




















































Response to Comments 
 

Responses to Letter O3, Exhibit A, Endangered Habitats League 

 

O3-A-1 This comment provides a brief summary of the proposed project. 

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

O3-A-2 This comment continues to provide an overview of the proposed project as well as the process 
the County conducted to develop the proposed project.  

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

O3-A-3 This comment cites Section 15151 of the State CEQA Guidelines, which establishes the 
standards of adequacy for an EIR. The comment then states that in order to meet these 
standards, the County should have included in the Draft SEIR the “preliminary analyses” that 
were conducted for each of the PSR areas.  

 Information contained in the preliminary policy analysis reports was used to help inform the 
public outreach process and provide factual information associated with the criteria that 
would be used to evaluate General Plan conformance for the General Plan policies applicable 
to a stand-alone GPA/Rezone. The criteria for evaluation of the applicable General Plan 
policies includes discussion of certain issues that could also be applicable to CEQA review; 
however, they were not prepared to address CEQA compliance (with the exception of the 
General Plan conformance section of the Draft SEIR), but to address criteria associated with 
applicable General Plan policies. The preliminary policy analysis reports were prepared for 
each Analysis Area, in batches by Community Plan Area (CPA), in advance of stakeholder 
meetings and Community Planning/Sponsor Group (CPG/CSG) meetings for the particular CPA. 
The Project Manager for the GPA/Rezone has attended 28 of these community meetings on 
the project so far, in addition to several other meetings with individual stakeholders and 
stakeholder groups. Paper copies of the preliminary policy analysis reports were provided at 
each meeting, in addition to sending web links to all interested parties and planning group 
members in advance of the meetings.  

Once a preliminary policy analysis report was ready, it was linked on the project web page. 
Notices to property owners subject to proposed changes, neighbors within 300’ of proposed 
changes, and applicable agencies that should receive notice of General Plan Amendments (per 
California Government Code) have received three mailed notices about the project since the 
start of processing (additional notices to come for notification of hearings), with each notice 
referring to the web page for additional information. In addition, links directly to the 
preliminary policy analysis reports were emailed to interested parties who provided an email 
address. Any suggestion that the County is withholding information on this project from the 
public or decision makers is absurd. Staff would challenge the commenter to find anyone of 
the hundreds of interested stakeholders (including the EHL point of contact for the project) 
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who felt that the project process and staff responsiveness to information requests was 
anything less than transparent. 

Preparation of the Draft SEIR analysis involved the review of the same and/or similar sources 
of data (the County’s geographic information system [GIS] databases, U.S. Geological Survey 
[USGS] data, etc.) that were used to prepare the preliminary analyses. Therefore, while not 
specifically referenced in the Draft SEIR, the information presented in the preliminary analyses 
was taken into consideration and disclosed in various analyses throughout the Draft SEIR, 
where it fit with the programmatic format of the Draft SEIR, and the approach of a tiered 
document (tiered from the General Plan PEIR). The SEIR data sources and references are 
appropriately cited in the SEIR and the data that the SEIR and the preliminary analyses rely on 
are publicly available. The SEIR is adequate as a programmatic-level document and it was not 
necessary to include the preliminary policy analysis reports in the Draft SEIR.  

In response to this comment, the Draft SEIR has been edited to reference these preliminary 
analyses in the Project Description (at the end of Section 1.9 of the SEIR) and in the 
References (Section 5.0, County of San Diego, 2016a) section of the Final SEIR so that this 
additional documentation is specifically acknowledged in the SEIR.  

O3-A-4 This comment cites a passage from page 2.4-21 of the Draft SEIR regarding mitigation 
measures that would reduce impacts on biological resources, but that would remain 
significant and unavoidable. This comment provides context for the comment provided in O3-
A-8.  

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

O3-A-5 This comment summarizes the significant impacts on biological resources identified by the 
Draft SEIR. This comment provides context for the comment provided in O3-A-8.  

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

O3-A-6 This comment cites the conclusion on page 2.4-21 of the Draft SEIR that mitigating biological 
resource impacts to less-than-significant is infeasible because the MSCP planning process for 
the northern and eastern parts of the county have not yet been completed. This comment 
provides context for the comment provided in O3-A-8.  

This comment provides an incorrect reference to the Draft SEIR. The reference to the infeasible 
mitigation measure associated with not being able to guarantee adoption of MSCP Plans for 
North County and East County is not given as the only reason why impacts BI-1 through BI-5 
cannot be mitigated to below a level of significance. Refer to Section 2.4.6 of the Draft SEIR for 
the impact conclusion information associated with Biological Resources. Pages 2.4-22 through 
2.4-26 list the mitigation measures and General Plan policies that are applied, and would reduce 
impacts to biological resources. These are mitigation measures carried forward from the 
General Plan PEIR, which the current Draft SEIR tiers from. The General Plan Implementation 
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Plan is the main mechanism for implementing the mitigation measures, as will be discussed in 
the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) for the Final SEIR. 

O3-A-7 This comment cites Section 15126.4 of the State CEQA Guidelines, which discusses the 
requirements for mitigation measures in a document. This comment provides context for the 
comment provided in O3-A-8.  

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

O3-A-8 This comment states that based on the above comments, the Draft SEIR’s failure to identify 
fully enforceable mitigation measures for impacts on biological resources violates CEQA, and 
further states that the unavailability of a finalized MSCP plan is not a valid reason for 
identifying mitigation measures.  

  See the response to comment O3-A-6. The Draft SEIR includes 11 feasible mitigation 
measures, in addition to reliance on the noted General Plan policies, to reduce impacts. 
However, to be conservative at this programmatic level of analysis, these impacts were 
determined to remain significant and unavoidable for reasons cited in the Draft SEIR.  Future 
discretionary applications (subdivisions, grading permits, and/or Site Plans) would require 
further CEQA review, which would include additional mitigation measures, as needed, to 
reduce development project-specific impacts on biological resources. The type of future 
discretionary action requirement differs, based on the Analysis Area, but none of the parcels 
covered in the project would be able to realize additional residential density/development 
intensity (associated with any PSR approvals) without one or more of these discretionary 
actions.  

O3-A-9 This comment discusses the preliminary policy analysis reports prepared by the County for 
each of the PSR Analysis Areas and notes that the information presented in these analyses is 
relevant to the Draft SEIR’s impact analysis. 

 As discussed in Response to Comment O3-A-3, the Draft SEIR involved review of the same or 
similar sources of information as presented in the preliminary policy analysis reports. 
Information similar to that included in the preliminary policy analysis reports is presented in 
the Draft SEIR at a programmatic-level.   

O3-A-10 This comment states that the Draft SEIR does not include the level of detail presented in the 
preliminary policy analysis reports for MSCP Core and Linkage Areas.  Specifically, this 
comment also states that SEIR fails to include the descriptive information in the preliminary 
policy analysis reports for PSR Analysis Area FB2+ in regard to regional linkages.  

 Section 2.4.3.4 of the Draft SEIR evaluated impacts on regional linkages and disclosed that 
impacts on these regional linkages could occur. The Draft SEIR specifically includes FB2+ as 
one of the PRS Analysis Areas that may cause potential impacts within the regional linkages. 
Without project-specific development proposals and site plans, the extent of impacts on 
regional linkages cannot be determined.  
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O3-A-11  This comment cites information from the preliminary policy analysis reports of FB2+ and 
provides context for the comments made in comment O3-A-12.  

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

O3-A-12 This comment states the information provided in the preliminary policy analysis reports 
demonstrates that the County has completed a substantial level of conceptual planning of the 
draft PAMA and wildlife corridors in and around the FB2+ PSR Analysis Area and that the 
information provided in the preliminary policy analysis reports should be included in the SEIR.   

 The County disagrees with this comment. The County did not complete conceptual planning 
for a specific development project within FB2+; instead, text in the preliminary policy analysis 
reports addresses particular relevant criteria used in General Plan consistency analysis for a 
particular General Plan policy. As noted in response to comment O3-A-3, the Draft SEIR relied 
on the same or similar information as used for the preliminary policy analysis reports but 
served a different purpose for a different format of report. As such, it was not necessary to 
include every bit of information in the preliminary policy analysis reports in the SEIR. The SEIR 
data sources and references are appropriately cited in the SEIR, and the data that the SEIR and 
the preliminary policy analysis reports  rely on are publicly available.  

O3-A-13 This comment states that each of the 21 preliminary policy analysis reports prepared by the 
County contains much more detailed information than the Draft SEIR related to regional 
linkages/MSCP/PAMA issues and other information about each area’s ecological resources 
and constraints. This comment also includes text from page 2.4-15 of the Draft SEIR.  

 See the response to comment O3-A-3. A programmatic EIR was prepared for this project, 
consistent with Section 15168 of the State CEQA Guidelines, which states that a program EIR 
may be prepared on a series of actions that can be characterized as one large project and are 
related geographically or as logical parts in the chain of contemplated actions. There are no 
development applications or proposals associated with the proposed project. The Draft SEIR 
analysis relied on the same or similar resources as used for the preliminary policy analysis 
reports.  

O3-A-14 This comment states that rather than examining each property, or cluster of properties, in 
relation to identified linkages, PAMA, etc., the Draft SEIR takes the position that nothing can 
be done to avoid or mitigate significant effects until the North County and East County MSCPs 
are finalized. The comment cites language from the Draft SEIR regarding Impact BI-4. 

 The County disagrees with this comment. As discussed in Section 2.4.5.4 of the Draft SEIR, 
implementation of adopted 2011 General Plan PEIR mitigation measures (Bio-1.1, Bio-1.2, Bio-
1.3, Bio-1.4, Bio-1.5, Bio-1.6, Bio-1.7 and Bio-2.3) and adopted General Plan Policies (COS-1.1, 
COS-1.2, COS-1.3, COS-1.4, Cos-1.5, LU-6.1 and LU-6.7) would reduce Impact BI-4. Although 
the impact would be reduced, these mitigation measures and GP Policies would not reduce it 
to a level below significance. Therefore, Impact B-4 would remain significant and unavoidable.  
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O3-A-15 This comment claims that the County does not provide a rationale for failing to provide the 
same level of detail in the Draft SEIR as in the preliminary policy analysis reports and violates 
CEQA by dismissing feasible mitigation due to the stalled MSCP planning process. 

 Refer to response to comment O3-A-3 for comments related to the preliminary policy 
analysis reports, which states that analyses in the Draft EIR relied on the same sources as the 
preliminary policy analysis reports, and as such, it was not necessary to include them in the 
SEIR.  Refer to response to comment O3-A-8 for comments related to the determination that 
relying on the MSCP for mitigation for impacts on biological resources is infeasible. As noted, 
the Draft SEIR does not rely on the MSCP for mitigation for impacts on biological resources.  

O3-A-16 The comment states that an adequate CEQA analysis would examine each of the PSR Analysis 
Areas at the same level of detail as the preliminary policy analysis reports, would determine 
the significance of the action upon identified wildlife linkages, and would identify feasible 
mitigation measures, such as avoidance of any important areas to address significant 
impacts.  

 Refer to response to comment O3-A-3. Furthermore, as detailed in Section 3.4, Biological 
Resources, of the Draft SEIR, potential impacts on wildlife linkages are disclosed, including the 
PSR Analysis Areas in which impacts could potentially occur, and mitigation measures to 
address those impacts are identified. When future development projects are proposed (for 
densities/intensities allowed under the GPA proposals) within areas covered by the proposed 
project, the proposed development footprint would be analyzed in relation to potential 
impacts to biological resources and potential edge effects. The future projects would have to 
meet requirements in the County’s Guidelines for Determining Significance – Biological 
Resources, the Resource Protection Ordinance (RPO), the Biological Mitigation Ordinance 
(BMO) where applicable, and the Habitat Loss Permit (HLP) where applicable, as referenced 
in mitigation measures Bio-1.5 and Bio-1.6 of the Draft SEIR.  

O3-A-17   This comment suggests that because the County has evaluated PSRs in the preliminary policy 
analysis reports in more detail, the Draft SEIR should provide more specific analyses related 
to biological resources. 

 Refer response to comment O3-A-3 regarding the preliminary policy analysis reports. The 
County did not choose to “withhold” information in the preliminary policy analysis reports. 
As discussed in the response to comment O3-A-3, they have been available on the project 
website for longer than the SEIR, and referred to in notices to interested parties. They were 
prepared for a different purpose and in a different format than the Draft SEIR, as discussed in 
the response to comment O3-A-3. In addition, there are no development applications or 
proposals associated with the proposed project; therefore, development project-specific 
impacts cannot be analyzed. Accordingly, the County analyzed the proposed project at the 
programmatic level, which is appropriate for planning-level actions. 

O3-A-18 This comment claims that the County makes broad-brush, worst-case assumptions about 
impacts and then claims that no feasible avoidance or mitigation measures are available and 
does not identify the specific situations in which follow-up studies would be required. 
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 As noted above in previous responses to comments, the Draft SEIR analyzed the proposed 
PSR Analysis Areas at a programmatic level, which is appropriate for planning actions, such as 
a General Plan Amendment. In the absence of specific project development proposals, where 
specific development footprints and ground-disturbing activities would be known, the level 
of detail provided in the Draft SEIR provides sufficient information to identify potential 
impacts on biological resources. In addition, while the Draft SEIR dismisses the adoption of 
MSCP Plans for the North County and East County as an infeasible mitigation measure, the 
Draft SEIR identifies 11 other mitigation measures to address potential impacts on biological 
resources. Furthermore, with or without mitigation measures, all subsequent discretionary 
actions resulting from adoption of the proposed project would be required to undergo 
project-level CEQA analyses during which project-specific impacts would be analyzed and 
mitigated, as necessary, and in accordance with development regulations that serve to 
protect biological resources (see response to comment O3-A-16). Future subdivision 
applications and/or Site Plan applications would be required for development at any of the 
proposed densities/intensities of the proposed project, within all of the areas covered by the 
project (in addition to grading permits and other potential discretionary applications, 
depending on the area). These are discretionary processes which would trigger CEQA review.  

O3-A-19 This comment suggests that the approach in the Draft SEIR seems to have been designed to 
maximize the allowable impacts of the projects and to minimize commitments to avoidance 
and effective mitigation, rather than highlight areas known to have ecological importance 
that should be prioritized for avoidance and/or mitigation. 

 See response to comment O3-54.  The Draft SEIR analyzed the proposed PSRs at a 
programmatic level similar in approach to the 2011 General Plan Final PEIR.  In the absence 
of project-specific development proposals where specific footprints of ground-disturbing 
activities would be known, the level of detail provided in the Draft SEIR provides sufficient 
information to identify that the proposed action could result in impacts on biological 
resources, from future development projects. 

 The purpose of the programmatic Draft SEIR is to identify potential impacts that could result 
from project-specific actions that could occur with development projects in the areas 
covered by the proposed project. Its intent is not to “allow” these impacts to occur, as 
suggested by the comment, but to identify where and to what extent impacts would be likely 
to occur. All subsequent project-specific proposals (for densities/intensities allowed under 
the current GPA proposals) would undergo development project-level CEQA analyses where 
specific impacts and mitigation measures applicable to development could be identified.  

O3-A-20 This comment provides a citation from page 2.4-6 of the Draft SEIR regarding plant 
communities. It provides context for the comment in O3-A-21.  

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

O3-A-21 This comment suggests the Draft SEIR makes blanket assumptions about the level of impacts 
that would occur within the different PSR areas. The comment states that given the mapping 
used in the preliminary analyses, the Draft SEIR should have identified areas of lesser or 
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greater ecological sensitivity. The comment claims that using a broad-brush approach is not 
consistent with the requirements of CEQA.  

 As discussed in response to comment O3-53, the 2011 GPU PEIR and the Draft SEIR use 
impact percentage criteria to estimate impacts. This approach is appropriate for a 
programmatic-level EIR. The Draft SEIR does disclose information regarding the ecological 
sensitivity within the PSR Analysis Areas, including vegetation communities and location of 
draft PAMA/FCA (refer to Figures 2.4-1 and 2.4-2 in the Draft SEIR). In addition, specific 
future development proposals that could occur within the areas covered by the proposed 
project (for densities/intensities allowed under the current GPA proposals) would be 
required to undergo project-level CEQA analyses during which specific impacts and mitigation 
measures applicable to development would be identified.    

O3-A-22 This comment cites page 2.4-7 of the Draft SEIR regarding special-status species. It provides 
the context for the comment made in O3-A-23.  

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

O3-A-23 This comment asserts that the Draft SEIR made no effort to provide relevant information 
about where special-status species have been observed or where there is the greatest 
potential for impacts to occur to special-status species.  

 Section 2.4.3.1 and Table 2.4-4 of the Draft SEIR identify known acreages of special status 
species for each PSR Analysis Area (with groupings of Analysis Areas by Community Plan Area 
[CPA] in Table 2.4-4). Refer to response to comment O3-A-21. Until specific development 
plans are proposed, details of the significance of impacts cannot be provided at the 
programmatic-level at which the Draft SEIR was prepared.  

O3-A-24 The comment suggests that the Draft SEIR did not prioritize development of areas with low 
potential to support special-status species and did not identify areas with high potential for 
special-status species to occur as being prioritized for conservation.  

 The Draft SEIR does include general mapping of vegetation communities within each PSR 
Analysis Area; refer to Figure 2.4-1. The Draft SEIR also discloses estimated acreages 
potentially supporting special status species by CPA/Region in Table 2.4-4. Until specific 
development plans are proposed, details of the significance of impacts and identification of 
areas for conservation, as avoidance or mitigation, cannot be determined.   

O3-A-25 This comment cites information from page 2.4-10 of the Draft SEIR regarding coastal sage 
scrub and associated special-status species. It provides the context for the comment made in 
O3-A-26. 

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

O3-A-26 This comment asserts that the County has exploited “for decades” USFWS Special Rule 4(d), 
which allows loss of up to 5 percent of coastal sage scrub habitat through Habitat Loss 
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Permits. This comment provides a general opinion regarding the County’s use of the USFWS 
Special Rule 4(d).  

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

O3-A-27 This comment asserts that the County is invoking the USFWS Special Rule 4(d) while 
simultaneously citing the lack of a completed MSCP subregional plan to explain why 
significant biological resources cannot be mitigated and goes on to say that CEQA does not 
allow the stalled MSCP planning process as a barrier to identify feasible mitigation measures.  

 See the response to comment O3-A-16. In addition, while the Draft SEIR dismisses the 
adoption of MSCP Plans for the North County and East County as an infeasible mitigation 
measure, the Draft SEIR identifies 11 other mitigation measures, in addition to General Plan 
policies, to address potential impacts on biological resources.  

O3-A-28 This comment states that development within Pre-Approved Mitigation Areas (PAMAs) in the 
North County MCSP and Focused Conservation Areas (FCAs) in the East County MSCP must 
be carefully planned and that the Draft SEIR should analyze each PAMA/FCA where increased 
development intensity is proposed and determine the effects of the increased development 
intensity on the potential MSCP habitat preserve system and wildlife corridors.  

 Section 2.4.3.6 of the Draft SEIR identifies the PSR Analysis Areas that fall within the draft 
PAMA of the Draft MSCP North County Plan and draft FCAs in the MSCP East County area. 
Future development proposals, including those occurring within areas identified as draft 
PAMA or FCA lands, would require subsequent environmental review, which would ensure 
that these future proposals conform to any applicable HCPs and NCCPs.  

O3-A-29 This comment provides citations from pages 2.4-18 and 2.4-21 of the Draft SEIR regarding 
HCPs and NCCPs. This comment provides context for comments O3-A-30 and O3-A-31.  

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

O3-A-30 This comment states that the Draft SEIR’s reliance on the future need for subsequent 
projects to comply with applicable HCP/NCCP/MSCP guidelines does not negate the County’s 
responsibility to evaluate potential adverse effects that implementing the proposed project 
could have upon those planning efforts. The comment asserts again that the Draft SEIR 
should include as much detail as was provided in the previously discussed preliminary policy 
analysis reports and then should specify avoidance and mitigation measures that would 
ensure the ecological integrity of the overall preserve system. 

 Please see response to comment O3-A-3 regarding the preliminary policy analysis reports. In 
addition, as discussed in Section 2.4.3.6, the PSR Analysis Areas that fall within the adopted 
and draft HCPs and NCCPs are disclosed; however, until specific development plans are 
proposed, the development specific impacts cannot be provided.  

O3-A-31 This comment suggests that the Draft SEIR fails to observe that in authorizing increased 
development density in areas identified as PAMA/FCA, the County would not only be 
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allowing development in these high-value areas, but also encouraging landowners to increase 
the level of development in and around the anticipated future preserve system and result in 
other landowners in PAMA/FCA demanding similar increases on their lands, which could 
ultimately undermine the ability to establish an ecologically viable MSCP habitat preserve 
system.  

 Please see response to comment O3-62. The Draft SEIR takes into consideration the 
increased density of development that could occur within PAMA/FCA lands with approval of 
the proposed project. Refer to Section 2.4.3.6, page 2.4-18 of the Draft SEIR for information 
on how the regulatory process works for development proposals within PAMA/FCAs. 
Conformance with the MSCP would be required for future development projects, regardless 
of the applicable General Plan land use designation.   

O3-A-32 This comment states in the absence of a detailed impact analysis, the SEIR should identify a 
significant impact to NCCP planning and mitigation.  

 As noted in the Draft SEIR, existing regulations would require all future development 
occurring under implementation of the proposed project to comply with any adopted HCPs 
and NCCPs. As such, impacts related to these plans would be less than significant.  

O3-A-33 This comment states that the Draft SEIR makes frequent reference to the need for future 
studies that would result in avoidance and minimization of impacts on sensitive resources. 
The comment provides a citation from page 2.4-6 of the Draft SEIR as an example. 

 This comment is correct that the Draft SEIR states that future analyses would be required as 
part of the discretionary review process of future development proposals occurring as a 
result of implementation of the proposed project. This comment does not address the 
adequacy of the SEIR; therefore, no further response is necessary.   

O3-A-34 This comment raises the question that if future studies would be required that would avoid 
or minimize impacts, why are potentially significant impacts identified for sensitive plant and 
wildlife species, riparian habitat and wetlands, wildlife movement paths and linkages, and 
wildlife nursery sites. 

 While future development projects would be required to avoid and minimize impacts on 
sensitive resources, because the exact impacts of future development projects cannot be 
identified at this stage, the Draft SEIR cannot assume that all impacts would be minimized to 
less-than-significant levels. Therefore, the Draft SEIR conservatively assumes that future 
projects in the areas covered by the project and at densities/intensities of the proposed 
project, may result in some significant and unavoidable impacts.  

O3-A-35 This comment suggests that once the County adopts a Statement of Overriding 
Considerations for a wide range of significant impacts, there would be no impetus for the 
County to require future studies or require avoidance of sensitive resources.  

 A significant and unavoidable impact determination does not absolve the County from 
complying with federal, state, and local regulations. These regulations, including CEQA, 
require that future development projects comply with applicable sensitive biological 
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resources protections and that project-specific impacts and mitigation measures be 
identified. As discussed previously, the SEIR references one mitigation measure being 
determined to be infeasible, but identifies and applies 11 feasible mitigation measures in 
addition to General Plan policies that would reduce impacts. When future development 
projects are proposed (for densities/intensities allowed under the GPA proposals) within 
areas covered by the proposed project, the proposed development footprint would be 
analyzed in relation to potential impacts to biological resources. The future projects would 
have to meet requirements in the County’s Guidelines for Determining Significance – 
Biological Resources, the Resource Protection Ordinance (RPO), the Biological Mitigation 
Ordinance (BMO) where applicable, and the Habitat Loss Permit (HLP) where applicable, as 
referenced in mitigation measures Bio-1.5 and Bio-1.6 of the Draft SEIR. 

O3-A-36 This comment suggests that the Draft SEIR makes it clear that compliance with ordinances 
and conservation plans is a meaningless exercise given the conclusion that the vast majority 
of the project’s impacts on biological resources would be significant and unavoidable. 

 The County disagrees with this comment. As noted in response to comment O3-A-35 above, a 
significant and unavoidable impact determination does not absolve the County from 
complying with regulations, including ordinances and conservation plans. Also, as discussed 
in response to comment O3-A-34 above, future development projects would be required to 
conduct environmental analyses so that project-specific impacts and mitigation measures can 
be identified.  

O3-A-37 This comment quotes sections of the State CEQA Guidelines concerning program EIRs.  

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

O3-A-38 This comment states the commenter’s opinion that the Draft SEIR should identify the range 
of studies that should be conducted in each PSR Analysis Area (based on the preliminary 
policy analysis reports mentioned earlier), identify the especially sensitive resource areas to 
be avoided altogether, and develop mitigation approaches sufficient to protect these 
resource areas.  

 Given the absence of specific development proposals for the PSR Analysis Areas, the 
programmatic-level analysis provided in Section 2.4, Biological Resources, provides a 
sufficient level of detail to adequately evaluate the potential impacts that could occur on 
biological resources under implementation of the proposed project. The Draft SEIR also 
identifies mitigation measures to minimize those impacts to the extent feasible. Specifically 
implementation of mitigation measure Bio-1.5 would require future development projects to 
address the County’s Guidelines for Determining Significance for Biological Resources in a 
project specific manner which would determine which specific biological resources studies 
would be required.  Please refer to response to comment O3-A-3 regarding the preliminary 
policy analysis reports.  

O3-A-39 This comment cites page 2.4-4 of the Draft SEIR, which states that the Draft SEIR was 
prepared in accordance with the County of San Diego Guidelines for Determining Significance 
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and Report Format and Content Requirements, Biological Resources to determine whether 
the proposed project would result in potentially significant impacts per the State CEQA 
Guidelines, Appendix G.  

 This comment is correct. This comment does not raise issues regarding the adequacy of the 
Draft SEIR, therefore, no further response is necessary. 

O3-A-40 This comment includes a verbatim citation from pages 11 through 13 of the County’s 
Guidelines for Determining Significance, which provides a list of items that should be 
evaluated to support a determination of impact significance. 

 This comment provides context for follow up comments (see below). This comment does not 
raise issues regarding the adequacy of the Draft SEIR; therefore, no further response is 
necessary.  

O3-A-41 This comment suggests that rather than evaluating each of the considerations outlined under 
comment O3-A-40, the County made blanket findings of significance to special-status species 
and other broad categories of resources. The comment further opines that this conflicts with 
CEQA Section 15149(b).  

 The County disagrees with the commenter’s opinion that the Draft SEIR conflicts with CEQA. 
Section 2.4.3.1 of the Draft SEIR discusses the State CEQA Guidelines and the County’s 
Guidelines used in evaluating the projects biological impacts. The Draft SEIR provides a 
programmatic-level of analysis for direct and indirect impacts on sensitive species. Therefore, 
the Draft SEIR does disclose to the public and decision-makers the potential impacts 
associated with implementation of the proposed project, including identifying mitigation 
measures at the programmatic level.   

O3-A-42 This comment suggests that the Draft SEIR fails to conduct an impact analysis that explains 
the potential effects of the proposed project on the species and habitats listed in the 
County’s Guidelines and prevents the public and decision-makers from understanding the 
nature of the likely impacts and whether ways to minimize adverse effects have been 
adequately considered. 

 Please see response to comment O3-A-41 above.  

O3-A-43 This comment is the first of five comments that summarizes the commenter’s interpretation 
of the process used in the Draft SEIR to evaluate impacts on biological resources. Specifically, 
this comment suggests that the process utilized in the Draft SEIR began with identifying a 
potentially significant impact on a general class of resources, including special-status species, 
riparian habitat and wetlands, wildlife movement paths and habitat linkages, wildlife nursery 
sites, and cumulative impacts on sensitive resources.   

 Although potentially significant impacts are identified for the first four significance guidelines 
for biological resources, the review process began with a review of available relevant maps, 
databases, and literature regarding biological resources in the areas of the PSR Analysis Areas 
as described in Section 2.4.3 of the SEIR.   
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O3-A-44 This comment provides the commenter’s opinion that the Draft SEIR failed to provide an 
actual analysis of the impacts per the County’s Guidelines for Determining Significance. 

 Please see response to comments O3-A-41, which states that the Draft SEIR used the State 
CEQA Guidelines and the County’s Guidelines in evaluating direct and indirect impacts on 
biological resources at the programmatic level. None of the items that the commenter lists 
(in comment O3-A-40) from the County’s Guidelines for Determining Significance can be 
definitively determined without a specific development proposal with a defined development 
footprint. As there are no proposed development footprints associated with the current 
project, the County provides a programmatic analysis of potential impacts from future 
development projects. This analysis follows the format of the 2011 General Plan PEIR, which 
it tiers from.  

O3-A-45 The comment suggests that, in some cases, the Draft SEIR identified the need for future 
studies without identifying specific studies needed, and without providing any mechanism to 
ensure that the studies are actually conducted or that the results of these studies would be 
use to conduct adequate impact analyses and mitigation measures. 

 Please see response to comment O3-A-38, which states that the programmatic-level analysis 
provided in Section 2.4, Biological Resources, provided a sufficient level of detail to 
adequately evaluate the potential impacts that could occur on biological resources under 
implementation of the proposed project.  The response also states that implementation of 
mitigation measure Bio-1.5 would require future development projects to address the 
County’s Guidelines for Determining Significance for Biological Resources in a project specific 
manner which would determine which specific biological resources studies would be 
required.  

O3-A-46 This comment states that the Draft SEIR refers back to the mitigation measures developed for 
the 2011 PEIR and suggests that the Draft SEIR acknowledges that those general measures 
would be inadequate to reduce most of this project’s impacts to less-than-significant levels. 

 Until specific development plans are proposed, details of the significance of impacts and 
development project-specific mitigation measures cannot be provided. When future 
development projects are proposed (for densities/intensities allowed under the GPA 
proposals) within areas covered by the proposed project, the proposed development 
footprint would be analyzed in relation to potential impacts to biological resources. The 
future projects would have to meet requirements in the County’s Guidelines for Determining 
Significance – Biological Resources, the Resource Protection Ordinance (RPO), the Biological 
Mitigation Ordinance (BMO) where applicable, and the Habitat Loss Permit (HLP) where 
applicable, as referenced in mitigation measures Bio-1.5 and Bio-1.6 of the Draft SEIR. Thus, 
the Draft SEIR cannot definitively conclude that the mitigation measures would completely 
reduce all potentially significant impacts on biological resources, and, as such, conservatively 
assumes that impacts would remain significant and unavoidable even with implementation of 
the 2011 General Plan PEIR mitigation measures.  

O3-A-47 This comment suggests that the Draft SEIR claims that no other feasible mitigation measures 
can be identified due to the lack of finalized North County and East County MSCPs.  
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 Please see response to comment O3-A-8, which states that mitigation of biological resources 
impacts does not rely solely on the adoption of MSCP Plans for North County and East 
County, but also includes 11 other mitigation measures that were identified in the General 
Plan 2011 PEIR, as well as the incorporation of several adopted General Plan policies.  

O3-A-48 This comment suggests that the mitigation proposed in the Draft SEIR directly contradicts 
Section 5.0 of the County’s Guidelines for Determining Significance, which states that 
mitigation to lessen or compensate for an impact must be proposed when impacts have been 
identified. 

 The County disagrees with this comment. The County believes that the mitigation measures 
identified in the Draft SEIR comply with Section 5.0 of the Guidelines. In addition, see 
responses to comments O3-A-8, which states that the Draft SEIR does identify mitigation 
measures, and O3-A-46, which states that because the proposed project is not a specific 
development project, the Draft SEIR cannot definitively conclude that the mitigation 
measures would completely reduce all potentially significant impacts on biological resources.  

O3-A-49 This comment provides the commenter’s opinion that in order to satisfy the requirements of 
a program EIR per CEQA, the Draft SEIR needs a complete overhaul. 

 The County disagrees with this comment. Given the lack of specific development applications 
or proposals, the programmatic-level analysis provided in in the Draft SEIR provides a 
sufficient level of detail to adequately evaluate the potential impacts that could occur with 
future development projects at the proposed designations’ densities/intensities and 
identifies mitigation measures to minimize those impacts to the extent feasible. Refer to 
responses to comments O3-A-3, O3-A-19, and O3-A-21. As detailed in responses to 
comments O3-A-19 and O3-A-21, because the PSR GPA cannot predict when and how future 
development would occur, the Draft SEIR analyzed maximum development potential 
associated with the proposed changes.  

O3-A-50 This comment provides an introductory statement related to the commenter’s 
recommendations to make the Draft SEIR an adequate CEQA analysis. The comment includes 
the first recommendation, which recommends mapping the plant communities present in 
each of the PSR Analysis Areas, as had been done in the preliminary policy analysis reports. 

 Figure 2.4-2 of the Draft SEIR includes vegetation mapping within the PSR Analysis Areas. This 
mapping is based on the County’s GIS records. Plant community mapping in the preliminary 
policy analysis reports is based on the same GIS records but provided at a larger scale. The 
plant community mapping and analyses in the Draft SEIR is adequate for a programmatic-
level EIR and meets the requirements of CEQA.   

O3-A-51 The comment recommends that the Draft SEIR provide a detailed analysis of the potential for 
biological resources to occur in different parts of each PSR Analysis Area. 

 As discuss in Section 2.4.3 of the Draft SEIR, the biological data provided in the Draft SEIR was 
based on a thorough review of relevant maps, databases, and literature pertaining to 
biological resources known to occur within the PSR Analysis Areas. Please refer to Figure 2.4-
1 in the Draft SEIR regarding the location of PSR Analysis Areas within regional wildlife 
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linkages. Figure 2.4-2 shows vegetation communities PSR Analysis Areas. Figure 2.4-3 
provides the location of identified wetlands within the PSR Analysis Areas. Also please refer 
to Table 2.4-2 which provides estimated vegetation within each PSR Analysis Area. In 
addition, Table 2.4-4 provides estimated acreage supporting special status species within PSR 
Analysis Areas, by CPA/Subregion. These maps and tables provide sufficient programmatic-
level information regarding the location of biological resources. Specific future development 
projects that could occur at the proposed designations’ densities/intensities would be 
required to undergo project-level CEQA analyses during which development project-specific 
impacts and mitigation measures would be identified.  

O3-A-52 This comment recommends the Draft SEIR identify areas where future development should 
be avoided or mitigated to less-than-significant levels through avoidance, restoration, 
purchase of offsite mitigation, etc. 

 The analysis in the Draft SEIR identifies the programmatic-level impacts for each of the PSR 
Analysis Areas. When future specific development proposals are submitted per 
densities/intensities proposed in the current project, discretionary project review will be 
required in every case, triggering CEQA environmental analysis to determine where specific 
impacts would occur and would develop specific mitigation for those impacts. Mitigation 
measures Bio-1.5 and Bio-1.6 already require what this comment requests by requiring 
adherence to the County’s Guidelines for Determining Significance and other referenced 
regulations/ordinances for future development projects.  

O3-A-53 This comment recommends that all site-specific avoidance/mitigation measures should be 
incorporated into the language that would effectuate the zoning change for each property, 
be specific, and be fully enforceable, as required by CEQA. 

 The mitigation measures identified in the Draft SEIR, as well as compliance with existing 
regulations, would ensure that the impacts of future development proposals be analyzed and 
that site-specific mitigation measures be incorporated.  

O3-A-54 This comment recommends that the Draft SEIR specify whether additional CEQA analysis will 
be required for each PSR Analysis Area prior to granting of final development approvals.  

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

O3-A-55 This comment recommends that the Draft SEIR identify specific biological studies that may be 
required under future CEQA analysis, to provide the basis for future impact analysis and 
potential avoidance/mitigation requirements, and if no future CEQA analysis is required, 
state the rationale for this determination. 

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

O3-A-56 The comment suggests that the above-outlined approach would provide the mechanism by 
which the County could examine the resources present, or potentially present, within each 
Analysis Area and then determine which areas should be avoided, which properties can be 
safely developed at greater density, and which properties require further study before a final 
determination can be reached. 

 Please see responses to comments O3-A-50 thru O3-A-55 above.  

O3-A-57 This comment suggests that only by following the above-outlined approach can the County 
assure decision-makers and the public that the proposed project would not undermine the 
ongoing MSCP planning processes that require each land owner to contribute equitably to a 
fully functioning ecological reserve system. 

 Section 2.4.3.4 of the Draft SEIR evaluated the PSR Analysis Areas and potential impacts on 
the adopted South County MSCP, and draft MSCP North and East County planning efforts. As 
noted in responses to comments O3-A-50 through O3-A-55, the Draft SEIR has met the 
requirements of CEQA for programmatic analyses that provide sufficiently detailed 
information such that the public and decision-makers can make an informed decision based 
on the impacts of the proposed project disclosed in the Draft SEIR. 

O3-A-58 This comment suggests that any landowners not wishing to accept the CEQA findings 
conducted as outlined could opt to retain the existing (pre-project) General Plan zoning 
designation. 

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