisors 
to approve or not approve the Star Ranch General Plan Amendment, and associated 
Specific Plan and Tentative Map.  
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The applicant submitted Specific Plan, Tentative Map, General Plan Amendment, 
and Rezone applications on October 21, 2005 (Star Ranch Specific Plan). The 
submittal date for Star Ranch was more than one year after the Board of Supervisors 
endorsed a draft Land Use Map for the Mountain Empire Subregion, the proposed 
location for Star Ranch.  When the Department of Planning and Land Use issued the 
Star Ranch Scoping Letter on February 22, 2006, the letter contained a list of major 
project issues, planning and environmental comments, estimated project schedule, 
and a fact sheet on the General Plan Update. One of the major issues identified in 
the Scoping Letter was the proposal’s lack of consistency with the General Plan. In 
addition, the estimated project schedule demonstrated that the project could be 
presented before a decision making body by January 23, 2008.  The fact sheet 
informed the applicant of the potential effect of the General Plan Update on the major 
subdivision, and it noted that “all privately owned parcels located within the 
unincorporated areas of the County are potentially subject to changes to the 
maximum residential density allowed by the current General Plan.”  Thus, it appears 
that written documentation adequately warned the Star Ranch applicant regarding 
the risk related to consistency with the current as well as the draft General Plan. 
 
The Star Ranch applicant has had four years to process the project, as measured 
from the date of issuance of the scoping letter. That timeline exceeds the estimated 
project schedule by over two years. The applicant is responsible for ensuring that the 
estimated timeline and other outstanding issues are addressed. Unfortunately, the 
County has received no comprehensive submittal since the issuance of the original 
Star Ranch Scoping Letter in February of 2006, which prevents the County from 
processing the project in accordance with the estimated project schedule.  The Star 
Ranch project was re-scoped on August 15, 2008 with issuance of an updated 
Scoping Letter.  The applicant was notified in the updated letter, and in meetings 
since then, that if the General Plan Update is adopted prior to completion of the 
tentative approval process for Star Ranch, then the Star Ranch project and its 
associated documents would need to be updated to address conformance with the 
General Plan Update.  The applicant has been routinely informed of the pending 
General Plan Update since the issuance of the original Scoping Letter in February 
2006.  Therefore, the County questions the statement in the comment that Star 
Ranch proceeded “on the assumption that the project would be accommodated in 
the General Plan Update or allowed concurrent process approval without additional 
jeopardy.” 

 

I63-13       The County agrees that the density reductions (when compared to the existing 
General Plan) are intended to reduce development in the backcountry area and 
focus development where infrastructure and services are currently available.  One 
rationale for limiting development in the backcountry is described in the Chapter 2 of 
the draft General Plan under Guiding Principle 9, which discusses how in national 
studies it has been determined that residential development does not pay for itself, 
and the costs for providing infrastructure in semi-rural areas is greater than in high 
density areas. 
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I63-14       The County disagrees that the DEIR should be modified and that the Star Ranch 
proposal should be included in the General Plan Update.  The General Plan Update 
and the Star Ranch project have always proceeded on separate tracks and the 
County has intended for each to be judged on its own merits as a separate project. . 
The information in this comment will be in the Final EIR for review and consideration 
by the County Board of Supervisors. 
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I64-1 The County acknowledges and agrees that the parcel APN 528-170-01 in the 
Mountain Empire Subregion is currently designated at one dwelling unit per 8 acres 
in the Zoning Ordinance and that the property owner has requested a density of one 
dwelling unit per ten acres for the General Plan Update.  This comment letter will be 
part of the Final EIR; therefore, the commenter’s preference for one dwelling unit per 
ten acres is documented and this information will be made available to the County 
Board of Supervisors.  The County Board of Supervisors has the approval authority 
for the proposed project and will consider all information in the Final EIR and related 
documents before making a decision on the project. 

 
I64-2 While it is true that the property owned by this commenter is outside the areas 

represented by a community planning or sponsor group, the County disagrees that 
the County has failed to provide notice on the project planning documents and 
timelines for the public to provide input.  The County further disagrees that the 
“public has been severely hindered in participating in the process” due to changes in 
staff.  In addition, the County disagrees that there has been a change in the direction 
for the project.  The General Plan Update has been an open public planning process 
and information about the project has been communicated to the public through 
monthly email notifications, along with an extensive project website. 

 
I64-3 This comment is a summary of motions made at previous hearings and does not 

raise a significant environmental issue for which a response is required. 
 
I64-4 The County's progress on the project is ahead of the estimated schedule provided on 

April 28, 2008.  While CEQA requires a 45-day public review period for 
Environmental Impact Reports, the County extended the review period for the 
General Plan Update DEIR to 60 days.  The County does not agree that additional 
time should be added to the CEQA public review period; however, the County 
welcomes public comments and testimony can be accepted until and during the 
public hearings for the project.  In addition, comments that were received after the 
60-day public review deadline have been addressed and responded to as part of 
these Responses to Comments (refer to comments filed under “Late Letters”). 

 
I64-5 The County agrees that the General Plan and Multiple Species Conservation 

Program (MSCP) are two separate plans, and therefore, does not propose to 
combine them.  However, the County does not agree that the General Plan relies 
heavily on the MSCP or that discussion of the MSCP should be removed from the 
proposed General Plan Update.  The MSCP is a Habitat Conservation Plan that has 
been adopted for the southwest areas of the unincorporated County.  It is essential 
that the MSCP be considered during preparation of the General Plan Update and in 
other planning processes at the County in order to prevent conflicts between plans 
and in order to achieve the various goals and objectives within different plans. 

 
I64-6 This comment is a summary of the attachments to this letter and does not raise a 

significant environmental issue for which a response is required. 
 
I64-7 This comment does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response 

is required.  However, it should be noted that the Areas of Difference (AOD) Report 
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was compiled by numerous planning and GIS staff at the County Department of 
Planning and Land Use (see Chapter 6.0 of the DEIR). 

 
I64-8 This comment does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response 

is required.  In Appendix L: Project Alternatives Areas of Difference, the “Referral 
Name” section of the analysis refers to specific property owner land use designation 
requests that were analyzed by staff and presented to the Board of Supervisor during 
hearings in 2003 and 2004.  At those hearings, the Board identified specific densities 
for those parcels and directed staff to create a second land use map with those 
densities to evaluate under the project EIR.  Those properties in the AOD not based 
on property owner referrals are identified as “N/A.” 

 
I64-9 This comment does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response 

is required; however, the spelling correction is appreciated and Appendix L: Project 
Alternatives Areas of Difference has been corrected. 

 
I64-10 This comment does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response 

is required; however, the acreage correction is appreciated and Appendix L: Project 
Alternatives Areas of Difference has been changed to reflect the correct parcel size 
of 162 acres. 

 
I64-11 This comment does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response 

is required; however, the density correction is appreciated and Appendix L: Project 
Alternatives Areas of Difference has been corrected identifying the existing General 
Plan density as one dwelling unit per eight acres. 

 
I64-12 This comment does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response 

is required; however, the description of the property correction is appreciated and 
Appendix L: Project Alternatives Areas of Difference has been corrected identifying 
the parcel as “developed with two residential dwelling units along with irrigated 
agriculture land uses.” 

 
I64-13 The comment contends that “property in and around Reservations should be 

considered differently and not be downzoned”.  The County disagrees because early 
in the General Plan Update planning process a conscious decision was made to 
focus development in accordance with the General Plan Update Community 
Development Model and to limit development in areas without sufficient 
infrastructure.  The County contends that a low density designation is warranted due 
to the remote location of the subject property, which is surrounded by the National 
Forrest and tribal reservation, located within high and very high fire threat hazard 
zone designations, and contains a large portion of lands with environmental 
constraints (wetlands and sensitive biological resources). 

 
I64-14 This comment does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response 

is required; however, the County acknowledges that the parcel on the southern 
boundary of the subject parcel is owned by the La Posta tribe and that this parcel 
has been previously mined for aggregate.  See also responses to comments I64-1 
and I64-13 above. 
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I64-15 This comment contends that due to existing parcelization in the area and in the 

vicinity of Interstate 8 (I-8), the subject parcel should be considered as semi-rural 
rather than rural.  The County does not agree with this assertion.  Although there are 
scattered areas of semi-rural parcels to the south on I-8 and a few at the I-8 
interchange, the subject parcel is located in a rural area with either large privately-
owned rural parcels, the National Forest, or the La Posta Indian Reservation.  See 
also response to comment I64-1 above.  

 
I64-16 In DEIR Appendix L, Project Areas of Difference, a constraints analysis was 

conducted to determine if a property was encumbered by wetlands, as identified in 
the County GIS database.  Based on the GIS data available, the County identified 
that a portion of the subject property referenced by ME3 in Appendix L was 
constrained by wetlands (see Appendix L Figure ME3-2).  These environmental 
features are considered to be constraints to development in the planning process 
due to CEQA Guidelines Appendix G as well as other state and local regulations 
protecting wetland resources.  The County staff who prepared the DEIR are listed in 
DEIR Chapter 6, Preparers and Persons Contacted.  The comment further asks for a 
definition of vernal pool.  Vernal pools were not identified as being located on the 
subject property and were not shown in the constraints analysis for ME3 in Appendix 
L.  However, in response to the comment, the Environmental Protection Agency 
provides a definition on its website at the following link: 
http://www.epa.gov/owow/wetlands/types/vernal.html.  Below is an excerpt from the 
definition provided on this website: 

  
 “Vernal pools are seasonal depressional wetlands that occur under the 

Mediterranean climate conditions of the West Coast.  They are covered by shallow 
water for variable periods from winter to spring, but may be completely dry for most 
of the summer and fall.  These wetlands range in size from small puddles to shallow 
lakes and are usually found in a gently sloping plain of grassland.” 

 
I64-17 As discussed in response to comment I64-16, in DEIR Appendix L, Project Areas of 

Difference, a constraints analysis was conducted on areas of difference between 
alternatives.  Using the GIS data available, the County identified that a portion of the 
subject property referenced by ME3 in Appendix L was constrained by agricultural 
lands of state and local importance (see Appendix L Figure ME3-3).  These 
environmental features are considered to be constraints to development in the 
planning process due to CEQA Guidelines Appendix G as well as other state and 
local regulations protecting agricultural resources.  As discussed in the above 
response, the County staff members involved with making this assessment are 
identified in DEIR Chapter 6, Preparers and Persons Contacted. 

 
I64-18 The County disagrees that DEIR Appendix L, Project Areas of Difference, considered 

“food-producing land” development or hindered these types of land in favor of 
development.  On the contrary, by referring to agricultural lands of state and local 
importance as constraints, the intention was to recognize these areas by assigning 
the appropriate development density that was compatible with the constraints.  
Therefore, in the instance of ME3, a range of Rural Lands densities was assigned 

http://www.epa.gov/owow/wetlands/types/vernal.html
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from RL20 to RL80 so that the constraints could be avoided, or in the case of the 
agricultural lands, so that these lands could be protected from development other 
than agricultural uses. 

 
I64-19 Please refer to response to comment I64-18 above. 
 
I64-20 The County Department of Planning and Land Use prepared the latest fire service 

travel time study for the commenter’s property on October 7, 2009, using the 
Network Analyst extension of Environmental Systems Research Institute's (ESRI’s) 
ArcMap software.  This software helps to dynamically model realistic network 
conditions and solve vehicle routing problems that include turn restrictions, speed 
limits, height restrictions, and traffic conditions at different times of the day. 

 
I64-21 This comment asserts that the subject parcel is not fire service deficient because the 

property contains a lake with ample water to put out fires in the region, as has 
happened in the past.  The County does not concur with this assertion.  Although the 
availability of water on the property is a benefit to responders, the fire service 
deficiency is based on the time it would take for responders to reach the property.    

 
I64-22 The County disagrees with the methods the commenter used to determine travel 

times.  The larger issue regarding the commenter’s property and the assertion that 
this property meets travel time guidelines assumes that any fire station in the 
immediate area can be considered for travel time analysis.  Unfortunately, the three 
closest fire stations to the subject property (Cameron, Cottonwood, and Glencliff) are 
all staffed and maintained by the Forest Service.  The US Forest Service is only 
responsible for wildfire protection in Federal Responsibility Areas (e.g. Cleveland 
National Forest) and many stations are only staffed part-time throughout the year.  
Though they might respond to other emergencies if available, they are not legally 
obliged (nor does the County have any contractual agreements with them) to 
respond to structural fire or medical aids..  This leaves the fire stations at Pine Valley 
and Lake Morena as the closest to the subject parcel.   

 
 Performing a travel time analysis (using Network Analyst as discussed in response to 

comment I64-20) from these two qualifying stations indicate that travel time 
guidelines are NOT met for the subject property.  These results have been confirmed 
when comparing the results of a secondary analysis using the “National Fire 
Protection Association 1142 (NFPA) Standard on Water Supplies for Suburban and 
Rural Fire Fighting” equation (see page 1142-37).  This equation calculates the 
average time (in minutes) for a fire apparatus to travel a distance using an average 
safe constant speed factor. 

 
I64-23 The comment questions whether the State has reviewed the General Plan Update 

draft Housing Element to determine that there is adequate housing in East County.  
The draft Housing Element has been submitted to the State Housing and Community 
Development Department (HCD) for approval.  The State’s approval will be based on 
the County’s ability to identify housing sites with densities of 15 dwelling units per 
acre in areas where infrastructure and services are already available, per the 
requirements of the Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA).  While there are 
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no specific mandated population targets, other than the RHNA, the General Plan 
Update land use map has been evaluated alongside SANDAG’s regional population 
forecasts and would accommodate sufficient future dwelling units countywide, 
including multi-family units as required by the RHNA at 15 units per acre or higher.  
However, very little of this housing is planned for rural East County due to the lack of 
existing infrastructure and inability to support housing at densities of 15 dwelling 
units per acre or greater.    

 
I64-24 This comment infers that the land use map designations for the subject parcel are 

“inadequate and unacceptable.”  The County does not agree with this assertion.  The 
DEIR land use map alternative designations for the subject parcel range from one 
dwelling unit per eight acres for the No Project Alternative to one dwelling unit per 80 
acres for the Environmentally Superior Map Alternative.  In addition, the Referral and 
Hybrid Map alternatives analyze the property at one dwelling unit per 20 acres and 
the Draft Land Use Map alternative analyzes the property at one dwelling unit per 40 
acres.  As discussed in response to comment I64-1, this comment letter will be part 
of the Final EIR; therefore, the commenter’s preference for one dwelling unit per ten 
acres is documented and this information will be made available to the County Board 
of Supervisors.  The County Board of Supervisors has the approval authority for the 
proposed project and will consider all information in the Final EIR and related 
documents before making a decision on the project. 

 
I64-25 This comment states that the land use map must provide provisions for growth to 

accommodate the jobs in the area, such as the 300-500 jobs at the United States 
Border Patrol station.  The County does not agree that the DEIR land use map does 
not accommodate the employment and provide for growth in the Subregion.  The 
DEIR proposed project land use map for the Lake Morena/Campo Subarea would 
accommodate approximately 750 additional dwelling units, while the Mountain 
Empire Subregion would accommodate nearly 4,000 additional dwelling units.   

 
I64-26 The County does not agree that the General Plan Update land use map does not 

“promote smart growth” due to a lack of housing in the La Posta area.  Nor does the 
County agree that another village is necessary at La Posta.  The land use map 
includes rural villages at Campo and Lake Morena.  The County also does not agree 
that just because housing is available near the government facilities at La Posta that 
the personnel who work at those facilities will choose to live in the area.  Simply 
adding jobs and housing together in one area does not constitute smart growth, 
which seeks to develop walkable neighborhoods with moderate (15 du/acre+) 
densities in close proximity to jobs, services and other amenities. 

 
I64-27 The comment states that the DEIR is inadequate in addressing the Housing Element 

and population growth in the area.  The County does not agree that the General Plan 
Update Housing Element is inadequate (refer to responses to comments I64-23 and 
I64-25 above).   

 
I64-28 The General Plan Update Guiding Principles are identified in Chapter 2, Vision and 

Guiding Principles of the draft General Plan.  They are shown in an abbreviated form 
in DEIR Appendix L: Project Alternatives Areas of Difference.  The DEIR Section S.3 
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Project Objectives are similar to the draft General Plan Guiding Principles, but not 
necessarily the same.   

 
I64-29 Please refer to responses to comments I64-24 and I64-25. 
 
I64-30 The County agrees that communities should be located near transit corridors.  While 

Interstate 8 is a major transportation corridor for automobiles and trucks the County 
does not consider Interstate 8 a transit corridor since transit services are so 
infrequent.  Transit corridors are located in more urbanized areas.  Generally, due to 
the lower densities, transit services in the Mountain Empire Subregion where the 
subject parcel is located are considered “lifeline” transit service by transit agencies 
since they are more infrequent than services in urbanized areas.  Most transit 
services in this area consist of a limited number of routes which operate only a few 
days a week and are located up to 15 miles from a town center that contains the 
closest basic services and emergency response facilities.  The County 
acknowledges that Interstate 8 may be protected by sheriff services.  As discussed in 
response to comment I64-1, this information will be included in the Final EIR, which 
will be available to the Board of Supervisors when determining which land use map 
to adopt for the General Plan Update. 

 
I64-31 This comment does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response 

is required, but contends that the General Plan Update planning process has been 
unfair and there has been a conflict of interest because members of the community 
planning group received densities of one dwelling unit (DU) per 20 acres on all maps.  
The County does not agree that there was a conflict of interest during the General 
Plan Update planning process or that some parcels are designated at one DU per 20 
acres on all maps.  Environmental constraints were not the only factor considered 
when determining density.  Existing land use patterns and parcelization also was a 
key consideration.  As discussed in response to comment I64-1, this comment letter 
will be part of the Final EIR; therefore, the commenter’s preference for one dwelling 
unit per ten acres is documented and this information will be made available to the 
County Board of Supervisors.  The County Board of Supervisors has the approval 
authority for the proposed project and will consider all information in the Final EIR 
and related documents before making a decision on the project. 

 
I64-32 Please refer to responses to comments I64-1 and I64-13. 
 
I64-33 Please refer to responses to comments I64-1 and I64-30. 
 
I64-34 The County disagrees that DEIR Appendix L: Project Alternatives Areas of 

Difference misrepresents the area around the subject parcel.  The description of the 
area immediately surrounding the subject parcel is accurately depicted.  Please refer 
to response to comment I64-1.  

 
I64-35 The comment states that the General Plan Update maps never showed the exact 

sizes of the parcels in existing subdivisions and gave the public the parcelization in 
the area.  The County does not agree with this statement.  In many instances, the 
land use maps show the existing parcelization and in many instances land use 
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designations were determined according to existing parcelization.  The proposed 
project land use map, which shows the parcelization of subdivisions, is available on 
the County’s website at the following link: 

  http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/gpupdate/docs/ref/gp5drm08cpamtnempire.pdf  
 
I64-36 The County acknowledges that isolated areas with subdivided parcels were not 

always designated with densities consistent with existing parcel sizes.  The primary 
intent is to avoid further parcelization in those areas.  However, the County disagrees 
that the land use maps give the public the wrong idea of the true parcelization in the 
area” because the proposed land use map includes existing parcelization.  Refer to 
the link to the County website identified in response to comment I64-35 above.  

 
I64-37 The County does not agree with this comment.  Various constraints to development 

have always been accounted for in the planning process and projects are evaluated 
pursuant to local, state and federal policies and regulations. 

 
I64-38 Agricultural resources are a constraint to development because they are considered 

to be valuable resources in California.  Under the California Environmental Quality 
Act, projects are evaluated for potentially significant impacts to important agricultural 
resources. 

 
I64-39 The County appreciates this comment and acknowledges the letter addressing the 

County of San Diego Farming Program.  The County does not place greater 
importance on either agriculture or species habitat.  The objectives of the proposed 
project are to balance these resources with appropriate development. 

 
I64-40 It is not clear what maps are being compared to the Department of Conservation 

Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP) maps in the comment.  The 
County uses FMMP maps to identify prime agricultural soils and Prime Farmland, 
and Farmland of Statewide or Local Importance.  According to the FMMP, the 
subject property contains Farmlands of Statewide and Local Importance, all of which 
are located within the southern 79 acres of this property.   

 
I64-41 The comment questions the compatibility of wildlife preserves, linkages, and 

corridors with agriculture.  The County does not agree with this comment.  County 
staff has worked with the wildlife agencies and the Farm Bureau to incorporate 
agriculture as an important component within the County's habitat conservation 
programs.  The County does not agree that linkages and corridors are primary 
sources of pests or infectious disease.  However, the County agrees that wildfire is a 
significant issue related to planning and conservation as discussed in Section 2.7 of 
the DEIR. 

 
I64-42 The County concurs with this comment.  The comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue for which a response is required. 
 
I64-43 Based on the County records and GIS data, there have not been any species 

surveys for the area discussed in the comment.  As such, the County cannot confirm 

http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/gpupdate/docs/ref/gp5drm08cpamtnempire.pdf
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or refute this statement.  It should be noted that species constraints were not 
identified as a constraint in DEIR Appendix L, Project Areas of Difference. 

 
I64-44 The comment is the May 30, 2008 letter from Dr. Starkey to the County commenting 

on the San Diego County Farming Program Plan.  The issues raised in the letter are 
not related to the General Plan Update or the DEIR; therefore, no response is 
required. 

 
I64-45 This comment provides background on the issue of wildfires in reserve systems and 

does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response is required. 
 
I64-46 It is not clear which components of the project are of concern with regard to corridors 

and linkages or their effects related to fire and health hazards.  The General Plan 
Update includes the following policies that may be related: 

 
 LU-5.3 Rural Land Preservation.  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. 

 
 LU-6.7 Open Space Network.  Require projects with open space to design 

contiguous open space areas that protect wildlife habitat and corridors; preserve 
scenic vistas and areas; and connect with existing or planned recreational 
opportunities. 

 
 COS-1.1 Coordinated Preserve System.  Identify and develop a coordinated 

biological preserve system that includes Pre-Approved Mitigation Areas, 
Biological Resource Core Areas, wildlife corridors, and linkages to allow wildlife 
to travel throughout their habitat ranges. 

 
 The County does not agree that these policies have significant effects related to 

hazards that have not already been analyzed in DEIR Section 2.7. 
 
I64-47 The comment describes conditions for Referral #164 and disagrees with the reduced 

alternatives presented in the DEIR.  The comment goes on to request an SR-10 
designation for Referral #164.  This request is acknowledged.  Please refer to 
response to comment I64-1. 

 
I64-48 While there is no preferred density for agricultural production in the County, higher 

densities will yield more development impacts to agriculture and other natural 
resources.  If the goal for this area is to preserve agricultural production, a low 
density designation is appropriate at this location.  Agriculture is permitted in all 
Zoning Districts.  See also response to comment O12-5. 

 
I64-49 This comment summarizes points in previous sections of the letter and does not 

raise a significant environmental issue for which a response is required. 
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I64-50 This comment recommends an alternative and does not raise a significant 
environmental issue for which a response is required.  Please refer to response to 
comment I64-1. 

 
I64-51 The aerial photo in question was taken in 2006.  It was not edited but was printed 

large scale to cover a large area.  As such, many of the site features are not easily 
discernable.  The County acknowledges the uses and facilities described in the 
comment.  The comment does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a 
response is required. 

 
I64-52 The comment does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response 

is required.  However, the County acknowledges the comment that one of the creeks 
has been dry and that the other is dry most of the year.  It should be noted that the 
maps provided were prepared by the County GIS using modeling to approximate 
certain features.  GIS data is generalized based on best available data and created 
for use at a higher scale. 

 
I64-53 The comment does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response 

is required.  It should be noted that the maps provided were prepared by the County 
GIS using input from Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP) and using 
modeling to approximate parcel boundaries and site features at various scales. 

 
I64-54 While the GIS figures are not intended to exactly reflect specific features of a site, 

the County finds that the maps provide enough information for regional planning.  In 
the case of Referral #164 (ME3 on DEIR Appendix L: Project Alternatives Areas of 
Difference), the important information reflected in the maps is that there is a potential 
creek on the site (though it may be periodically devoid of surface flow) and that there 
is irrigated cropland on the property.  Additional site-specific information is 
appreciated but not essential to preparing the DEIR Appendix L. 

 
I64-55 The statistics cited in this comment were taken from the USDA Census of Agriculture 

2002 and also are found in the County of San Diego 2008 Crop Statistics and Annual 
Report (page 5), which may be accessed at the link below: 

 http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/reusable_components/images/awm/Docs/stats_cr2008.p
df.  

  
Those statistics were developed by the County Department of Agriculture, Weights 
and Measures.  As discussed in DEIR Section 2.2.1.1 Agricultural Resources, the 
FMMP maps agricultural lands based on a minimum of 10 acres and the property's 
soils characteristics and land uses.  The 20 percent of the County that is not 
completely inventoried (DEIR Table 2.2-1) typically contains large public land 
holdings, such as National Forests, that are not covered by modern soil surveys. 

 
I64-56 The statement found in DEIR Table 2.2-4 refers to fact that “most field crops in the 

County are dry land farmed.”  It further identifies that these crops are actively grown 
during the “wet winter months.”  Further, alfalfa was referenced in the next sentence 
as one of several typical field crops.  It should be noted that alfalfa possesses a long 
root system, which allows the plant to access groundwater.  A list of County staff who 

http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/reusable_components/images/awm/Docs/stats_cr2008.pdf
http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/reusable_components/images/awm/Docs/stats_cr2008.pdf
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prepared the DEIR is provided in DEIR Chapter 6, Preparers and Persons 
Contacted.   

 
I64-57 Of the 407,600 acres of agricultural lands identified on DEIR Table 2.2-3, Existing 

Agriculture Resource Distribution in the County, 117,575 acres would be food 
producing.  This was determined by subtracting the “grazing lands” category from the 
total.  As identified by the definitions provided in DEIR Table 2.2-4, County 
Agricultural Resource Categories, the remaining categories shown on Table 2.2-3 
would be food-producing types of agriculture. 

 
I64-58 The statement that “only six percent of the region’s soils is considered prime 

agricultural land” found in DEIR Section 2.2.1.2, Agricultural Soils, is correct.  Please 
note that DEIR Table 2.2-1 is a listing of acreages for the FMMP land uses, such as 
Prime Farmland and Farmland of Statewide Importance.  These categories are 
based on both soils and land uses on properties located within the State of 
California, and in the case of the DEIR, properties located within San Diego County.  
This table is not identifying the total number of acres relating to Prime Farmland 
Soils, Statewide Significance Soils, etc.  A comparison of Figures 2.2-1 and 2.2-3 
show clearly that the Prime Farmlands FMMP designation does not necessarily fall 
within the Prime Agricultural Soils locations. 

 
I64-59 The Williamson Act defines Prime Farmland and that definition matches the definition 

of many of the Prime Farmland Soils within the FMMP.  However, there are Prime 
Farmland Soils and Statewide Significance Soils that meet those definitions within 
the FMMP, which are not defined within the Williamson Act, as stated in DEIR 
Section 2.2.1.2 Agricultural Soils, under the “Prime Agricultural Soils” subheading. 

 
I64-60 Grazing lands are low value agricultural uses when compared to the other types of 

agriculture in the County.  For instance, only approximately 9,800 acres, nursery and 
flower crops yield $1,042,461,078.  Grazing does not yield this value for similar total 
number of acres.  Further, as stated in the DEIR Table 2.2-4, grazing operations do 
not require value added infrastructure, such as irrigation systems or other 
infrastructure. 

 
I64-61 The County does not agree with this comment.  The referenced Small Business 

Regulatory Fairness Act relates to Federal Government regulatory promulgation and 
does not apply to County actions.  The County does not agree that habitat 
conservation significantly affects agricultural trends, and therefore, does not address 
it in DEIR Section 2.2.1.5, Agricultural Trends.  In addition, the project is not 
proposing a habitat conservation plan that would regulate conversion of grazing land 
to orchards.  The existing MSCP Subarea Plan in the southwest portion of the 
County has provisions for this type of permit whether it is located in or outside of the 
Pre-approved Mitigation Area (PAMA), none of which involve 75 percent 
preservation or 3:1 mitigation ratios. 

 
I64-62 DEIR Section 2.2.1.5, Agricultural Trends, under the subheading “Water,” identifies 

that water availability to agricultural operations has been cut-back.  One of the 
reasons for this reduction, along with drought conditions, is the fact that water 



Response to Comments 

 

Responses to Letter I 64, Starkey, Rodney and Alameda (cont.) 
 

San Diego County General Plan Update EIR  Page I64-41 
August 2011 

supplied from the Bay Area has been reduced due to recent court decisions (e.g., 
NRDC v. Kempthorne; Pacific Coast Federation of Fishermen’s Associations v. 
Gutierrez).  With regard to food production in the MSCP, it should be noted that the 
regulating ordinance for the MSCP, the Biological Mitigation Ordinance, includes an 
exemption for projects that propose agriculture outside of PAMA.  Also see 
responses to comments I64-72, I64-74, and I64-75 below.  

 
I64-63 This comment is a reiteration of a statistic in DEIR Section 2.2.1.5, Agricultural 

Trends, and does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response is 
required.  

 
I64-64 This comment pertains to the definition of Organic Farming as was provided by the 

National Organic Standards Board.  The definition cited does not affect the DEIR 
analysis or conclusions.  However, for additional information about this definition, 
please refer to the National Organic Standards Board website at: 

 http://www.ota.com/standards/nosb/index.html.  
 
I64-65 The County used the GIS mapping application to estimate the number of acres of 

Williamson Act Contract lands that are privately owned.  Of the 80,504 acres under 
contract, approximately 59,837 acres are in private lands.  A sample Williamson Act 
Contract may be reviewed at the Zoning Counter at the County Department of 
Planning and Land Use.  The County can only speculate as to why only two 
properties have requested Williamson Act Contracts between 1980 and 2005.  It 
should be noted that funding for Williamson Act Contracts will be removed in the 
near future.  Therefore, it is unlikely that property owners will request new Contracts. 

 
I64-66 The Farmland Protection Policy Act minimizes conversion of agriculture to a non-

agricultural use.  The MSCP does not require or facilitate the conversion of 
agriculture to non-agricultural uses such as development or habitat.  If a property in 
PAMA contains agriculture, the MSCP does not require that it be converted to 
habitat.  The MSCP does contain mitigation ratios for proposed impacts to existing 
habitat, but the ratios range from 0.5:1 to 2:1.  A ratio of 3:1 is mentioned in case of a 
rare instance where a project proposes impacts to a biological resource core area, 
but will provide mitigation in a non-biological resource core area.  To date, this has 
not occurred in the County's MSCP.   

 
 If agricultural lands were fallowed and left to revert back to habitat lands, then they 

would be treated as habitat under the MSCP in the event that a project application 
was filed.  Lands are still considered to be agriculture if they have been farmed 
during three of the last five years (Biological Mitigation Ordinance Section 
86.503(a)(10)(b)).  If lands have completely reverted back to habitat, then an 
agricultural clearing permit would need to be processed to farm the land again.  The 
County does not agree with the statement that it could never go back to agriculture, 
unless the land was already preserved within open space under a previous 
agreement or acquisition. 

 
I64-67 The comment is referring to DEIR Section 2.2.2.2 State under the “California Land 

Conservation Act (Williamson Act)” subheading.  In the description provided, the 

http://www.ota.com/standards/nosb/index.html
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term open space refers to undeveloped land.  The majority of the Williamson Act 
Lands in the County would meet this definition with the exception of some residences 
on these lands. 

 
I64-68 Whether an easement on a property can be transferred to another entity depends on 

the easement language, the parties named, and the provisions for transfer.  
Easements recorded under the California Farmland Conservancy Program (CFCP) 
would be administered and managed by the California Department of Conservation. 

 
I64-69 A sample Farmland Security Zone contract may be found at this website: 

http://www.cfbf.com/issues/landuse/contract.cfm 
 
I64-70 Although the comment is not fully understood, it appears to take issue with the 

County's involvement with stakeholder groups and/or advisory groups during policy 
development such as the preparation of the General Plan Update or MSCP.  The 
County is fortunate to have many diverse interest groups involved with these 
processes and welcomes the input of all stakeholders during policy making.  It is not 
a conflict of interest to allow varied interest groups to be involved with these public 
processes.  Rather, a conflict of interest would occur if the decision makers had a 
personal stake in the outcome of the project.   

 
 The Farm and Ranch Lands Protection Program (FRPP) provides funds to 

governments or organizations that have agricultural protection programs for the 
purchase of conservation easements.  As such, the US Department of Agriculture 
would be supporting already identified goals for the protection and conservation of 
agriculture.  Organizations or stakeholders working to achieve habitat conservation 
would not necessarily be involved, or at the very least, would not be in conflict with 
the FRPP. 

 
I64-71 According to Board Policy I-38, all or a portion of the contract lands could be 

cancelled through eminent domain for the following two reasons: (1) The erection, 
construction, alteration, maintenance, or repair of any gas, electric water or 
communication facilities by any public agency or to the acquisition of any such 
easement by any public agency; and (2) The establishment, construction (including 
the widening and realignment) and maintenance of any road, street or highway, 
whether existing or planned for the future, depicted on the Circulation Element of the 
San Diego County General Plan adopted by said Board prior to the date of the 
contract.  Any other governmental action that takes the total Williamson Act Contract 
property would fall under this eminent domain provision.  

 
I64-72 The County does not agree that Board of Supervisors (BOS) Policy I-133 conflicts 

with MSCP plans.  The MSCP and the Biological Mitigation Ordinance do not require 
mitigation for lands that are already in agriculture.  Moreover, these documents 
include an exemption for projects that propose new agriculture outside of Pre-
approved Mitigation Areas.  BOS Policy I-123 is discussed in the DEIR within Section 
2.4.2.3.  The County does not agree that BOS Policy I-123 allows a property owner 
to “opt out of the MSCP.”  BOS Policy I-123 does not address whether a property is 
or is not located within the boundaries of the MSCP.  The boundaries of the County's 

http://www.cfbf.com/issues/landuse/contract.cfm
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MSCP Subarea Plan were established in 1997.  Rather, BOS Policy I-123 provides a 
mechanism for a landowner whose property is already located in the Subarea Plan 
boundaries to receive the third party benefits of the program without having to 
process a development permit.  This may be needed for on-going activities that are 
allowed by right, such as existing agriculture.   

 
I64-73 This comment does not raise a significant environmental issue.  The San Diego 

Farming Program Plan supports the implementation of the Purchase of Agriculture 
Easements (PACE) initiative which could provide an effective mechanism to address 
equity and property protection issues that will arise during the implementation of the 
proposed General Plan Update and MSCP plans.  In a typical PACE program, 
landowners sell conservation easements to a government entity or qualified private 
or non-profit conservation organization.  The proceeds provide farmers with liquid 
capital and return on investment without selling their property.  The ability to extract 
equity is a powerful incentive that offers farmers an attractive alternative to 
development.  In addition, this permanently maintains the value of the property at the 
level appropriate for farming, not development.  Please refer to Section C.2.4 of the 
Farming Plan for more information regarding this issue. 

 
I64-74 It is not clear from the comment what the acronym FCA indicates.  Mitigation for 

impacts within PAMA in the County's MSCP Subarea Plan depends on the types of 
habitat.  The ratios are provided in Attachment M of the Biological Mitigation 
Ordinance (BMO) (located on the County’s website at:  
http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/mscp/bmo.html).  Agricultural projects proposed 
outside of PAMA can be exempt from mitigation pursuant to Section 86.503(a)(10) of 
the BMO.  As of September 2009, the fees to obtain an agricultural clearing permit 
are: $1,150 for Department of Planning and Land Use processing, $795 for review by 
the Department of Public Works, and $630 for stormwater management. 

 
I64-75 The County agrees that habitat lands are considered to be a non-agricultural use.  

The County does not agree that habitat or non-agricultural uses require an economic 
analysis in the DEIR.  Social and economic effects need not be considered in an 
EIR.  See CEQA Guidelines section 15064(e).  

 
 It is not clear what the commenter is asking with regard to habitat and agriculture 

being compatible.  While active agriculture and native habitat cannot typically occupy 
the same space or be considered the same use for planning purposes, the two types 
of uses may be considered compatible for planning purposes.   

 
 Projects that propose agriculture may be exempt from MSCP requirements if they 

are not located within PAMA.  Agricultural projects proposed within PAMA require 
evaluation in order to ensure that potential impacts do not jeopardize the formation of 
the preserve system in the County's MSCP Subarea Plan.  Also see responses to 
comments I64-62 and I64-72. 

 
I64-76 The Local Agricultural Resources Assessment (LARA) Model is similar to the Land 

Evaluation and Site Assessment (LESA) Model, but is only applicable to the County 
of San Diego.  The County of San Diego uses the LARA Model to determine if a 

http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/mscp/bmo.html
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property is an important agricultural resource, as defined by the LARA Model.  This 
Model is primarily used during the County's review of proposed development 
applications to determine the significance of potential impacts on agricultural 
resources which may be generated by that proposed development, as required by 
CEQA.  This is the same way the LESA Model is used, except it applies to lands 
outside of the County of San Diego, as well as within this County, prior to 
March 19, 2007 (the enactment of the LARA Model).  The LARA Model does not 
classify lands and properties for agricultural purposes.  Classification of land is 
undertaken by the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP), a division of 
the California Department of Conservation.   

 
 The comment suggests that LARA Modeling was used to classify the subject 

property as grazing, with a section of Farmland of Local Importance.  This is 
incorrect.  The FMMP designates properties with these types of categories, based on 
its mapping program.  This comment contains a further inconsistency in stating that 
the LESA Model classifies that same property as Farmland of Statewide Importance.  
That category is an FMMP classification, which is based on the property's soil 
characteristics and existing land uses.  The County has not completed a LARA 
Model assessment for this property since the property owner has not submitted a 
development application to the County.  Without a project application, there is no 
reason to analyze potential impacts to agricultural resources.   

 
 It should be noted that the LARA Model bases the important agricultural resource 

determination on the following required property characteristics: soil resources, water 
resources and the property's climate or sunset zone.  The LARA Model would not be 
utilized to review devaluations of land or whether there is a change to a farming 
operation caused by irrigating, or not irrigating, land on the property. 

 
I64-77 The County's MSCP or any other Habitat Conservation Plans must not directly 

conflict with the County’s General Plan.  However, the MSCP includes an exemption 
for agricultural projects located outside of PAMA.  The exemption is applied through 
Section 86.503(a)(10) of the Biological Mitigation Ordinance, which is the 
implementing ordinance for the MSCP.  Also refer to responses to comments I64-62, 
I64-72, I64-74 and I64-75 regarding agricultural projects in the County's MSCP 
Subarea Plan. 

 
I64-78 The Open Space (Conservation) designation is not proposed over any known active 

food-producing agriculture for the proposed project or for any of the project 
alternatives.  It is proposed over some lands that qualify as grazing lands; however, 
those lands are under the jurisdiction of other agencies and would not be subject to 
the County's General Plan.  During evaluations of such lands, the Open Space 
(Conservation) designation was deemed to be the most appropriate given the 
existing uses and surrounding conditions.  The County agrees that active food-
producing agricultural uses would not be suitable for the Open Space (Conservation) 
designation. 

 
I64-79 The County does not agree that the sentence should be re-written to state, 

“biological preservation only occurs in areas separate from those with existing 
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agricultural resources,” as this statement could not be made with certainty.  There 
may be instances where biological conservation and active agriculture coincide.  
However, the County is not proposing either biological preserve or Open Space 
designations over food-producing agriculture as part of the General Plan Update. 

 
I64-80 The Open Space (Conservation) designation is not proposed over any known active 

food-producing agriculture for the proposed project or for any of the project 
alternatives.  It is proposed over some lands that qualify as grazing lands; however, 
those lands are under the jurisdiction of other agencies and would not be subject to 
the County's General Plan.  During evaluations of such lands, the Open Space 
(Conservation) designation was deemed to be the most appropriate given the 
existing uses and surrounding conditions.  Also refer to response to comment I64-78. 

 
I64-81 The section of the DEIR discussed in the comment is referring to the County's 

Guidelines for Determining Significance: Agricultural Resources, which can be 
accessed at http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/docs/AG-Guidelines.pdf.  Projects that 
would impact agricultural resources, whether for development or for habitat 
restoration, would be subject to these guidelines.  The guidelines discuss standard 
mitigation and design considerations that are included in such projects.  Avoidance is 
the primary consideration before mitigation measures are applied.  As further 
discussed in the guidelines, a minimum ratio of 1:1 is required as mitigation for 
impacts. 

 
I64-82 The MSCP includes an exemption for agricultural projects located outside of PAMA.  

The exemption is applied through Section 86.503(a)(10) of the Biological Mitigation 
Ordinance, which is the implementing ordinance for the MSCP.  Also refer to 
responses to comments I64-62, I64-72, I64-75, and I64-77 regarding agricultural 
projects in the County's MSCP Subarea Plan. 

 
I64-83 Certain General Plan Update goals and policies promote the preservation of existing 

agricultural resources.  The comment recommends that the goals and policies be 
modified to exempt existing agricultural resources rather than preserve them.  The 
County does not agree with this comment.  It is not clear from the comment what the 
proposed exemptions would involve or why preservation of agriculture in the County 
is not a valid goal as written. 

 
I64-84 The term “open space” by itself has many definitions and uses.  If it occurs this way 

in the DEIR without more specific context, the County would assign its most general 
and broad definition: undeveloped land.  The Open Space designations proposed 
within the General Plan Update are described in the Land Use Element under “Land 
Use Designations.”   

 
 Open Space Elements may refer to an element of a General Plan.  The General Plan 

Update includes the Conservation and Open Space Element which is comprised of 
the goals and policies relating to the conservation, management, and utilization of 
natural and cultural resources; the protection and preservation of open space; and 
the provision of park recreation resources. 

 

http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/docs/AG-Guidelines.pdf
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 Open space network is a term used to describe the product of joining or piecing 
together areas of preservation within the County to make an overall system that can 
be monitored and managed. 

 
 Community open space is a term used to describe an area of open space that is 

shared among landowners or inhabitants of a given development project.  
 
I64-85 Land Use Policies 7.1 and 7.2 are found in the proposed Land Use Element of the 

General Plan Update.  Policy LU-7.1, Agricultural Land Development, refers to 
lowering the density of agricultural lands to protect those lands and permit continued 
farming.  The reduced density would limit adjacent properties from converting to 
residential uses that could interfere with farming operations.  The lower densities 
would also allow agricultural operations to contain sufficient land to continue those 
operations.  Please note that Policy LU-7.2, Parcel Size Reduction as Incentive for 
Agriculture, refers to reduction of parcel sizes, for compatible development, to create 
an incentive for continued agricultural production.  This provision relates to the 
Conservation Subdivision Program, which allows smaller lots and expanses of land 
for continuing agricultural. 

 
I64-86 The County appreciates the comment.  The reference to habitat creation has been 

retracted, as it is not one of the identified initiatives of the Farming Program.  Please 
see DEIR 2.2-19 Farming Program for revision. 

 
I64-87 The Farming Program was formulated through a series of listening sessions with 

agricultural stakeholders in the fall of 2005.  The PACE program is one of the 
initiatives that was identified to promote the economic viability of farming in the 
unincorporated County.  While the specific provisions of the program have not been 
developed and/or adopted by the County, the program will not prohibit farmers from 
raising different crops.  The County does not agree that provisions of the PACE 
program were not meant for public review.  As stated previously, the specific 
provisions of the program have not been developed and/or adopted by the County 
and the document noted in the comment was distributed for public review.    

 
 It is unclear to the County, what “environmental group” the commenter is referring to; 

however, the County does not agree with the comment.  The PACE program was 
identified as one of several initiatives of the Farming Program.  The Farming 
Program was developed with extensive public input from County farmers and 
agricultural stakeholders. 

 
I64-88 The specific provisions of the PACE Program have not been identified or adopted by 

the County; however, the program will not restrict water rights or impede the 
agricultural viability of properties participating in the program. 

 
I64-89 The County does not agree with the recommended wording change.  The section to 

which this comment is referring specifically quotes The Farmland Protection Action 
Guide published by the Institute for Local Self Government.  As such, the County 
does not have the authority to change the wording. 
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I64-90 Pursuant to other comments, this term has been revised throughout the document to 
state “confined animal feeding operation.” 

 
I64-91 The County does not agree that the DEIR should include analysis of impacts that 

may result from trespass of Mexican cattle, entry of illegal immigrants, or effects of 
linkages and corridors.  The General Plan Update would not directly influence these 
events or occurrences.  While the project does promote the preservation of linkages 
and corridors, these are natural features that already exist in the environment.  There 
is no substantial evidence that preservation or management of wildlife linkages or 
corridors results in the spread of disease. 

 
I64-92 The statements and questions in this comment are not fully understood.  Purchase of 

agricultural conservation easement (PACE) programs compensate property owners 
for restricting the future use of their land and are meant to support individual farm 
owners.  The County does not agree that agricultural easements can be transferred 
to other entities and/or undermine the farmer's interests.   
 

I64-93 The County does not have any evidence to suggest that the conversion of agriculture 
to habitat is a contributing factor to the regional decline of agricultural resources.  In 
addition, the DEIR does not need to address this issue because the General Plan 
Update is not proposing this type of conversion. 

 
I64-94 Policy LU-7.1 refers to lowering the density of agricultural lands to protect those 

lands and permit continued farming.  The reduced density would limit adjacent 
properties from converting to residential uses that could interfere with farming 
operations.  Also see responses to comments I64-85 and O12-5. 

 
I64-95 Draft Conservation and Open Space Element Policy COS-6.4, Conservation 

Easements, supports the acquisition or dedication of easements; however, does not 
make them a requirement.  The PACE program will also be a voluntary program. 

 
I64-96 The General Plan Update does not propose to convert agricultural resources to 

habitat.  Also refer to responses to comments I64-78, I64-79, and I64-93. 
 
I64-97 The County's progress on the project is ahead of the estimated schedule generated 

in 2008.  While CEQA requires a 45-day public review period for Draft Environmental 
Impact Reports, the County extended the review period for the General Plan Update 
DEIR to 60 days.  Electronic copies and paper copies were made available to the 
public; however, purchase orders of hardcopies through the County printing center 
took several days to process.  The County does not agree that additional time should 
be added to the CEQA public review period.  It should be noted that the County 
welcomes public comments and testimony up until and during the public hearings for 
the project.  Also refer to response to comment I64-4. 

 
I64-98 This comment does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response 

is required. 
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I64-99 The County does not agree that the DEIR should include analysis of impacts that 
may result from wildlife corridors or from NCCPs, HCPs, or the MSCP.  The primary 
source of impacts to the environment, as analyzed in the DEIR, is development that 
may occur as a result of the land use designations mapped on the Land Use Maps 
and the new or expanded roads shown on the proposed Road Network.  Also refer to 
responses to comments I64-78, I64-79, I64-93, and I-64-96. 

 
I64-100 The County does not agree that discussion of the East County MSCP should be 

removed from the DEIR.  The comment states that there are significant negative 
impacts associated with the East County MSCP.  The County cannot determine at 
this time what, if any, significant impacts the East County MSCP would have on the 
environment.  A separate environmental analysis pursuant to CEQA and NEPA 
would need to be prepared prior to implementation of the Plan.  However, the County 
can state with confidence that such a plan would mitigate potential impacts that 
development may have on sensitive species and habitat.  As such, its discussion in 
the General Plan Update DEIR is warranted. 

 
I64-101 The County does not agree that the DEIR should include analysis of impacts that 

may result from wildlife corridors.  The primary source of impacts to the environment, 
as analyzed in the DEIR, is development that may occur as a result of the land use 
designations mapped on the Land Use Maps and the new or expanded roads shown 
on the proposed Road Network.  Also refer to responses to comments I64-78, 
I64-79, I64-93, I64-96, and I64-99. 

 
I64-102 This comment targets the potential effects of the East County MSCP.  The General 

Plan Update is not a habitat conservation plan.  While the project does include 
policies related to conservation, the potential impacts to the environment resulting 
from the General Plan Update primarily stem from land use designations mapped on 
the land use maps and the new or expanded roads shown on the proposed Road 
Network.  Also refer to responses to comments I64-78, I64-79, I64-93, I64-96, I64-
99, and I64-101. 
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I65-1 This comment is introductory in nature and does not raise a significant environmental 
issue for which a response is required.  

 
I65-2 It is not clear what contradictory requirements or inconsistencies are being 

suggested as the comment does not elaborate on this issue.  The County does not 
agree that contradictory requirements or inconsistencies exist. 

 
I65-3 The purpose of the discussion in the DEIR with regard to Specific Plans is to 

determine if any conflicts with adopted Specific Plans would occur from the proposed 
project.  The use of the term “in place” is meant to refer to approved and 
implemented Specific Plans, and this has been revised in the DEIR for clarification.  
The DEIR was not referring to all previously designated Specific Plan Areas, as 
suggested by the comment, nor does the draft General Plan indicate that all 
previously designated Specific Plan Areas will remain.  DEIR Section 2.9.3.2, Issue 
2: Conflicts with Land Use Plans, Policies, and Regulations, under the subheading 
“Specific Plans” has been revised by replacing “in place” with “that have either 
already been approved or implemented.” 

 
I65-4 The text included in the Mountain Empire Subregional Plan was from the existing 

community plan.  Chapter 2 of the Mountain Empire Subregional Plan has been 
revised, under the Ketchum Ranch subheading by including the density allowed on 
the General Plan Update Proposed Project “(1.7)” and removing the discussion 
about the two phases of the plan. 

 
I65-5 The County appreciates these comments and clarifies that the implementation of its 

goals to preserve agriculture is directed further in policy and can be balanced with 
implementation of other goals and policies.  That County does not interpret the draft 
General Plan to require the absolute preservation of all agriculture and, therefore, 
does not believe that the addition of “where feasible” is necessary to add to Goal 
LU-7, Agricultural Conservation.  

 
I65-6 The County agrees that density, lot sizes, and land use are determined on a case-

by-case basis when discretionary actions are presented to the County's decision 
makers and those actions are accompanied by groundwater analyses when 
necessary.  However, the County also notes that the decisions are guided by and 
must be consistent with the County's plans and policies such as the General Plan, 
community plans, Zoning Ordinance, and Groundwater Ordinance.  The County 
believes that this is clearly explained in the County's documents and State law and 
further explanation is not necessary. 
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I66-1 This comment letter is the same as an earlier comment letter (Letter I 2).  Refer to 
responses to Comments I2-1 through I2-4.   
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I67-1 This comment is introductory in nature and does not raise a significant environmental 
issue for which a response is required.  

 
I67-2 The County does not agree with this comment.  Please refer to response to comment 

O12-5.   
 
I67-3 The County does not agree with this comment.  The densities proposed in the 

General Plan Update are based on ground-truthing research, sound planning 
principles, and extensive public input.  The planned potential for housing and jobs in 
an area does not necessarily result in economic benefit, access to services, and 
sustainability.  However, higher densities as allowed by the existing General Plan 
may be continued under the No Project Alternative.  Ultimately, the Board of 
Supervisors will determine which land use map will be implemented.  The Board will 
consider all information in the Final EIR and related documents before making a 
decision on the project.  

 
I67-4 Please refer to response to comment I2-1.  
 
I67-5 Please refer to response to comment I2-2. 
 
I67-6 Please refer to response to comment I2-3   
 
I67-7 Please refer to response to comment I2-4. 
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I68-1 This comment letter is the same as an earlier comment letter (Letter I 42).  Refer to 
responses to Comments I42-1 through I42-4.   
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I69-1 This comment is introductory in nature and does not raise a significant environmental 
issue for which a response is required. 

 
I69-2 This comment compares the preparation of the current draft Borrego Springs 

Community Plans with a previous draft and does not raise any significant issues for 
which a response is required. 

 
I69-3 The County agrees with the comment, and will undertake a thorough review of the 

Community Plan before the next review cycle 
 
I69-4 This comment does not raise a significant issue for which a response is required. 
 
I69-5 The County acknowledges the Alluvial Floodplain in the Borrego Springs Community 

Plan and has included policies for the study of methods for flood control in both the 
Land Use as well as the Town Center and Christmas Circle Special Study Areas.  
The issue raised concerning land use densities assigned to areas that have flooded 
in recent years will be included in the Final EIR through the inclusion of these 
comments.  Therefore, this information will be available to the Board of Supervisors 
when it determines the appropriate densities that should be adopted as part of the 
General Plan Update. 

 
I69-6 Ultimately, the Board of Supervisors will determine which land use map will be 

implemented as part of the General Plan Update, and the densities assigned to the 
“Citrus Lands” have been identified for future studies in the draft Borrego Spring 
Community Plan.  The comment that the assigned densities increase development 
fees is not substantiated.  Under the General Plan Update proposed project, the 
build-out population would be 16,140, which is substantially lower than the 32,770 
estimated for the Existing General Plan. 

 
I69-7 The County does not agree that because the Community Plan encourages certain 

types of development in a particular location, this represents “just an effort to create 
more value in speculative land."  The draft Borrego Springs Community Plan 
includes policies to encourage expansion of commercial and industrial lands 
adjacent to the airport, including the potential for a research park; however, the land 
use map does not designate a significant area as industrial land.  A General Plan 
Amendment would be required for such a research park, and the County disagrees 
that, as written, the policy would create speculative value. 

 
                  The County contends that it is appropriate for a community plan to encourage a 

particular type of development in a certain area to provide additional clarity beyond 
the land use designations that are assigned by the land use map.  The County 
disagrees that this alone inflates the value of the land, as many other factors need to 
be considered when assessing land value. 

 
                  In addition, the County also disagrees that this has inflated the need for Circulation 

Element roads and other infrastructure.  For example, the Mobility Element road 
network for Borrego Springs is composed entirely of two-lane roads, many of which 
were classified as four-lane roads under the existing General Plan.  Therefore, the 
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General Plan Update has reduced the need to make road improvements in Borrego 
Springs, rather than inflate it. 

 
I69-8 The draft Borrego Springs Community Plan has been revised to change the park to 

16 acres. 
 
I69-9 The comment is referring to a portion of a community vision   which is part of a Vision 

Statement drafted by the Borrego Springs Community Planning Group to describe 
how it would like Borrego Springs to look in the future.  The Borrego Springs 
Community Planning Group has included in this section that it would like to see an 
agency for maintenance and operation of community parks, and has included 
policies to support the development and operation of the park site.  The Borrego 
Springs Water District is mentioned as a possible entity; however, the County of San 
Diego cannot mandate that the Borrego Springs Water District take responsibility for 
the park site. 

 
I69-10 The comment is noted, although it does not raise an environmental concern for 

which a response is required under CEQA.  Revisions will be considered; however, 
the cited section is background to the draft Community Plan, and supporting policies 
do mention a need for expanded tourism. 

 
I69-11 The County appreciates the comments in support of town center planning. 
 
I69-12 The comment references the vitalized town center as described in the Community 

Vision chapter of the draft Borrego Springs Community Plan, under the “Business 
Core Vision” subheading.  As discussed in response to comment I69-9, the vision 
statement is intended to represent an idealized future-state, rather than reflect how 
things are currently. 

 
I69-13 This comment lacks sufficient detail to generate a response.  The area discussed in 

the comment is designated Rural Commercial under the General Plan Update and 
could only be modified with a General Plan Amendment. 

 
I69-14 The comment is acknowledged and revisions were made to clarify the intent of the 

section. 
 
I69-15 The Borrego Springs Community Plan includes a population target of 8,000 as a 

community supported target.  The 16,000 estimate for Borrego Springs is based on 
the County of San Diego's population model forecast for build-out of the proposed 
project.  The estimate for the build-out of the existing General Plan is 32,770.  
Additional discussion on the 8,000 population target is included in the response to 
comment I69-17. 

 
I69-16 The 16,000-person population estimate for Borrego Springs in the DEIR, mentioned 

in the comment, is based upon existing population and the addition of future 
population as allowed from the build-out of the General Plan Update.  The comment 
states that a more reasonable population estimate may be lower, due to the 
economic conditions in the Borrego Springs Valley However, the population 
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estimates included in the DEIR for analysis are based upon full build-out, not 
necessarily on economic conditions. 

 
 The population number of 8,000 was developed as a target for the community, which 

supported this target as a number that was realistic given the economic conditions in 
the Borrego Valley.  Yet it was also acknowledged as a potential population base 
that would support additional services.  The County does not propose to limit build-
out of the proposed project based upon these policies.  Rather, the County is 
acknowledging the fact that many undeveloped lots currently exist and the 
unlikelihood that the build-out scenario would occur in the project horizon.  The 
discussion has been revised to clarify the intent of the statement. 

 
I69-17 The comment states that an increased use of the “P” designator should be 

encouraged, which is contrary to Policy LU-1.6.1 in the draft Borrego Springs 
Community Plan.  The Community Plan suggests that the application of the “P” 
designator should be reviewed, in order to not have excessive requirements for 
development; however; the plan also includes the Town Center area for special 
study and suggests the inclusion of design review requirements.  These design 
review requirements can be more effective and efficient at regulating development 
without the extensive requirements for Planned Residential Developments. 

 
 The reference to the “conservation initiative” is assumed to be the Conservation 

Subdivision Program.  This program is intended to be an additional tool in 
implementing the General Plan Update, not to replace design review. 
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I70-1 This comment letter is the same as an earlier comment letter (Letter I 2).  Refer to 
responses to Comments I2-1 through I2-4.  
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I71-1 This comment is introductory in nature and does not raise a significant environmental 
issue for which a response is required. 

 
I71-2 This comment is introductory in nature and does not raise a significant environmental 

issue for which a response is required. 
 
I71-3 The County agrees that the General Plan Update would result in significant and 

unavoidable traffic impacts to the Valley Center Community Planning Area (CPA). 
The County does not concur that because Fruitvale Road will not be extended west 
to Miller Road that significant, unmitigated impacts to traffic circulation in the 
Northern Village of Valley Center will result.  As shown in the figure below, traffic 
modeling performed for the General Plan Update DEIR of build-out of the proposed 
project attracted only 1.1 to 1.4K average daily traffic (ADT) on a continuation of 
Fruitvale Road west of Cole Grade Road, which is not enough to significantly reduce 
traffic congestion on Valley Center Road in the southern portion of the Northern 
Village.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
I71-4 This comment provides background information on a development planned in the 

northwest quadrant of the intersection of Valley Center and Cole Grade Roads. This 
comment does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response is 
required. 

 
I71-5 As discussed in response to comment I71-3 above, the County does not concur that 

extending Fruitvale Road to the west is essential for proper circulation in the 

FRUITVALE ROAD 

COLE GRADE ROAD 

Traffic volumes (in thousands of Average Daily Trips) resulting from the General Plan Update DEIR traffic model 
based on build-out of the proposed project (Referral Map)  
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Northern Village.  New Road 11 serves as an alternate connection between Miller 
and Cole Grade Roads, while also providing connections to north-south roads within 
the Northern Village.  No changes have been made as a result of this comment. 

 
I71-6 The County disagrees that the draft Mobility Element does not adequately address 

traffic circulation in the Northern Village of Valley Center; however, the County 
agrees that more detailed planning is required for the Northern Village.   The General 
Plan Update DEIR traffic forecast model identified deficiencies in the planned 
circulation system, particularly along Valley Center Road from Indian Creek Road 
west to Lilac Road.  These deficiencies are based on full build-out of the land use 
maps, along with SANDAG trip generation rates by land use type.  However, this 
countywide model does not include many proposed local road connections that 
would contribute to relieving congestion on roads in Valley Center.  The local road 
network should be more comprehensively planned and evaluated in more detailed 
town center planning and/or the Valley Center Community Plan.  Also, the traffic 
generation rates forecast for each land use type used by the traffic model are based 
on SANDAG regional averages that are often skewed toward more urban land use 
scenarios; as such they are often overstated for rural communities such as Valley 
Center.  Given these variables, the traffic congestion shown by the project DEIR 
traffic model may be overstated.  No revisions to the project were made based upon 
this comment. 

 
I71-7 The County concurs that additional north-south and east-west road connections, 

along with reductions in land use intensity will relieve the burden on the road 
network.  New Roads 11 and 17, along with additional road connections necessary 
for the individual development projects will contribute to relieving the forecast levels 
of traffic congestion on Valley Center roads.   

 
I71-8 This comment describes traffic improvements that are proposed for the development 

described in comment I71-4 and does not raise a significant environmental issue for 
which a response is required.  

 
I71-9 The County concurs that an extension of Indian Creek Road to an extension of 

Fruitvale Road would be a viable connection; however, its ability to relieve traffic 
congestion on Valley Center Road is questionable due to the limited amount of ADTs 
that the DEIR traffic model is forecasting for the extension of Fruitvale Road (refer to 
response to comment I71-3).  

 
 In addition, that option is not feasible since a development project is currently 

underway which will preclude this connection and will not provide an irrevocable offer 
of dedication (IOD) that would allow for Fruitvale Road to be extended west of Cole 
Grade Road.  Although the General Plan Update Mobility Element does not continue 
Fruitvale Road to the west, a connection south of Fruitvale Road is proposed to 
connect Cole Grade and Miller Roads (New Road 11).  In addition, this proposed 
road connection would connect to Indian Creek Road, which would provide additional 
connections to Valley Center Road.  As such, no revisions to the project were made 
based upon this comment. 

 



Response to Comments 

 

Responses to Letter I 71, Weston-Valley Center, LLC, Herbert Schaffer (cont.) 
 

San Diego County General Plan Update EIR  Page I71-8 
August 2011 

I71-10 The County concurs that Figure M-A-23 does not adequately show connections 
between Miller and Cole Grade Roads.  This figure has been revised to more clearly 
show New Mobility Element Road 11, which will connect Miller and Cole Grade 
Roads.  In addition, the Mobility Element matrix for Valley Center has been revised to 
specify New Local Public Road 17, which will connect Valley Center Road with New 
Road 11.  Also, the draft Mobility Element is a countywide document that does not 
consider the level of detail of a specific development project, such as the 
commenter’s.  Therefore, as discussed in response to comment I71-6, more detailed 
planning is necessary. 

 
I71-11 The County concurs that there are currently no irrevocable offers of dedication 

between Indian Creek Road north of the commenter’s property to Horse Creek Trail.  
This connection will need to be provided by future development in this area.  The 
County does not concur that this will make Indian Creek Road a dead end because 
there are opportunities for local roads within the Weston development to connect this 
road to both Miller and Cole Grade Roads.  This should provide sufficient 
connectivity for the Weston project currently being proposed. 

 
I71-12 The County does not concur that the Mobility Element Map (Figure M-A-23) is 

suggesting a four-way stop at the intersection of Horse Creek Trail and Cole Grade 
Road; although previous planning documents that led up to the recommended 
Mobility Element may have shown a four-way stop at that location.  The Mobility 
Element does not provide direction for where traffic signals or stop control should be 
provided, as this is left to project-specific analysis. 

 
I71-13 The County concurs that although there is an IOD along the northerly side of what 

would be the extension of Fruitvale Road to Indian Creek Road, there is not an IOD 
along the southern side.  In addition, a project has been approved to construct a 
church facility on this site without the IOD; therefore, the opportunity to continue 
Fruitvale Road west to Indian Creek Road is no longer available to relieve traffic 
congestion at the Cole Grade Road / Valley Center Road intersection. 

 
I71-14 The County does not concur that the proposed Mobility Element will not at least 

partially mitigate traffic congestion at Cole Grade and Valley Center Roads.  The 
County contends that New Roads 11 and 17, along with additional project-specific 
road connections will reduce project-specific trips on Cole Grade and Valley Center 
Roads as they will provide parallel routes of travel.  In addition, New Road 3 is 
proposed to the north to connect Cole Grade Road to Interstate 15 via Old Highway 
395.  This will reduce traffic on Valley Center Road that would need to access 
Interstate 15 via connections to the south.  No changes have been made as a result 
of this comment. 

 
I71-15 The County disagrees with this comment, which states that the local public roads 

proposed in the Mobility Element of the General Plan Update are unlikely to be built. 
Section 2.15.6.1, Issue 1: Unincorporated County Traffic and LOS Standards, 
includes multiple General Plan Update policies and mitigation measures that require 
roadway improvements to occur concurrent with development, in addition to 
establishing methods for obtaining funding for such roadway improvements. These 
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include: Policy LU-12.2, Maintenance of Adequate Services; Policy M-2.1, Level of 
Service Criteria; Policy M-3.2, Traffic Impact Mitigation; Policy M-5.2, Impact 
Mitigation for New Roadways and Improvements; and mitigation measure Tra-1.8. 
As such, the General Plan Update already includes multiple policies that help ensure 
the proposed local public roadways will be improved concurrent with development.   

 
I71-16 The County concurs that it would be beneficial to extend Fruitvale Road to the west, 

but as explained in response to comments I71-6 and I71-13, this is not feasible 
option due to an approved project and the lack of an irrevocable offer of dedication.  
The County contends that New Roads 11 and 17 serve the purpose of providing 
alternative access between Cole Grade and Valley Center Roads. 

 
I71-17 This comment refers to the KOA Corporation comments addressed in responses to 

comments I71-18 through I71-26 and does not raise a significant environmental 
issue for which a response is required.  

 
I71-18 This comment is introductory in nature and does not raise a significant environmental 

issue for which a response is required. 
 
I71-19 The County concurs that the project DEIR traffic model forecast identifies 

deficiencies on Valley Center roads.  As addressed in response to comment I71-6, 
the traffic congestion shown by the project DEIR traffic model may be overstated.  

 
I71-20 This comment refers to roads that Weston-Valley Center LLC proposes to construct 

as part of a development project proposed in the Northern village of Valley Center to 
the north of Valley Center Road and west of Cole Grade Road.  This comment did 
not raise an issue for which a response is required. 

 
I71-21 The County concurs that additional roads need to be included in the vicinity of this 

project to facilitate the amount and intensity of development being planned for this 
area.  In addition to New Mobility Element Roads 11 and 14 and New Local Public 
Road 17 that are included in the General Plan Update Mobility Element, the Valley 
Center Community Plan is currently being revised and will identify additional local 
public roads in the area to increase road connectivity and provide alternate routes of 
travel. 

 
I71-22 The County concurs that it would be beneficial to extend Fruitvale Road to the west, 

but as further explained in response to comments I71-6 and 13, this is not a feasible 
option due to an approved project and the lack of an irrevocable offer of dedication. 

 
I71-23 Please refer to response to comment I71-13. 
 
I71-24 The County appreciates the concern that a proper system of supporting roads is 

necessary for the North Village in Valley Center.  The information in these comment 
letters will become part of the Final EIR.  As such, the Board of Supervisors will have 
this information when making a decision for what road network to adopt as part of the 
General Plan Update. 
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I71-25 The County does not concur that proper planning for roads in Valley Center is not 
adequately being addressed by the General Plan Update Mobility Element, along 
with the update of the Valley Center Community Plan. 

 
I71-26 The County concurs that existing projects now being processed, along with future 

development projects, should include IODs to provide circulation improvements to 
the local circulation system in Valley Center. 
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