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1. Introduction 
On March 16, 2011 the Board directed that staff review property specific requests under the 
Moderate and Major categories to seek opportunities that would move a request to the Minor 
category.  Property specific requests originated from written and verbal testimony during the 
October 20, November 10, and December 8, 2010 hearings. At the December 8, 2010, the Board 
directed staff to evaluate all property specific requests and report back on the process necessary 
to include them in the General Plan Update. There were 232 total requests, with 60 of them being 
Moderate and 89 being Major. Moderate requests were those that may be found consistent with 
the General Plan Update guiding principles but were not evaluated in the General Plan Update 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR). Major requests were those that were not consistent with the 
General Plan Update guiding principles. Staff analysis of the PSRs was provided to the Board at 
hearings in draft form on February 9, 2011 and as final analysis on March 16, 2011.  The PSR 
analyses are provided in Attachment C of the March 16, 2011 staff report, which can be accessed 
on the project web site at the following link: 
http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/gpupdate/docs/BOS_March_2011/C1_Intro_Table.pdf 

There were 232 total requests, with 60 of them being Moderate and 89 being Major.  Staff’s 
analysis of the 149 Moderate and Major requests is summarized in Section 3 of this attachment. 
There is an inherent difficulty in finding alternatives to these requests because of the reasons 
they were first categorized as Moderate or Major. For example, for most of these requests there 
was no higher density evaluated in the Environmental Impact Report than what was 
recommended by staff and the Planning Commission. Therefore, in most cases, any alternative 
that increases overall density above what was recommended would at least be a Moderate.  There 
were also a number of requests where revisions to the recommended project (referred to as 
compromises) had already been made in response to the request. Therefore, this posed 
limitations to finding any further movement in densities while maintaining conformance with the 
guiding principles.  

In summary, of the 149 Moderate and Major requests reviewed, 16 possible Minor options that 
partially address the request were identified, 6 Moderate options were identified for Major 
requests, and there were 26 instances counted where compromises had already been incorporated 
into the Staff/Planning Commission Recommendation. Around 56 requests were determined to 
possibly meet guiding principles but were not evaluated in the EIR because they were not a part 
of a project alternative directed to be studied by the Board. While these requests could not be 
considered without modifying the current General Plan Update EIR, it is possible that they could 
be considered as part of future general plan amendments with supplemental analysis.     

http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/gpupdate/docs/BOS_March_2011/C1_Intro_Table.pdf�


This page intentionally left blank. 



 

Attachment C 2-1 

2. General Mapping Principles 
The mapping principles of the General Plan Update have been applied consistently since early in 
the planning process.  These mapping principles have evolved into the Guiding Principles, 
discussed in the Vision and Guiding Principles chapter of the draft General Plan Update.  The 
Guiding Principles used most often to develop the Land Use Map are identified below.  A 
complete description of all project Guiding Principles is discussed in the draft General Plan 
Update document at the following link: 
http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/gpupdate/docs/bos_oct2010/B1_01_intro_vision.pdf 

While any changes to land use mapping should be consistent with the Guiding Principles, these 
changes should also be consistent with how similar situations are mapped in other areas of the 
unincorporated County.  Therefore, any potential land use map changes are intended to be 
consistent with General Plan Update mapping principles to ensure that land use designations are 
applied in a consistent manner to the Land Use Map.   

The following sections provide an overview of the mapping conducted for the General Plan 
Update. A significant amount of additional detail can be found in past Planning Commission and 
Board of Supervisor staff reports.   

2.1 Guiding Principles and Relevant Policies 
This section lists the guiding principles that were most influential in the mapping process. It 
provides a description on how these principles have been interpreted relevant to the mapping.  
Draft policies that are contained in the General Plan Update that relate to the principle and the 
mapping are also listed.  

#2 – Promote health and sustainability by locating new growth near existing and 
planned infrastructure, services, and jobs in a compact pattern of development 
The Community Development Model is an overarching principle used for the development of the 
Planning Commission / Staff Recommended Land Use Map.  The Community Development 
Model was initially presented to the Board of Supervisors in the May 21, 2003 staff report as a 
Project Issue titled “Community Development” [See Pages 5-4 to 5-5 under Background 
Information].  The Community Development Model is part of Guiding Principle #2, which is 
discussed on Page 2-8 of the draft General Plan Update document.  An excerpt of Guiding 
Principle #2 is provided below, along with a link on the web site for the pertinent section of the 
draft General Plan Update. 

http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/gpupdate/docs/bos_oct2010/B1_01_intro_vision.pdf  

A model of compact development begins with a central core, referred to as a 
“Village” or, in very rural communities, a “Rural Village” in which the highest 
intensities of development are located.  …the central core is surrounded by areas 
of lesser intensity including “Semi-Rural” and “Rural Lands.”  …  Outside of the 
“Village,” “Semi-Rural” areas would contain low-density residential 
neighborhoods, small-scale agricultural operations, and rural commercial 
businesses. In turn, these would be surrounded by “Rural Lands” characterized 
by very low density residential areas that contain open space, habitat, recreation, 
agriculture, and other uses associated with rural areas.   

http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/gpupdate/docs/bos_oct2010/B1_01_intro_vision.pdf�
http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/gpupdate/docs/bos_oct2010/B1_01_intro_vision.pdf�
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These concepts were again presented in the September 22, 2003 staff report under the “Basis for 
Staff Recommendations” for the Land Use Map as Objective 6 – Locate Growth near 
Infrastructure, Services and Jobs and as Objective 8 – Create a Model for Community 
Development [See also Pages 5-16 and 5-17 under Background Information]. 

General draft policies that relate to Guiding Principle #2 include: 

• Assign land use designations in accordance with the Community Development Model 

• Prohibit leapfrog development (Village development outside established Villages or 
water and sewer service boundaries) that is inconsistent with the Community 
Development Model and Community Plans. 

• Assign Rural Lands designations in areas remote from Villages (generally, RL20 inside 
the County Water Authority boundary and RL40 outside the boundary). 

• Locate commercial, office, civic, and higher-density residential land uses in the Town 
Centers of Villages or Rural Villages at transportation nodes. Exceptions to this pattern 
may be allowed for established industrial districts and secondary commercial districts or 
corridors. 

• Permit new Village-designated land uses only where contiguous with an existing or 
planned Village and where the development would be compatible with environmental 
conditions and constraints, such as topography and flooding. 

• Use Semi-Rural and Rural land use designations to define the boundaries of Villages and 
Rural Land Use designations to serve as buffers between communities. 

#4 – Promote environmental stewardship that protects the range of natural resources 
and habitats that uniquely define the County’s character and ecological importance. 
This principle requires new development to set aside and protect critical lands and habitat 
through lower density development. Maintenance of viable and healthy habitats and biological 
resources not only sustains sensitive plant and animal species, but also contributes to the 
economic value, character, and identity of the County. 

These concepts were presented in the September 22, 2003 staff report under the “Basis for Staff 
Recommendations” for the Land Use Map as Objective 7 – Assign Densities Based on the 
Characteristics of the Land [See also Pages 5-16 to 5-17 under Background Information]. 

General draft policies that relate to Guiding Principle #4 include: 

• Assign lowest-density or lowest-intensity land use designations to areas with sensitive 
natural resources. 

#5 – Ensure that development accounts for physical constraints and the natural hazards 
of the land 
New development should be located to protect life and property from these and similar hazards. 
In high risk areas, development should be prohibited or restricted in type and/or density. 

The concepts for this Guiding Principle were initially presented to the Board of Supervisors in 
the May 21, 2003 staff report as a Project Issue titled “Development Capacity” [See Page 5-4 
under Background Information].  These concepts were again presented in the 
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September 22, 2003 staff report under the “Basis for Staff Recommendations” for the Land Use 
Map as Objective 7: Assign Densities Based on Characteristics of the Land [See also Pages 5-16 
to 5-17 under Background Information]. 

General draft policies that relate to Guiding Principle #5 include: 

• Minimize the population exposed to hazards by assigning land use designations and 
density allowances that reflect site-specific constraints and hazards. 

• Assign land uses and densities in a manner that minimizes development in extreme, very 
high, and high hazard fire areas or other unmitigable hazardous areas. 

• Require land use densities in groundwater dependent areas to be consistent with the long-
term sustainability of groundwater supplies, except in the Borrego Valley. 

• Assign Village land use designations in a manner consistent with the Community Plan, 
community character, and environmental constraints. In general, areas that contain more 
steep slopes or other environmental constraints should receive lower density 
designations. 

• Protect designated Medium and High Impact Industrial areas from encroachment of 
incompatible land uses, such as residences, schools, or other uses that are sensitive to 
industrial impacts. 

• Protect undeveloped ridgelines and steep hillsides by maintaining semi-rural or rural 
designations on these areas. 

• Limit development in designated floodplains to decrease the potential for property 
damage and loss of life from flooding and to avoid the need for engineered channels, 
channel improvements, and other flood control facilities. 

• Prohibit development in the floodplain fringe when located on Semi-Rural and Rural 
Lands to maintain the capacity of the floodplain. 

• Prohibit development in dam inundation areas that may interfere with the County’s 
emergency response and evacuation plans.  

• Limit new or expanded uses in floodways to agricultural, recreational, and other such 
low-intensity uses that do not include habitable structures, and do not substantially harm 
the environmental values of the floodway area. 

#8 – Preserve agriculture as an integral component of the region’s economy, character, 
and open space network 
The principle directs development to areas so as to protect opportunities for continued 
agricultural production. Development of compact communities, as defined by the Community 
Development Model, will contribute to this objective. Reduce permitted densities in prime 
agricultural areas to sustain sufficient parcel size for viable agricultural activities. Prohibit land 
uses from major agricultural areas that are incompatible with agricultural uses. 

These concepts were presented in the September 22, 2003 staff report under the “Basis for Staff 
Recommendations” for the Land Use Map as Objective 4: Balance Competing Interests [See also 
Page 5-15 under Background Information]. 
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General draft policies that relate to Guiding Principle #8 include: 

• Protect agricultural lands with lower-density land use designations that support continued 
agricultural operations. 

#9 – Minimize public costs of infrastructure and services and correlate their timing with 
new development 
Locate new development located near existing and planned infrastructure and services to require 
less extensive roads and infrastructure. This could reduce the need to build and operate new road 
networks, emergency and law enforcement facilities, libraries, schools, parks, and other public 
services needed to support residential development in remote areas.   

The concepts for this Guiding Principle were initially presented to the Board of Supervisors in 
the May 21, 2003 staff report as a Project Issue titled “Future Growth Areas” [See Page 5-4 
under Background Information].  These concepts were again presented in the September 22, 
2003 staff report under the “Basis for Staff Recommendations” for the Land Use Map as 
Objective 3 – Reduce Public Costs. [See Pages 5-14 to 5-15 under Background Information].   

General draft policies that relate to Guiding Principle #9 include: 

• Require that development be located to reduce vehicular trips by utilizing compact 
regional and community-level development patterns. 

• Limit the establishment of commercial and industrial uses in Semi-Rural and Rural areas 
that are outside of Villages (including Rural Villages) to minimize vehicle trips and 
environmental impacts. 

• Maximize housing in areas served by transportation networks, within close proximity to 
job centers, and where public services and infrastructure are available. 

2.2 Additional Information on Mapping 
Additional information is available through the General Plan Update record that describes how 
the General Principles were being interpreted and applied to the map on a consistent basis. This 
is evident after review of the Planning Concepts discussed in Attachment C of the May 21, 2003 
staff report.  Some examples are provided from this report to show how Semi-Rural and Rural 
Lands would be mapped [See also Background Information Pages 5-8 to 5-9].   

Semi-Rural Areas: 

• Semi-Rural uses are residential and small farm 
• An appropriate density, such as 1du/acre, will be assigned 
• Clustering is encouraged to preserve contiguous open space, landforms and agriculture, 

as well as provide flexibility in lot size design 
• Semi-Rural is limited to locations where existing construction has already committed a 

well-defined area to this pattern of development.  Appropriate criteria should guide the 
demarcation of these zones.  The presence of parcelization in and of itself does not mean 
that a Semi-Rural District will be created. 

• Sewer service, where appropriate, may be used to support clustered projects 



 

Attachment C 2-5 

Rural Lands: 

• Here the goal is to retain resources, agriculture, a rural appearance, and atmosphere, 
with little development and no new small-lot subdivisions. 

• Maximum density will be 1 dwelling unit/80 or 160 acres.  
• Permitted development of any type will be resource-based. 
• Existing rural atmosphere to be maintained. 
• Existing buildable lots, regardless of size, are grandfathered. 

The Land Use Framework presented in Attachment E of that same staff report also provides 
specific direction for how the Regional Categories would be mapped.  For example, 
circumstances for mapping Rural Lands, both west and east of the County Water Authority 
boundary, are addressed as follows: West of CWA – 1 du / 20 or 40 acres and East of CWA – 
1 du / 40, 80 or 160 acres [see also Background Information on Page 5-11].  Mapping guidelines 
in special circumstances are also addressed: 

• East of CWA – 1 du / 40 acres should be located near the CWA line and existing 
communities.  In limited circumstances with existing parcelization, 1du/20 acres may be 
applied. 

• West of CWA – In limited circumstances with existing parcelization, 1 du/10 acres may 
be applied. 

The mapping principles in these early staff reports were also used by staff in their analysis of 
residential property referrals.  The September 22, 2003 staff report describes consideration of the 
referrals at that time and explains why a number of them were not incorporated into the draft 
map.  [See Background Information Pages 5-18 to 5-24].  Some specific examples for North 
County are provided below. 

• Productive agriculture – Densities were retained within the County’s most productive 
agricultural areas, where residential densities of 1 du/ 10 acres or less are recommended.  
Those areas include Pauma Valley, Twin Oaks Valley, and locations along the 
Bonsall/Valley Center border near Lilac Road and I-15. 

• Highly constrained land – Within the CWA boundary, property referrals located in areas 
categorized as Rural Lands typically contain steep slopes, significant environmental 
constraints, and limited access to infrastructure or services. In most of these areas, a 
compromise solution was recommended or densities were retained. In three locations, 
high expectations for growth conflict with the physical characteristics of the land: Elfin 
Forest in San Dieguito, Hellhole Canyon in Valley Center, and properties along the Pala 
Pauma/Valley Center border. These areas contain multiple referrals in highly constrained 
locations.   

• Semi-Rural – Original densities were retained when property referrals were located in 
isolated pockets surrounded by constrained land with lower densities. 

Outside CWA boundary – Most property referrals located outside the CWA boundary are located 
in isolated, remote areas designated as Rural Lands. Because those areas contain multiple 
physical constraints – and lack the infrastructure or services to support population growth – 
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densities were retained. Exceptions were made for referrals that were adjacent to existing 
settlements. In those cases, a minor change to the land use pattern could be accommodated while 
remaining consistent with project concepts and objectives. 
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3. Review of Moderate and Major Property Specific Requests 
PSR# PC/Staff 

Rec 
Request 

(Category) 
Highest 
Intensity 

Analyzed in 
EIR 

Potential 
Alternative 
(Category) 

Discussion Additional 
Info 

ALPINE      
AL24 VR2 VR2.9 

(Moderate) 
VR2 VR2.9 / RL20 

(Minor) 
The request was for an increase in density that was not evaluated in the EIR and, 
therefore, considered a Moderate level of change category. A potential alternative 
would be to increase the density on the more developable portion of the site near the 
access road while decreasing the density on the rest of the parcel so that there isn’t a 
substantial change in overall density.   

4-3 

AL27 VR2 VR2.9 
(Moderate) 

VR2 none This request for an increase in density was not evaluated in the EIR and, therefore, is a 
Moderate level of change. An alternative similar to AL24 was considered, but AL27 is 
more constrained and the developable portion of the site is adjacent to a two-acre lot 
neighborhood to the south. Therefore, an alternative similar to AL24 is not 
recommended for this property. 

N/A 

BONSALL      
BO3-A SR10 SR2 

(Major) 
SR2 SR4 

(Minor) 
The request of SR2 is not supported by the project objectives due to the significant 
farmland, high quality habitat, and steep slopes found onsite. Because of these 
characteristics, the project site is different than the surrounding area that has 
designations of SR1 and SR2. The surrounding designations of SR1 and SR2 reflect 
existing parcelization that occurred from development decades ago.  A potential 
alternative would be SR4, which was evaluated in the EIR and was the staff 
recommendation prior to the Planning Commission recommendation of SR10. The 
density of 1du/4ac is considered appropriate for maintaining commercial agricultural 
operations, whereas a density of 1du/2ac would likely result in more substantial 
conversion of agricultural lands. 

4-4,  
5-25 to 5-27 

BO18 SR10 SR4 
(Moderate) 

SR10 none The request may be found consistent with the project objectives, but would result in a 
spot designation and was not evaluated in the EIR because it was not a part of a 
project alternative directed to be studied by the Board. Any higher density than what is 
being recommended would likely require recirculation of the EIR. 

N/A 

BO20 SR10 SR2 
(Major) 

SR10 SR4 
(Moderate) 

The property is surrounded by SR10. The request would result in a spot designation 
and would not be supported by the project objectives or the Community Development 
Model because the site and surrounding areas contain significant agricultural lands. A 
alternative designation of SR4 is possible for this and the surrounding area, but is more 
intensive than any alternative in the EIR. [Combined with BO29 and BO33] 

4-5 
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PSR# PC/Staff 
Rec 

Request 
(Category) 

Highest 
Intensity 

Analyzed in 
EIR 

Potential 
Alternative 
(Category) 

Discussion Additional 
Info 

BO21 SR2 General 
Commercial 
(Moderate) 

SR2 Residential 
Commercial 

Zoning 
(Minor) 

The SR2 designation is the only designation that was analyzed for this site; therefore, a 
General Commercial designation would require EIR revision and recirculation.  A 
potential alternative would be to apply the Residential Commercial zone within the SR2 
designation.  Residential Commercial zoning allows for limited commercial use types in 
combination with residential uses. 

4-6 

BO22 SR10/RL40 SR4/RL40 
(Moderate) 

SR10/RL40 none The request may be found consistent with the project objectives, but was not evaluated 
in the EIR because it was not a part of a project alternative directed to be studied by 
the Board. Any higher density than what is being recommended would likely require 
recirculation of the EIR. The property owner suggested that a possible Minor alternative 
would be to designate only the northern portion of the property as SR4. However, this 
does not address the fact that the highest density considered for the site in the EIR was 
SR10. Additionally, if any portion of the site is designated as SR4, similar consideration 
should be given to the similar properties surrounding this property and a larger change 
to SR4 may be necessary for consistent treatment.  

N/A 

BO29 SR10 SR2 
(Moderate) 

SR10 SR4 
(Moderate) 

The property is surrounded by SR10. The request of SR2 was incorrectly listed as a 
Moderate change and should be a Major level of change because it would result in a 
spot designation and would not be supported by the project objectives or the 
Community Development Model since the site and surrounding areas contain 
significant agricultural lands. An alternative designation of SR4 is possible for this and 
the surrounding area but is more intensive than any alternative in the EIR. [Combined 
with BO20 and BO33] 

4-5 

BO32 SR10 SR4 
(Moderate) 

SR10 none The request may be found consistent with the project objectives, but would result in a 
spot designation and was not evaluated in the EIR because it was not a part of a 
project alternative directed to be studied by the Board. Any higher density than what is 
being recommended would likely require recirculation of the EIR. 

N/A 

BO33 SR10 SR2 
(Major) 

SR10 SR4 
(Moderate) 

The property is surrounded by SR10. The request would result in a spot designation 
and would not be supported by the project objectives or the Community Development 
Model because the site and surrounding areas contain significant agricultural lands. An 
alternative designation of SR4 is possible for this and the surrounding area. However, 
this is still more intensive than any alternative in the EIR and therefore requires 
recirculation of the EIR. [Combined with BO20 and BO29] 

4-5 
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PSR# PC/Staff 
Rec 

Request 
(Category) 

Highest 
Intensity 

Analyzed in 
EIR 

Potential 
Alternative 
(Category) 

Discussion Additional 
Info 

CENTRAL MOUNTAIN     
CM10 RL80 SR4 

(Moderate) 
RL40 SR4 

(Minor) 
The potential alternative designation is proposed subject to approval of Tentative 
Parcel Map (TPM) 20857 for this property.  A preliminary notice of approval has been 
issued for a three-lot TPM; however, the approval is still subject to appeal.  The 
potential alternative designation of SR4. The request may be recategorized as a Minor 
level of change if the TPM receives final approval prior to the adoption of the General 
Plan Update. The density of SR4 was not evaluated in the EIR because it was not a 
part of a project alternative directed to be studied by the Board; however, it was 
considered as a cumulative project and once TPM 20857 receives final approval, the 
map will be able to finalize regardless of the General Plan designation. Therefore, 
showing the property as SR4 would simply be reflecting the parcelization that will result 
from TPM 20857. This is similar to the treatment of other tentatively approved 
subdivisions as discussed in Issue 25 of the March 16 staff report. However, should the 
TPM not be approved prior to adoption of the General Plan Update, it is suggested that 
the site continue to be designated at RL80 unless the EIR is modified.   

4-7 

CM15 RL80 SR1 
(Major) 

RL40 none The property is surrounded by RL80. The request would result in a spot designation, an 
inconsistency with the Groundwater Ordinance, and would not be supported by the 
project objectives or the Community Development Model because it would place a 
Semi-Rural designation in a Rural designated area that contains high quality habitat 
and high wildfire risk. 

N/A 

CREST DEHESA      
CD12 RL80 SR4 

(Major) 
RL80 none The property is surrounded by RL80 and open space. The request would result in a 

spot designation and would not be supported by the project objectives or the 
Community Development Model because it would place a Semi-Rural designation in a 
Rural designated area and increase development potential in a remote location with no 
road access, very high fire risk, high quality habitat, and steep slopes. 

N/A 

CD13 RL20 SR4 
(Moderate) 

SR10 SR10 
(Minor) 

Already compromised. The original recommendation on this property was RL40 and 
SR10. The request may be found consistent with the project objectives but was not 
evaluated in the EIR because it was not a part of a project alternative directed to be 
studied by the Board. Any higher density than what is being recommended would likely 
require recirculation of the EIR. SR10 could be considered as an alternative and would 
be preferred if CD4 is recommended by the Board. However, it should be noted that 
due to steep slopes on the site this designation may not result in a different yield than 
the recommended RL20. 

4-8,  
5-28 to 5-31 
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PSR# PC/Staff 
Rec 

Request 
(Category) 

Highest 
Intensity 

Analyzed in 
EIR 

Potential 
Alternative 
(Category) 

Discussion Additional 
Info 

CD14 SR4/RL20 SR2/SR4 
(Moderate) 

SR4/RL20 SR1/RL20 
(Minor) 

The request may be found consistent with the project objectives, but was not evaluated 
in the EIR. Any higher unit yield than what is being recommended would likely require 
recirculation of the EIR. Therefore, a possible alternative would be a change in 
designations, but in a manner that does not substantially increase overall unit yield.  

4-9 

DESERT      
DS8 VR2 VR4.3 

(Moderate) 
VR4.3 none Already compromised. The original recommendation on this property was SR4. The 

request may be found consistent with the project objectives and was evaluated in the 
EIR. However, similar parcels are not proposed for the same density. Therefore, to 
provide consistent mapping, additional parcels would be required to receive the same 
designation and those were not evaluated in the EIR. The original mapping principles 
mainly applied Village densities in Borrego to existing parcelization. In a few cases, 
VR2 was applied to undeveloped land adjacent to village densities but in no locations 
was a density as high as VR4.3 applied to undeveloped land. 

5-32 

DS11 RL40 RL20 
(Major) 

RL20 none The property is surrounded by RL40 and public lands. The request would result in a 
spot designation that is not consistent with similar lands and would not be supported by 
the project objectives because of its remoteness. In general RL20 is not used east of 
the CWA except when reflecting existing parcelization.  

5-33 to 5-37 

DS12  RL40 SR4 
(Major) 

RL40 none The property is surrounded by RL40. The request would result in an inconsistency with 
the Groundwater Ordinance, create a spot designation, and would not be supported by 
the project objectives or the Community Development Model because of its 
remoteness. 

N/A 

DS20 VR2 VR4.3 
(Moderate) 

VR2 none The request may be found consistent with the project objectives, but was not evaluated 
in the EIR because it was not a part of a project alternative directed to be studied by 
the Board. In general, village densities were only applied areas of existing 
parcelization. In a few cases such as this, VR2 was applied to undeveloped land 
adjacent to village densities. VR4.3 was not used for any of these areas so application 
of VR4.3 in this circumstance may necessitate reviewing all areas proposed as VR2 
and other undeveloped land adjacent to village areas. As a result, any higher density 
than what is being recommended would likely require recirculation of the EIR. 

N/A 

DS24 SR10 SR1 
(Moderate) 

SR10 SR2/RL40 
(Minor) 

The request may be found consistent with the project objectives but was not evaluated 
in the EIR because it was not a part of a project alternative directed to be studied by 
the Board. Any higher density than what is being recommended would likely require 
recirculation of the EIR. Therefore, a possible alternative would be a change in 
designations but in a manner that does not substantially increase overall unit yield. 

4-10, 5-38 
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PSR# PC/Staff 
Rec 

Request 
(Category) 

Highest 
Intensity 

Analyzed in 
EIR 

Potential 
Alternative 
(Category) 

Discussion Additional 
Info 

DS25 RL40 SR4 
(Major) 

RL40 none The property is surrounded by RL40. The request would result in a spot designation 
and would not be supported by the project objectives or the Community Development 
Model because it would place a Semi-Rural designation in a Rural designated area and 
increase development potential in a remote location. 

5-39 

DS26 RL40 SR4 
(Major) 

RL40 none The property is surrounded by RL40. The request would result in an inconsistency with 
the Groundwater Ordinance, create a spot designation, and would not be supported by 
the project objectives or the Community Development Model because of its 
remoteness. 

N/A 

FALLBROOK      
FB2 RL20 SR2 

(Major) 
RL20 none Already compromised. The original recommendation on this property was RL40. The 

property is surrounded by RL40 and RL20. The request would result in a spot 
designation and would not be supported by the project objectives or the Community 
Development Model because it would place a Semi-Rural designation in a Rural 
designated area that contains high quality habitat and steep slopes. 

N/A 

FB3-B Various Reflect 
proposed 

project 
(Moderate) 

Various Limited Impact 
Industrial to 

General 
Commercial 

(Minor) 

The request may be found consistent with the project objectives, but was not evaluated 
in the EIR because it was not a part of a project alternative directed to be studied by 
the Board. Additionally, a project is currently being processed for this site with DPLU 
and should the General Plan Update be revised to reflect that project, CEQA requires 
evaluating the whole of the action. An alternative would be limiting the change to 
replacing the Industrial designated area with a Commercial designation.   

4-11 

FB4 SR10 VCMU 
(Moderate) 

VCMU General 
Commercial 

(Minor) 

Already compromised. The original recommendation on this property was for the 
entire area to be SR10. General Commercial was subsequently included in the Staff 
Recommendation. The request for an additional area of VCMU may be found 
consistent with the project objectives, but not the current text of the General Plan and 
implementation of the Village Core Mixed Use designation. A further land use change 
would be an expanded General Commercial designation and some residential uses 
could be allowed through zoning. However, additional commercial uses are not 
supported by the Fallbrook Community Planning Group. 

4-12,  
5-40 to 5-44 
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FB8 RL40 SR10/RL20 
(Major) 

SR10/RL20 RL20 
(Minor) 

The property is surrounded by RL20, SR10, and SR2. The request would provide 
designations consistent with the adjacent designations, but the 530-acre site has 
substantially different characteristics than the surrounding area, such as larger parcels, 
very high quality habitat, steep slopes, and constrained access. A pipelined Tentative 
Map for this area had to be withdrawn due to these constraints. The entire site meets 
the criteria for Rural Lands and because it is within the CWA, the use of RL20 is fairly 
common. Additionally, higher densities were considered as part of the Referral Map in 
the EIR; therefore, recirculation of the EIR is not considered necessary.  

4-13, 
5-45 to 5-51 

FB16 SR4 SR2 
(Moderate) 

SR4 none The request may be found consistent with the project objectives, but would result in a 
spot designation and was not evaluated in the EIR because it was not a part of a 
project alternative directed to be studied by the Board. Any higher density than what is 
being recommended would likely require recirculation of the EIR. 

N/A 

FB17 SR2 SR1 
(Moderate) 

SR2 none The request may be found consistent with the project objectives, but was not evaluated 
in the EIR because it was not a part of a project alternative directed to be studied by 
the Board. Any higher density than what is being recommended would likely require 
recirculation of the EIR. 

N/A 

FB18 RL40 SR10 
(Major) 

RL40 none The property is surrounded by RL40 and RL20. The request would result in a spot 
designation and would not be supported by the project objectives or the Community 
Development Model because it would result in an “upzone” compared to the current 
zoning accommodating more intensive development compared with the surrounding 
area. The current zoning of the property has a 40-acre minimum lot size. Therefore, 
even RL20 could be an increase, and such an increase would not be consistent with 
the mapping for this area which is intended to reduce development potential.  

N/A 

FB19 RL20 SR10 
(Moderate) 

RL20 none The request may be found consistent with the project objectives, but would result in a 
spot designation and was not evaluated in the EIR because it was not a part of a 
project alternative directed to be studied by the Board. Any higher density than what is 
being recommended would likely affect additional parcels and require recirculation of 
the EIR. 

N/A 

FB20 RL20 SR4 
(Moderate) 

RL20 none The request may be found consistent with the project objectives, but would result in a 
spot designation and was not evaluated in the EIR because it was not a part of a 
project alternative directed to be studied by the Board. Any higher density than what is 
being recommended would likely affect additional parcels and require recirculation of 
the EIR. 

N/A 
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FB21 RL20 SR4 
(Major) 

RL20 none The property is surrounded by RL20. The request would result in a spot designation 
and would not be supported by the project objectives or the Community Development 
Model because it would place a Semi-Rural designation in a remote, Rural designated 
area.  

5-52 to 5-54 

FB22 RL20 SR4 
(Major) 

RL20 none The property is surrounded by RL20. The request would result in a spot designation 
and would not be supported by the project objectives or the Community Development 
Model because it would place a Semi-Rural designation in a remote, Rural designated 
area.  

5-55 to 5-57 

FB23 RL20 SR4 
(Major) 

RL20 none The property is surrounded by RL20. The request would result in a spot designation 
and would not be supported by the project objectives or the Community Development 
Model because it would place a Semi-Rural designation in a remote, Rural designated 
area.  

5-58 to 5-60 

FB24 RL40 SR4 
(Major) 

RL20/RL40 none The property is surrounded by RL40. The request would not be supported by the 
project objectives or the Community Development Model because it would place a 
Semi-Rural designation in an area disconnected from other semi-rural areas and not 
adjacent to a Village. The site is constrained by biological resources on the north half 
and steep slopes on the southern half.  Existing zoning for the site has minimum lot 
sizes of 8 and 10 acres. Therefore, the request would be inconsistent with the mapping 
of this area which was intended to reduce development potential due to the factors 
already mentioned.   

N/A 

FB25 RL20 SR10 
(Major) 

RL20 none The property is surrounded by RL20. The request would result in a spot designation 
and would not be supported by the project objectives or the Community Development 
Model because it would place a Semi-Rural designation in a remote, Rural designated 
area.  

N/A 

FB26 RL20 SR1 
(Major) 

RL20 none The property is surrounded by RL20. The request would result in a spot designation 
and would not be supported by the project objectives or the Community Development 
Model because it would result in an “upzone” compared to the current zoning, 
accommodating more intensive development compared with the surrounding area.   

N/A 

FB27 SR2 SR1 
(Moderate) 

SR2 none The request may be found consistent with the project objectives, but would result in a 
spot designation and was not evaluated in the EIR because it was not a part of a 
project alternative directed to be studied by the Board. Any higher density than what is 
being recommended would result in a spot designation and likely require recirculation 
of the EIR. 

N/A 
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JAMUL DULZURA      
JD2 RL20 RL20/SR1/ 

SR2 
(Major) 

RL20/SR1/ 
SR2 

Limited SR1 
(Minor) 

The property is surrounded by RL20, SR1, and open space. The request would not be 
supported by the project objectives or the Community Development Model because it 
would expand on an island of development that is distant from any village, jobs, and 
services in an area that has high biological value.  An alternative is possible where the 
adjacent SR1 could be extended onto the property in a manner that connects the 
existing development rather than extending the development pattern further into the 
rural lands.  

4-14 

JD3 RL40 SR10/RL20 
(Major) 

RL20 none The property is surrounded by RL40 and SR10 and encompasses approximately 1800 
acres. The request would not be supported by the project objectives because it would 
result in greater development potential in a remote area with limited access (including a 
long dead end road), steep slopes, and very high quality habitat. The property is 
located outside the CWA where properties meeting the description of Rural Lands are 
typically given RL40, rather than RL20. The surrounding properties that received the 
SR10 designation are existing parcels of that size Approximately 42 acres under the 
same ownership have been designated SR10 on the PC/Staff Recommended land use 
map.  

5-61 to 5-66 

JD10 RL40 SR4 
(Major) 

RL40 none The property is surrounded by RL40. The request would result in a spot designation 
and would not be supported by the project objectives or the Community Development 
Model because it would place a Semi-Rural designation in a Rural designated area that 
contains high quality habitat, is not near other development, has high wildfire risk, and 
is highly constrained by steep slopes.  

N/A 

JD11 RL40 SR4 
(Major) 

RL40 none The property is surrounded by RL40 and SR10. The request would result in a spot 
designation and would not be supported by the project objectives or the Community 
Development Model because it would place a Semi-Rural designation in a Rural 
designated area that contains high quality habitat, is not near other development, has 
high wildfire risk, and is constrained by steep slopes. The area nearby that received the 
SR10 designation has existing parcels much smaller than those of the request area. 

N/A 

JD12 RL40 SR4 
(Major) 

RL40 none The property is surrounded by RL40 and SR10. The request would result in a spot 
designation and would not be supported by the project objectives or the Community 
Development Model because it would place a Semi-Rural designation in a Rural 
designated area that contains high quality habitat, is not near other development, has 
high wildfire risk, and is constrained by steep slopes. The area nearby that received the 
SR10 designation has existing parcels much smaller than those of the request area. 

N/A 
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JD13 SR10  SR4 
(Moderate) 

SR10 none The request may be found consistent with the project objectives, but was not evaluated 
in the EIR because it was not a part of a project alternative directed to be studied by 
the Board. Any higher density than what is being recommended would likely affect 
additional parcels and require recirculation of the EIR. 

N/A 

JD15 RL40 SR4 
(Major) 

RL40 none The property is surrounded by RL40. The request would result in a spot designation 
and would not be supported by the project objectives or the Community Development 
Model because it would place a Semi-Rural designation in a Rural designated area that 
contains high quality habitat, is not near other development, has high wildfire risk, and 
is constrained by steep slopes. The area nearby that received the SR10 designation 
has existing parcels smaller than the request area. 

N/A 

JULIAN      
JL5 SR10 SR4 

(Moderate) 
SR10 none The request may be found consistent with the project objectives, but was not evaluated 

in the EIR because it was not a part of a project alternative directed to be studied by 
the Board. Any higher density than what is being recommended would likely require 
recirculation of the EIR. 

N/A 

LAKESIDE      
LS6 SR2 SR1/RL20 

(Moderate) 
SR2 SR1/RL20 

(Minor) 
The request may be found consistent with the project objectives, but was not evaluated 
in the EIR because it was not a part of a project alternative directed to be studied by 
the Board. Any higher unit yield than what is being recommended would likely require 
recirculation of the EIR. Therefore, a possible alternative would be a change in 
designations, but in a manner that does not increase overall unit yield. 

4-15 

LS7-A SR4 Medium 
Impact 

Industrial 
(Moderate) 

SR4 none The request may be found consistent with the project objectives, but was not evaluated 
in the EIR because it was not a part of a project alternative directed to be studied by 
the Board. Any higher intensity than what is being recommended would likely require 
recirculation of the EIR. 

N/A 

LS24 RL40 SR4 
(Major) 

RL40 none The property is surrounded by RL40 and public lands. The request would result in a 
spot designation and would not be supported by the project objectives or the 
Community Development Model because it would place a Semi-Rural designation in a 
Rural designated area that is not near other development, has high wildfire risk with 
limited to no access on a dead-end road, and is constrained by steep slopes.  

N/A 

LS25 SR4 VR2 
(Moderate) 

SR4 none The request may be found consistent with the project objectives, but was not evaluated 
in the EIR because it was not a part of a project alternative directed to be studied by 
the Board. Any higher density than what is being recommended would likely require 
recirculation of the EIR. 

N/A 
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LS26 SR10 SR4 
(Major) 

SR10 none The property is surrounded by SR10 and RL40. The request would result in a spot 
designation and would not be supported by the project objectives or the Community 
Development Model because it would retain development potential in area that has 
high wildfire risk with access on a dead-end road. In this area of the recommended 
map, some SR2 is found. However, this is reflecting existing parcelization and is not for 
future development potential. Similarly, the SR10 on the request area and surrounding 
properties is recognizing the existing parcelization. 

N/A 

LS27 VR4.3 VR7.3 
(Moderate) 

VR4.3 none The request may be found consistent with the project objectives, but was not evaluated 
in the EIR because it was not a part of a project alternative directed to be studied by 
the Board. Any higher density than what is being recommended would likely require 
recirculation of the EIR. 

N/A 

LS28 RL40 SR4 
(Major) 

RL40 none The property is surrounded by RL40 and public lands. The request would result in a 
spot designation and would not be supported by the project objectives or the 
Community Development Model because it would place a Semi-Rural designation in a 
Rural designated area that contains high quality habitat, is not near other development, 
has very high wildfire risk, and is constrained by steep slopes.  

N/A 

LS29 RL20 SR4 
(Major) 

RL20 none The property is surrounded by RL20 and public lands. The request would result in a 
spot designation and would not be supported by the project objectives or the 
Community Development Model because it would place a Semi-Rural designation in a 
Rural designated area that contains high quality habitat, is not near other development, 
has high wildfire risk, and is constrained by steep slopes.  

N/A 

MOUNTAIN EMPIRE      
ME3 RL20 SR10 

(Major) 
RL20 none Already compromised. The original recommendation on this property was RL80. The 

property is surrounded by tribal and public lands. The request would not be supported 
by the project objectives or the Community Development Model because it would place 
a Semi-Rural designation distant from any other Semi-Rural lands or Village. SR10 is 
only used east of the CWA to reflect existing parcelization.  

5-67 to 5-72 

ME14 RL80 SR4 
(Major) 

RL80 none The property is surrounded by RL80. The request would result in a spot designation 
and would not be supported by the project objectives or the Community Development 
Model because it would place a Semi-Rural designation in a Rural designated area. 

N/A 
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ME16 RL80 SR4 
(Major) 

RL80 none The property is surrounded by RL80. The request would result in a spot designation 
and would not be supported by the project objectives or the Community Development 
Model because it would place a Semi-Rural designation in a Rural designated area. 
Designations in the area of this request are mainly reflecting existing parcel patterns 
and sizes.  

N/A 

ME17 RL80 SR4/RL40 
(Major) 

RL80 none The property is surrounded by RL80 and public lands. The request would not be 
supported by the project objectives or the Community Development Model because it 
would place additional development potential away from the Village Center, distant 
from jobs and infrastructure. Application of the SR4 designation would be inconsistent 
for areas east of the CWA where semi-rural designations are only applied to reflect 
existing parcels. RL40 is proposed for land to the southwest of this request. However, 
these properties are smaller in size and located closer to the community center.  

N/A 

ME18 RL40 RL20 
(Major) 

RL40 none The property is surrounded by RL40. The request would result in a spot designation, 
would be different from the designation given to similar nearby properties, and would 
not be supported by the project objectives or the Community Development Model 
because of its remoteness, high quality habitat, high wildfire risk, and steep slopes. The 
request was also identified in the September 24, 2003 Board Report as inconsistent 
with the General Plan Concepts and Planning Principles. RL20 is mainly only used east 
of the CWA to reflect existing parcelization.  

5-73 to 5-78 

ME19 RL80 Neighborhood 
Commercial 

(Major) 

RL80 none The property is surrounded by RL40 and RL80. The request would not be consistent 
with the project objectives, but most of the desired uses by the property owner are 
likely achievable by retaining the current zoning.  

N/A 

ME20 S90 Zoning M54 Zoning 
(Moderate) 

RL40 none  Already compromised. The original recommendation on this property was RL40. The 
area is now shown to retain its Industrial designation but is given a S90 holding 
designation because the site is in a Special Study Area and the Industrial designation 
was not evaluated as part of the EIR on this property. The request may be found 
consistent with the project objectives but was not evaluated in the EIR because it was 
not a part of a project alternative directed to be studied by the Board. Any different 
zoning than Rural Residential or S90 would likely require recirculation of the EIR. 

N/A 

ME21 RL80 SPA/SR4 
(Major) 

RL80 none The property is surrounded by RL80 and public lands. The request would not be 
supported by the project objectives or the Community Development Model because it 
would place additional development potential away from the Village Center, distant 
from jobs and infrastructure. The Request was also identified in the September 24, 
2003 Board Report and subsequent reports as inconsistent with the General Plan 
Concepts and Planning Principles. 

5-79 to 5-85 
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ME22 RL80 SR4 
(Major) 

RL80 none The property is surrounded by RL80 and public lands. The request would result in a 
spot designation and would not be supported by the project objectives or the 
Community Development Model because it would place a Semi-Rural designation in a 
Rural designated area. 

N/A 

ME23 SR10 SR1 
(Moderate) 

SR10 / 
General 

Commercial 

none Already compromised. The request may be found consistent with the project 
objectives, but was not evaluated in the EIR because it was not a part of a project 
alternative directed to be studied by the Board. Any higher density than what is being 
recommended would likely require recirculation of the EIR. However, this property is 
included in a Special Study Area and will likely be reevaluated through that process.  

N/A 

ME24 RL80 SR4 
(Major) 

RL80 none The property is surrounded by RL80. The request would result in a spot designation 
and would not be supported by the project objectives or the Community Development 
Model because it would place a Semi-Rural designation in a remote Rural designated 
area. 

N/A 

ME25 RL80 SR4 
(Major) 

RL80 none The property is surrounded by RL80. The request would result in a spot designation 
and would not be supported by the project objectives or the Community Development 
Model because it would place a Semi-Rural designation in a Rural designated area. 

N/A 

ME26 RL20 SR10 
(Moderate) 

RL20 none The request may be found consistent with the project objectives, but was not evaluated 
in the EIR because it was not a part of a project alternative directed to be studied by 
the Board. Any higher density than what is being recommended would result in a spot 
designation and likely require recirculation of the EIR. 

N/A 

ME27 RL40 SR10 
(Moderate) 

RL40 none The request may be found consistent with the project objectives but was not evaluated 
in the EIR because it was not a part of a project alternative directed to be studied by 
the Board. Any higher density than what is being recommended would likely require 
recirculation of the EIR. 

N/A 

ME28 SR10 SR4 
(Major) 

SR10 none The property is surrounded by SR10 and public lands. The request would be 
inconsistent with the Groundwater Ordinance, result in a spot designation and would 
not be supported by the project objectives or the Community Development Model 
because it would increase development potential in an area distant from an existing 
Village. 

N/A 

ME29 SR10 SR4 
(Major) 

SR10 none The property is surrounded by SR10, RL80 and public lands. The request would be 
inconsistent with the Groundwater Ordinance, result in a spot designation and would 
not be supported by the project objectives or the Community Development Model 
because it would increase development potential in an area distant from an existing 
Village. 

N/A 
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ME30-
A 

RL40 SR4 
(Moderate) 

RL40 none The request may be found consistent with the project objectives, but was not evaluated 
in the EIR because it was not a part of a project alternative directed to be studied by 
the Board. Any higher density than what is being recommended would likely require 
recirculation of the EIR. 

N/A 

ME30-
B 

RL40/SR10 SR4 
(Major) 

RL40/SR10 none The property is surrounded by SR10, RL40 and public lands. The request would not be 
supported by the project objectives or the Community Development Model because it 
would result in a spot designation and increase development potential in an area 
distant from an existing Village. 

N/A 

NORTH COUNTY METRO     
NC3-A RL20 SR4 

(Major) 
RL20 none Already compromised. The original recommendation on this property was RL40. The 

property is surrounded by RL20 and open space. The request would result in a spot 
designation and would not be supported by the project objectives or the Community 
Development Model because it would place a Semi-Rural designation in a Rural 
designated area that contains steep slopes. While SR1 appears nearby, the property is 
separated from that area by a prominent ridgeline.  

N/A 

NC12 RL40 SR10 
(Major) 

SR10 none The property is surrounded by RL40. The request would result in a spot designation, 
would be different from the designation given to similar nearby properties, and would 
not be supported by the project objectives or the Community Development Model 
because of its remoteness, high quality habitat, high wildfire risk, and steep slopes. The 
request was also identified in the September 24, 2003 Board Report as inconsistent 
with the General Plan Concepts and Planning Principles. 

5-86 to 5-91 

NC13 RL40 SR2 
(Major) 

SR4 none The property is surrounded by RL40 and public lands. The request would be different 
from the designation given to similar nearby properties and would not be supported by 
the project objectives or the Community Development Model because of its 
remoteness, high quality habitat, high wildfire risk, and steep slopes. The request was 
also identified in the September 24, 2003 Board Report as inconsistent with the 
General Plan Concepts and Planning Principles. 

5-92 to 5-97 

NC14 RL20 Rural 
Commercial 

(Major) 

RC none The property is surrounded by RL20 and SPA. The request would not be supported by 
the project objectives to assign land uses according to the characteristics of the land.  
The site is entirely constrained by either wetlands or steep slopes.  Also, new 
commercial land uses would be assigned away from Village areas, which is not 
consistent with the Community Development Model.  With the steep terrain on the 
property, the provision of nearly 30 acres of commercial land uses would require 
extensive grading, complicating compliance with the I-15 design guidelines. 

5-98 



 

Attachment C 3-14 

PSR# PC/Staff 
Rec 

Request 
(Category) 

Highest 
Intensity 

Analyzed in 
EIR 

Potential 
Alternative 
(Category) 

Discussion Additional 
Info 

NC16 RL40 SR2 
(Major) 

RL20 none The property is surrounded by RL40 and open space. The request would result in a 
spot designation, would be different from the designation given to similar nearby 
properties, and would not be supported by the project objectives or the Community 
Development Model because it would place a Semi-Rural designation in a Rural 
designated area. 

N/A 

NC17 SR1 VR2 
(Major) 

VR2 none Already compromised. The original recommendation on this property was SR10. SR1 
is an “upzone” over the existing General Plan. The property is surrounded by SR2. The 
request would result in a spot designation and would not be supported by the project 
objectives or the Community Development Model because it would increase 
development potential away from the Village, which is inconsistent with anything 
surrounding it. 

5-99 

NC18-A SR2 SR1 
(Major) 

SR1 none The property is surrounded by SR1 and SR2. The request would be inconsistent with 
the County’s fire response travel time standard and would not be supported by the 
project objectives. The property was originally recommended at SR1 but after analysis 
of the fire travel time and consultation with the local fire district, the recommended 
designation was changed to SR2. It should be noted that the existing designation has a 
1du/10ac density so the property is receiving a substantial “upzone” in either case.  

See March 16 
Report 

NC22 SR10 SR2 
(Major) 

SR10 none The property is surrounded by SR10 and SR2. The adjacent SR2 areas are already 
parcelized at that density. The request includes an area with much larger parcels and 
SR2 would be inconsistent with the designation given to similar nearby parcels. The 
request would not be supported by the project objectives because it would place 
additional development potential away from the Village Center, in an area with steep 
slopes and high quality habitat. On April 2, 2002, the DPLU Director wrote a letter to 
San Marcos explaining that this proposal was not consistent with the County’s General 
Plan Update.  

See March 16 
Report 

NC27/ 
NC36 

SR1 VR4.3 
(Moderate) 

VR2 VR2 
(Minor) 

The request may be found consistent with the project objectives, but was not evaluated 
in the EIR because it was not a part of a project alternative directed to be studied by 
the Board. Any higher density than what is being recommended would likely require 
recirculation of the EIR. A possible alternative is VR2 which is consistent with 
alternatives evaluated in EIR. The recommendation of SR1 resulted from earlier 
correspondence from the City of Vista that indicated that they would prefer a lower 
density due to limited sewer capacity. The City Council later heard from the property 
owners in the area and supported their request for 4 du/ac. 

4-16, 5-100 
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NC37 SR10 SR4 
(Moderate) 

SR10 none The request may be found consistent with the project objectives, but would result in a 
spot designation and was not evaluated in the EIR because it was not a part of a 
project alternative directed to be studied by the Board. Any higher density than what is 
being recommended would likely require recirculation of the EIR. 

N/A 

NC38 SR2 SR1 
(Moderate) 

SR2 none The request may be found consistent with the project objectives but was not evaluated 
in the EIR because it was not a part of a project alternative directed to be studied by 
the Board. Any higher density than what is being recommended would likely require 
recirculation of the EIR. The designation currently recommended is consistent with the 
existing designation on the property. The request is for an “upzone.” 

N/A 

NC40 RL40 SR4 
(Major) 

RL40 none The property is surrounded by RL40. The request would result in a spot designation 
and would not be supported by the project objectives or the Community Development 
Model because it would place a Semi-Rural designation in a Rural designated area that 
contains high quality habitat, is not near other development, and is highly constrained 
by steep slopes.  

N/A 

NC41 SR2 SR1 
(Moderate) 

SR2 none The request may be found consistent with the project objectives, but was not evaluated 
in the EIR because it was not a part of a project alternative directed to be studied by 
the Board. Any higher density than what is being recommended would likely require 
recirculation of the EIR. The designation currently recommended is consistent with the 
existing designation on the property. The request is for an “upzone.” 

N/A 

NC42 SR10/RL20 VR/SR4 
(Major) 

SR10/RL20 Various 
(Moderate) 

Already compromised. The original recommendation on this property was 
SR10/RL40. The property is 1,516 acres recommended now at SR10/RL20.  A 
potential land use change to allow for some village residential and SR4 could be 
applied; however, this approach has not been evaluated in the EIR. 

4-17 

NC46 SR2 SR1 
(Moderate) 

SR1 none This request should have been classified as a Major change because it does not meet 
County fire response travel time standards.  The property is surrounded by SR1 and 
SR2. The request would be inconsistent with the County’s fire response travel time 
standard and not be supported by the project objectives. The recommended density of 
SR2 still results in some “upzoning” of this property.  

See NC18-A 

NC48 SR2 SR1 
(Moderate) 

SR2 none The request may be found consistent with the project objectives, but was not evaluated 
in the EIR because it was not a part of a project alternative directed to be studied by 
the Board. Any higher density than what is being recommended would likely require 
recirculation of the EIR. The designation currently recommended is consistent with the 
existing designation on the property. The request is for an “upzone.” 

N/A 
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NORTH MOUNTAIN      
NM8 RL80 SR4 

(Major) 
SR10 none The property is surrounded by tribal lands. The request would not be supported by the 

project objectives or the Community Development Model because it would place a 
Semi-Rural designation in a Rural designated area that had no access, contains high 
quality habitat, is not near other development, has high wildfire risk, and is constrained 
by steep slopes. The property request was also identified in the September 24, 2003 
Board Report and subsequent reports as inconsistent with the General Plan Concepts 
and Planning Principles. 

5-101 to 5-106 

NM15 RL80 RL40 
(Major) 

RL40 none The property is surrounded by RL80 and open space. The request would not be 
consistent with the treatment of similar nearby lands and would not be supported by the 
project objectives because it would place additional development potential away from 
the Village Center, distant from jobs and infrastructure. The property is adjacent to 
Santa Ysabel but this is mainly a tourist supported crossroads with no significant 
community infrastructure. Therefore, RL80 has been applied to all of the larger land 
holdings in this area with other designations only used to recognize existing parcels 
and development.   

N/A 

NM16 RL20/RL80 SR10 
(Major) 

SR10 none Already compromised. The original recommendation on this property was RL80. The 
request would not be consistent with the treatment of similar nearby lands and would 
not be supported by the project objectives because it would place additional 
development potential away from the Village Center, distant from jobs and 
infrastructure. A portion of this property request was also identified in the 
September 24, 2003 Board Report as being inconsistent with the General Plan 
Concepts and Planning Principles. 

5-107 to 5-114 

PALA PAUMA      
PP1 RL40/RL80 SR10 

(Major) 
RL40/RL80 none Already compromised. The original recommendation on this property was RL80. The 

property is surrounded by RL80. The request would result in a spot designation and 
would not be supported by the project objectives or the Community Development 
Model because it would place a Semi-Rural designation in a Rural designated area that 
contains high quality habitat, is not near other development, and is highly constrained 
by steep slopes. The request was also identified in the September 24, 2003 Board 
Report as inconsistent with the General Plan Concepts and Planning Principles. 

5-115 to 5-119 
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PP12 RL40 RL20 
(Major) 

RL20 none The property is surrounded by RL40 and RL20. The nearby RL20 recognizes existing 
smaller parcels. The request would not be supported by the project objectives because 
it would increase development potential on a remote property that is highly constrained 
by steep slopes and contains high quality habitat. The request was also identified in the 
September 24, 2003 Board Report as inconsistent with the General Plan Concepts and 
Planning Principles. In addition, this property had an associated pipelined Tentative 
Map (TM 5321) which was denied by the Planning Commission on 1/8/2010.  

5-120 to 5-124 

PP15 RL40 SR10 
(Major) 

SR10 none Already compromised. The original recommendation on this property was RL80. The 
property is adjacent to RL80, SR10, and tribal lands. The nearby SR10 recognizes 
existing smaller parcels. The request would not be supported by the project objectives 
because it would increase development potential on a remote property that is highly 
constrained by steep slopes and contains high quality habitat. 

5-125 to 5-131 

PP16 RL20 SR10 
(Major) 

SR10 none Already compromised. The original recommendation on this property was RL40. The 
property is surrounded mostly by RL40. The request would not be supported by the 
project objectives or the Community Development Model because it would place a 
Semi-Rural designation in a remote rural designated area. The request was also 
identified in the September 24, 2003 Board Report as inconsistent with the General 
Plan Concepts and Planning Principles. 

5-132 to 5-136 

PP17 SR10 SR4 
(Major) 

SR10 none The property is surrounded by SR10, RL40 and tribal lands. The request would result in 
a spot designation and would not be supported by the project objectives or the 
Community Development Model because it would increase development potential in an 
area distant from an existing village. The request was also identified in the 
September 24, 2003 Board Report as inconsistent with the General Plan Concepts and 
Planning Principles. In addition this site is currently processing a Tentative Map 
application (TM 5223) submitted December 18, 2009 for 44 residential lots.  

5-137 to 5-141 

PP18 RL40 SR10 
(Major) 

SR10 none The property is surrounded by RL40. The request would result in a spot designation 
and would not be supported by the project objectives or the Community Development 
Model because it would place a Semi-Rural designation in a remote Rural designated 
area that contains high quality habitat. 

N/A 

PP19-A RL40 SR10 
(Major) 

SR10 none The property is surrounded by RL40 and tribal lands. The request would result in a spot 
designation and would not be supported by the project objectives or the Community 
Development Model because it would place a Semi-Rural designation in a remote 
Rural designated area that contains steep slopes, has limited access, and high wildfire 
risk. The request was also identified in the September 24, 2003 Board Report as 
inconsistent with the General Plan Concepts and Planning Principles. 

5-142 to 5-146 
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PP19-B RL40 SR4 or SR10 
(Major) 

SR10 none The property is surrounded by RL40 and tribal lands. The request would result in a spot 
designation and would not be supported by the project objectives or the Community 
Development Model because it would place a Semi-Rural designation in a remote 
Rural designated area that contains steep slopes, has limited access, and high wildfire 
risk.  Adjacent to PP19-A, which is similar to this property, was a 2003 Residential 
Referral. 

N/A 

PP23 RL80 RL40 
(Major) 

RL40 none Already compromised. This property was initially recommended at RL160.  The 
request encompasses 15,500 acres of remote ranching land with extremely high 
biological value, high wildfire risk, limited access, and some steep slopes. Therefore, 
the request would not be supported by the project objectives and it would be 
inconsistent to provide this property with RL40 while others receive RL80. The request 
was also identified in the September 24, 2003 Board Report as inconsistent with the 
General Plan Concepts and Planning Principles. 

5-147 to 5-152 

PP29 RL40 RL20 
(Major) 

RL40 none Already compromised. Property was initially recommended as RL80 but changed to 
RL40 in 2003.  The property is surrounded by SR10, open space, and tribal lands. The 
request would not be supported by the project objectives because it would be an 
“upzone”, increasing development potential in a remote rural designated area.  This 
property was a 2003 Residential Referral where the same property owner requested a 
RL40 designation, which was ultimately recommended by staff.  

5-153 to 5-157 

PP30 RL40 SR2/SR4 
(Major) 

RL40 RL20 
(Moderate) 

The property is surrounded mostly by SR10 and tribal lands. The request would not be 
supported by the project objectives or the Community Development Model because it 
would increase development potential in an area distant from an existing village and in 
excess of the surrounding lands. An alternative designation of RL20 may be found 
consistent with the project objectives, but was not evaluated in the EIR because it was 
not a part of a project alternative directed to be studied by the Board. 

4-18 

PP31 RL40 SR4/SSA 
(Major) 

RL20/RL40 SSA only 
(Minor) 

The property is surrounded by RL40 and tribal lands. The request would not be 
supported by the project objectives or the Community Development Model because it 
would place a Semi-Rural designation in a remote Rural-designated area that contains 
steep slopes and high habitat value. The request included application of a Special 
Study Area (SSA). The SSA only could be applied, but the intent of the SSA would 
need to be written differently (see draft language on Page 4-20). 

4-19 and 4-20 
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PP33 RL20 SR4 
(Major) 

RL20 none The property is surrounded by RL20 and tribal lands. The request would result in a spot 
designation and would not be supported by the project objectives or the Community 
Development Model because it would place a Semi-Rural designation in a remote 
Rural designated area that contains steep slopes, has limited access, high habitat 
value and high wildfire risk. 

N/A 

PP34 RL40 SR4 
(Major) 

RL20 none The property is surrounded by RL40. The request would result in a spot designation 
and would not be supported by the project objectives or the Community Development 
Model because it would place a Semi-Rural designation in a remote Rural designated 
area that contains steep slopes. 

N/A 

PENDELTON DELUZ      
PD1 RL40 SR4 

(Major) 
RL40 none The property is surrounded by RL40. The request would result in a spot designation 

and would not be supported by the project objectives or the Community Development 
Model because it would place a Semi-Rural designation in a remote Rural designated 
area that contains high quality habitat and has limited access.  

5-158 

PD4 RL40 SR4 
(Major) 

RL40 none The property is surrounded by RL40. The request would result in a spot designation 
and would not be supported by the project objectives or the Community Development 
Model because it would place a Semi-Rural designation in a remote Rural designated 
area that contains high quality habitat. 

5-158 

RAMONA      
RM1 RL80 SR4 

(Major) 
RL40 none The property is surrounded by RL80. The request would result in inconsistent treatment 

of similar parcels and a spot designation. It would not be supported by the project 
objectives because it would increase development potential in a remote area with steep 
slopes and high wildfire risk.  

N/A 

RM5 RL80 RL40 
(Major) 

RL40 none The property is surrounded by RL80 and public lands. The request would result in 
inconsistent treatment of similar parcels and a spot designation. It would not be 
supported by the project objectives because it would increase development potential in 
a remote area with steep slopes, high value habitat and high wildfire risk. The property 
is near RL40 lands; however, in this area the RL40 is applied to those lands that have 
greater existing development and parcelization. These features serve to demarcate the 
transition from RL40 to RL80. Extending RL40 to the subject property blurs that 
demarcation and may necessitate reconsideration of most RL80 areas.  

N/A 



 

Attachment C 3-20 

PSR# PC/Staff 
Rec 

Request 
(Category) 

Highest 
Intensity 

Analyzed in 
EIR 

Potential 
Alternative 
(Category) 

Discussion Additional 
Info 

RM7 RL40 SR10 
(Major) 

RL40 none The property is surrounded by RL40 and RL80. The request would result in a spot 
designation and would not be supported by the project objectives or the Community 
Development Model because it would place a Semi-Rural designation in a remote 
Rural designated area that has high wildfire risk and high habitat value. 

N/A 

RM16 RL40 SR10 
(Moderate) 

RL40 none The request may be found consistent with the project objectives, but was not evaluated 
in the EIR because it was not a part of a project alternative directed to be studied by 
the Board. Any higher density than what is being recommended would likely require 
recirculation of the EIR. 

N/A 

RM18 SR10/RL40 SR4 
(Moderate) 

SR10/RL40 none The request may be found consistent with the project objectives, but was not evaluated 
in the EIR because it was not a part of a project alternative directed to be studied by 
the Board. Any higher density than what is being recommended would likely require 
recirculation of the EIR. 

N/A 

RM20 SR10 SR4 
(Moderate) 

SR10 none The request may be found consistent with the project objectives, but was not evaluated 
in the EIR because it was not a part of a project alternative directed to be studied by 
the Board. Any higher density than what is being recommended would likely require 
recirculation of the EIR. 

N/A 

RM21 SR10 SR4 
(Moderate) 

SR10 none The request may be found consistent with the project objectives, but was not evaluated 
in the EIR because it was not a part of a project alternative directed to be studied by 
the Board. Any higher density than what is being recommended would likely require 
recirculation of the EIR. 

N/A 

RM22 RL80 RL40 
(Major) 

RL40 none The property is surrounded by RL40, RL80 and public lands. The request would result 
in inconsistent treatment of similar parcels. It would not be supported by the project 
objectives because it would increase development potential in a remote area with high 
value habitat and high wildfire risk.  Although an adjacent area is assigned a RL40 
designation, this area is composed of smaller parcels. In this area the RL40 is applied 
to those lands that have greater existing development and parcelization. These 
features serve to demarcate the transition from RL40 to RL80. Extending RL40 to the 
subject property blurs that demarcation and may necessitate reconsideration of most 
RL80 areas. 

N/A 
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SAN DIEGUITO      
SD2 SR4 SR2 

(Moderate) 
SR4 none The request may be found consistent with the project objectives, but would result in a 

spot designation and was not evaluated in the EIR. Any higher density than what is 
being recommended would likely require recirculation of the EIR. The request was 
identified in the September 24, 2003 Board Report as inconsistent with the General 
Plan Concepts and Planning Principles. However, since then most of the request area 
has been purchased for open space.  

5-159 to 5-163 

SD4 RL20 SR2 
(Major) 

SR2 none The property is surrounded by RL20. The request would result in a spot designation 
and would not be supported by the project objectives or the Community Development 
Model because it would place a Semi-Rural designation in a remote Rural designated 
area that contains has high wildfire risk and contains high habitat value. The request 
was also identified in the September 24, 2003 Board Report as inconsistent with the 
General Plan Concepts and Planning Principles. 

5-164 to 5-168 

SD6 RL20/SR4 SR2 
(Major) 

SR2 none Already compromised. Originally the site was designated entirely as SR10; however, 
the designation was changed to half as SR4 and half as RL20 as a compromise. The 
entire site is considered highly valuable from a biological perspective because it 
contains sensitive habitat and provides an important linkage between County lands and 
the San Marcos MHCP.  The property is adjacent to RL20, SR2, open space, and the 
City of San Marcos. The request would not be supported by the project objectives. 

5-169 to 5-172 

SD8 RL20 Various 
(Major) 

Various none The property is generally surrounded by RL20 and the City of San Marcos. The request 
would not be supported by the project objectives or the Community Development 
Model because it would place Village and Semi-Rural designations in a Rural 
designated area that serves as a buffer between other communities, contains steep 
slopes and provides open space and habitat.  

5-173 to 5-176 

SD15 SR1 General 
Commercial 

or I-1 
(Moderate) 

SR1 none The request may be found consistent with the project objectives, but was not evaluated 
in the EIR because it was not a part of a project alternative directed to be studied by 
the Board. Any higher intensity than what is being recommended would likely require 
recirculation of the EIR. 

N/A 

SD17 RL20 SR2 
(Major) 

RL20 Modified 
SR2/RL20 

(Minor) 

The request would place additional density in a 100-year floodplain. While the FEMA 
floodplain has been determined outdated, recent studies indicated that the revised 
floodplain is not substantially different. However, the SR2/RL20 designations could be 
revised to reflect the updated floodplain information. 

4-21 
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SD20 RL20 SR2 
(Moderate) 

SR4 SR10 
(Minor) 

The request may be found consistent with the project objectives, but was not evaluated 
in the EIR because it was not a part of a project alternative directed to be studied by 
the Board. SR4 was studied for the area as part of the Referral Map but the area has 
been identified as having very high biological value. Therefore, to stay consistent with 
the project objectives, designations that reduce development in this area from the 
proposed project (SR4) must be considered. The current recommendation provides an 
SR2 designation in the southwest corner of this “island” while designating the 
remainder as RL20. This effectively clusters the development potential to a single area 
of the “island” and reduces potential impacts. If the remainder of the area was returned 
to SR4, this concept would no longer be achieved.  A possible alternative designation is 
SR10, which is consistent with alternatives evaluated in the EIR. Application of this 
designation should include the surrounding area also in order to be consistent. 

4-22 

SD21 SR1 Limited 
Impact 

Industrial 
(Moderate) 

SR1 none The request may be found consistent with the project objectives, but was not evaluated 
in the EIR because it was not a part of a project alternative directed to be studied by 
the Board. Any higher intensity than what is being recommended would likely require 
recirculation of the EIR. 

N/A 

VALLEY CENTER      
VC9 SR4 SR2 

(Moderate) 
SR2 none The request may be found consistent with the project objectives and it was evaluated in 

the EIR. However, it would also result in a spot designation that is inconsistent with the 
treatment of other similar properties and the Community Development Model. To 
resolve this inconsistency, additional properties would need to receive the same 
designation and this was not evaluated in the EIR. The request was also identified in 
the September 24, 2003 Board Report as inconsistent with the General Plan Concepts 
and Planning Principles. 

5-177 to 5-182 

VC11 SR4 SR2 
(Moderate) 

SR2 none Already compromised. Property was initially assigned a RL20 designation and the 
property owner originally requested SR4.  The request for SR2 may be found 
consistent with the project objectives and it was evaluated in the EIR. However, it 
would also result in a spot designation that is inconsistent with the treatment of other 
similar properties and the Community Development Model. To resolve this 
inconsistency, additional properties would need to receive the same designation and 
this was not evaluated in the EIR.  

5-183 to 5-187 

VC15 RL20 SR10 
(Major) 

SR10 none Already compromised. The original recommendation on this property was RL40. 
SR10 is not supported by the project objectives because it would place a semi-rural 
designation on a property with steep slopes, sensitive biological resources, and limited 
habitat. 

5-188 to 5-192 
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VC17 SR4 SR2 
(Moderate) 

SR2 none The request may be found consistent with the project objectives and it was evaluated in 
the EIR. However, it would also result in a spot designation that is inconsistent with the 
treatment of other similar properties and the Community Development Model. To 
resolve this inconsistency, additional properties would need to receive the same 
designation and this was not evaluated in the EIR. The request was also identified in 
the September 24, 2003 Board Report and subsequent reports as being problematic for 
these same reasons. 

5-193 to 5-196 

VC20-A SR4 SR2 
(Moderate) 

SR2 none Already compromised. The original recommendation on this property was RL20. The 
request may be found consistent with the project objectives and it was evaluated in the 
EIR. However, it would also result in a spot designation that is inconsistent with the 
treatment of other similar properties and the Community Development Model. To 
resolve this inconsistency, additional properties would need to receive the same 
designation and this was not evaluated in the EIR.  

5-197 to 5-201 

VC20-B SR4 SR2 
(Moderate) 

SR2 none Already compromised. The original recommendation on this property was RL20. The 
request may be found consistent with the project objectives and it was evaluated in the 
EIR. However, it would also result in a spot designation that is inconsistent with the 
treatment of other similar properties and the Community Development Model. To 
resolve this inconsistency, additional properties would need to receive the same 
designation and this was not evaluated in the EIR.  Adjacent to VC20-A, which is 
similar to this property and was a 2003 Residential Referral. 

See VC20A 

VC23 RL40 RL20 
(Major) 

RL20 none The property is surrounded by RL40, RL80 and public lands. The request would result 
in a spot designation and would not be supported by the project objectives due to its 
remote location and limited access. The site is located close to RL20 to the south; 
however, a key difference between this parcel and that are is that this parcel is outside 
the CWA while the other area is not. In general, RL20 is only used outside the CWA to 
reflect existing parcelization.  

5-202 to 5-205 

VC26 SR2 Medium 
Impact 

Industrial 
(Major) 

Medium 
Impact 

Industrial 

none Already compromised. The property is constrained by the floodway and 100-year 
floodplain. Additional language has been added to the Valley Center Community Plan 
indicating that this area could be redesignated if circumstances result in the property 
being outside of the floodway. Currently, the request would not be supported by the 
project objectives or draft goals and policies because it would designate industrial lands 
within the floodplain and floodway. 

See March 16 
Report 
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VC27 SR1 VR2.9 
(Major) 

VR2.9 none The property is surrounded by SR2 and SR1. The request, which is an increase in 
density over the existing General Plan, would result in a spot designation and would not 
be supported by the project objectives or the Community Development Model because 
it would locate village densities in an isolated spot beyond the defined village.  Also, the 
Village boundary has shrunken as a result of the planning process in an attempt by 
staff and the Valley Center Community Planning Group to “right-size” the village to 
accommodate forecasted traffic volumes. 

5-206 to 5-212 

VC29-A RL20 SR4 or SR10 
(Major) 

SR10 none Already compromised. The original recommendation on this property was RL40. The 
property is surrounded by RL20 and public lands. The request would result in a spot 
designation and would not be supported by the project objectives or the Community 
Development Model because it would increase development potential in a remote 
location with a dead-end road, very high fire risk, high quality habitat, and steep slopes.  

5-213 to 5-217 

VC29-B RL20 SR10 
(Major) 

SR10 none Already compromised. The original recommendation on this property was RL40. The 
property is adjacent to SR10, but the request would not be supported by the project 
objectives because it would increase development potential in a remote location with a 
dead end road, very high fire risk, high quality habitat, and steep slopes.  

5-213 to 5-217 

VC50 RL20 SR2 or SR4 
(Moderate) 

RL20 none The request may be found consistent with the project objectives, but was not evaluated 
in the EIR because it was not a part of a project alternative directed to be studied by 
the Board. Any higher intensity than what is being recommended would likely require 
recirculation of the EIR. 

N/A 

VC51 RL20 SR2 or SR4 
(Moderate) 

RL20 none The request may be found consistent with the project objectives, but was not evaluated 
in the EIR because it was not a part of a project alternative directed to be studied by 
the Board. Any higher intensity than what is being recommended would likely require 
recirculation of the EIR. 

N/A 

VC52 SR2 Medium 
Impact 

Industrial 
(Major) 

SR2 none Already compromised. The property is constrained by the floodway and 100-year 
floodplain. Additional language has been added to the Valley Center Community Plan 
indicating that this area could be redesignated if circumstances result in the property 
being outside of the floodway. Currently, the request would not be supported by the 
project objectives or draft goals and policies because it would designate industrial lands 
within the floodplain and floodway. 

See March 16 
Report 
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VC53 SR2 Limited 
Impact 

Industrial 
(Major) 

SR2 none Already compromised. Four of the 4.6 acres of this property are within the 100-year 
floodway, with the remainder within the 100-year floodplain. Additional language has 
been added to the Valley Center Community Plan indicating that this area could be 
redesignated if circumstances result in the property being outside of the floodway.  The 
request would not be supported by the project objectives or draft goals and policies 
because it would designate Industrial lands within the floodway and floodplain.  

See March 16 
Report and  

5-218 to 5-221 

VC54 SR4 SR2 
(Moderate) 

SR4 none The request may be found consistent with the project objectives, but was not evaluated 
in the EIR because it was not a part of a project alternative directed to be studied by 
the Board. Any higher intensity than what is being recommended would likely require 
recirculation of the EIR. 

N/A 

VC57 SR4 SR2 
(Moderate) 

SR4 none The request may be found consistent with the project objectives, but was not evaluated 
in the EIR because it was not a part of a project alternative directed to be studied by 
the Board. Any higher intensity than what is being recommended would likely require 
recirculation of the EIR. 

N/A 

VC59 RL20 SR4 
(Major) 

RL20 none The property is surrounded by RL40 and open space. The request would result in a 
spot designation and would not be supported by the project objectives or the 
Community Development Model because it would place a Semi-Rural designation in a 
Rural designated area that contains high quality habitat, is not near other development, 
and is highly constrained by steep slopes.  

N/A 

VC60 SR4 SR2 
(Moderate) 

SR4 none The request may be found consistent with the project objectives, but was not evaluated 
in the EIR because it was not a part of a project alternative directed to be studied by 
the Board. Any higher intensity than what is being recommended would likely require 
recirculation of the EIR. 

N/A 

VC61 SR4 SR2 
(Moderate) 

SR4 none The request may be found consistent with the project objectives, but would result in a 
spot designation and was not evaluated in the EIR because it was not a part of a 
project alternative directed to be studied by the Board. Any higher intensity than what is 
being recommended would likely require recirculation of the EIR. 

N/A 

VC63 SR4 SR1 
(Major) 

SR4 SR2 
(Moderate) 

The property is surrounded by SR4. The request would result in a spot designation and 
would not be supported by the project objectives or the Community Development 
Model because it would result in an “upzone” compared to the current plan and would 
result in more intensive development compared with the surrounding area. An 
alternative designation of SR2 is possible for this and the surrounding area but is more 
intensive than any alternative in the EIR. 

4-23 
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VC64 SR4 SR2 
(Moderate) 

SR4 none The request may be found consistent with the project objectives, but was not evaluated 
in the EIR because it was not a part of a project alternative directed to be studied by 
the Board. Any higher intensity than what is being recommended would likely require 
recirculation of the EIR. 

N/A 

VC66 SR4 SR2 
(Moderate) 

SR4 none The request may be found consistent with the project objectives, but would result in a 
spot designation and was not evaluated in the EIR because it was not a part of a 
project alternative directed to be studied by the Board. Any higher intensity than what is 
being recommended would likely require recirculation of the EIR. 

N/A 
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4. Potential Land Use Map Changes 
Of the 149 Moderate and Major requests reviewed, 16 possible Minor options that partially 
address the request were identified. In each of these instances the property specific requests 
would be classified with a Minor level of change because the proposed land use change both 
meets project objectives and does not result in additional impacts that would require the EIR to 
be recirculated.  Additionally, 6 Moderate options were identified for Major requests. The 
possible land use changes for each of the property-specific requests are described on the 
subsequent pages. 

PSR# PC/Staff 
Recommendation 

Request Highest Intensity 
in EIR 

Potential 
Alternative 

 ALPINE 
AL24 VR2 VR2.9 VR2 VR2.9 / RL20 
 BONSALL 
BO3 SR10 SR2 SR2 SR4 
BO20/BO29/BO33 SR10 SR2 SR10 SR4 
BO21 SR2 GC SR2 RC Zoning 
 CENTRALL MOUNTAIN 
CM10 RL80 SR4 RL40 SR4 
 CREST-DEHESA 
CD13 RL20 SR4 SR10 SR10 
CD14 SR4/RL20 SR2/SR4 SR4/RL20 SR1/RL20 
 DESERT 
DS24 SR10 SR1 SR10 SR2/RL40 
 FALLBROOK 
FB3B Various Reflect project Various I-1 to Commercial  
FB4 SR10 VCMU VCMU GC 
FB8 RL40 SR10/RL20 SR10/RL20 RL20 
 JAMUL-DULZURA 
JD2 RL20 Various Various Limited SR1 
 LAKESIDE 
LS6&17 SR2 SR1/RL20 SR2 SR1/RL20 
 NORTH COUNTY METROPOLITAN 
NC27&36 SR1 VR4.3 VR2 VR2 
NC42 SR10/RL20 VR/SR4 SR10/RL20 various 
 PALA-PAUMA VALLEY 
PP30 RL40 SR2/SR4 RL40 RL20 
PP31 RL40 SR4/SSA RL20/RL40 SSA only 
 SAN DIEGUITO 
SD17 RL20 SR2 RL20 Modified SR2/RL20 
SD20 RL20 SR2 SR4 SR10 
VALLEY CENTER 
VC63 SR4 SR1 SR4 SR2 
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AL24 – Collin Campbell 
Property Specific Request PC / Staff Recommendation Possible Alternative Designation(s) Level of Change for Alternative 

Village Residential 2.9 Village Residential 2 Minor VR2.9 / RL20 
    

 

 

PC / Staff Recommendation 

Discussion: 

Possible Alternative Land Use Change 

• This property-specific request was raised during testimony at the Board of Supervisors hearing on October 20, 2010. 
• The alternative designation would increase the density on the portion of the site that has existing development or development potential and decrease the 

density on the southern portion where there is limited development potential or access due to a creek and steep slopes. 
• The above-shown alternative would result in 15.7 acres of VR2.9 and 14.0 acres of RL20. The net density should be similar to that provided by the 

Planning Commission/Staff Recommendation. 
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BO3-A – Jay Kawano and Dan Nibam 
Property Specific Request PC / Staff Recommendation Possible Alternative Designation(s) Level of Change for Alternative 

Semi-Rural 2 Semi-Rural 10 Minor Semi-Rural 4 
    

  

PC / Staff Recommendation 

Discussion: 

Possible Alternative Land Use Change 

• The Board of Supervisors previously voted to place SR2 on the Referral Map and SR10 on the Draft Land Use Map and both were evaluated in the EIR. 
• Staff consistently reported that SR2 would be inconsistent with mapping principles due to the farmlands, biological habitat, and steep slopes found on the 

site.  
• Staff recommended an alternative designation of SR4, but the Planning Commission voted on November 19, 2010 to recommend a change in land use 

designation to SR10. Therefore, the current Planning Commission/Staff recommendation is SR10.  
• SR4 is considered consistent with the mapping principles because the density accommodates continuation of commercial agriculture. It has been 

analyzed in the General Plan Update Environmental Impact report and would be classified as a Minor level of change. Also, under this possible land use 
change two additional parcels southwest of the property-specific request area would also be changed to SR4 for consistency purposes. 
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BO20, BO29, BO33 – Gerald Church, Mark Wollam, Steve Nakai 
Property Specific Request PC / Staff Recommendation Possible Alternative Designation(s) Level of Change for Alternative 

Semi-Rural 2 Semi-Rural 10 Moderate Semi-Rural 4 
    

  

PC / Staff Recommendation 

Discussion: 

Possible Alternative Land Use Change 

• 

• 

These sites were not raised as residential referrals during previous Board of Supervisors and Planning Commission Hearings prior to October 20, 2011; 
however, they were raised in testimony and correspondence during the Board of Supervisors hearings in the Fall of 2010. 

  

This potential alternative designation would give the SR4 designation not only to the three subject properties but also to the surrounding area north of 
Moosa Canyon Creek.  Since the most intense designation evaluated in the EIR was SR10, the potential land use change would still require recirculation 
of the EIR.  
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B021 – Dorothy Parrot 
Property Specific Request PC / Staff Recommendation Possible Alternative Designation(s) Level of Change for Alternative 

General Commercial Semi-Rural 2 Minor SR2 with Residential Commercial Zoning 
    

  

PC / Staff Recommendation 

Discussion: 

Possible Alternative Zoning Change 

• 

• 
This property has not been specifically discussed at previous General Plan Update Board of Supervisors and Planning Commission Hearings.  

• 

This potential alternative designation would change only the Zoning Designation to allow for limited commercial uses concurrent with residential.  
Examples of uses allowed by-right under the Residential Commercial Zone include: Child Care Center, Clinic Services, Group Care. 

  

Examples of uses which require an additional use permit under the Residential Commercial Zone include: Animal Sales and Services, Convenience 
Sales, Eating and Drinking Establishments, Food/Beverage Sales, Retail Sales.  
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CM10 – Kenyon Trust 

Property Specific Request PC / Staff Recommendation Possible Alternative Designation(s) Level of Change for Alternative 

Semi-Rural 4 Rural Lands 80 Minor Semi-Rural 4 
    

 

 

PC / Staff Recommendation 

Discussion: 

Possible Alternative Land Use Change 

• The possible alternative designation shown above is being proposed subject to approval of Tentative Parcel Map (TPM) 20857 for this property. 

• A preliminary notice of approval has been issued for a three-lot TPM; however, the approval is still subject to appeal.  

• The potential alternative designation of SR4 is subject to the approved TPM on site; which is similar to the treatment of other tentatively approved 
subdivisions as discussed in issue 25 of the March 16 staff report.  
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CD13 – Robert Davidson 
Property Specific Request PC / Staff Recommendation Possible Alternative Designation(s) Level of Change for Alternative 

Semi-Rural 4 Rural Lands 20 Minor Semi-Rural 10 
    

  

PC / Staff Recommendation 

Discussion: 

Possible Alternative Land Use Change 

• This is the location of a currently processing project: TPM 21172 (4 lots plus a remainder parcel). 
• On June 16, 2004 the Board of Supervisors voted for SR4 and SR10 to be placed on the Referral Map. The alternative would designate the majority of 

the property SR10 and leave the remaining area SR4, which is reflected on the Referral Map. The adjacent area is analyzed in CD4; a portion of which 
can also be designated SR10 with a minor change.   

• It is important to note that the Semi-Rural designation is slope dependant and, therefore, this alternative would likely have limited change in yield of 
dwelling units due to the steep slopes on site. 
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CD14 – Sam Gazallo 
Property Specific Request PC / Staff Recommendation Possible Alternative Designation(s) Level of Change for Alternative 

Semi-Rural 2 / Semi-Rural 4 Semi-Rural 4 / Semi-Rural 1 / Rural Lands 20 Minor Rural Lands 20 
    

  

PC / Staff Recommendation 

Discussion: 

Possible Alternative Land Use Change 

• 
• 

This property-specific request was first raised in public testimony at the December 8, 2010 Board of Supervisors hearing. 

• 
Under the PC / Staff Recommendation, there are 31 acres of SR4 and 71 acres of RL20. 

 

The potential alternative would designate the southwestern area as SR1 adjacent to the densely developed area west of the site. Since the remaining 
area would be RL20, there would not be a substantial increase in development potential.  The potential land use change would allow for 11.5 acres of 
SR1 and the remaining area (90.7 acres) would be RL20. The alternative also clusters the development to the southwest portion of the site because the 
majority of the site is designated as Pre-approved Mitigation Area (PAMA) and contains sensitive biological habitat.  
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DS24 – Borrego Country Club Estates (Chris Brown) 
Property Specific Request PC / Staff Recommendation Possible Alternative Designation(s) Level of Change for Alternative 

Semi-Rural 1 Semi-Rural10 Minor SR2/RL40 
    

  

PC / Staff Recommendation 

Discussion: 

Possible Alternative Land Use Change 

• These sites were not raised as residential referrals during previous Board of Supervisors and Planning Commission Hearings prior to October 20, 2011; 
however, they were raised in testimony and correspondence during the Board of Supervisors hearings in the Fall of 2010. 

• The PC/Staff Recommendation would designate all 172.9 acres as SR10.  The potential land use change would allow for 30 acres at SR2 and the 
remaining 142.9 acres would be designated at RL40.  As such, it would be consistent with the overall density analyzed in the EIR and provide a 
preferable development footprint by clustering additional lots adjacent to existing lots.   
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FB3-B – Campus Park West (Steve Sheldon and Mark Dillon) 
Property Specific Request PC / Staff Recommendation Possible Alternative Designation(s) Level of Change for Alternative 

Expanded Commercial and Village Residential Limited Industrial, Village Residential, 
General Commercial Minor Change Medium Industrial to Commercial 

 

 

PC / Staff Recommendation 

Discussion: 

Possible Alternative Land Use Change 

• 

• 

This property-specific request was raised at the Planning Commission hearing on November 20, 2009, and again at the Board of Supervisors hearing 
December 8, 2010.   

• 

Originally the site was considered part of the HP Site/3P’s referral.  As such, it was noted as being part of a village but subject to further mapping 
refinements.  Ultimately, the Draft Land Use Map and the Referral Map both applied the same designations as depicted above under the PC/Staff 
Recommendation.  
While expanded residential use would require additional EIR review, the industrial designation could be changed to commercial without resulting in EIR 
recirculation.  Therefore, the potential alternative would be to replace Limited Industrial with General Commercial. 
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FB4 [2005 Commercial/Industrial Referral #13] – No Current Requestor 
Property Specific Request PC / Staff Recommendation Possible Alternative Designation(s) Level of Change for Alternative 

Village Core Mixed Use Semi-Rural 10 Minor General Commercial 

  

PC / Staff Recommendation 

Discussion: 

Possible Alternative Land Use Change 

• This was a 2005 Commercial/Industrial Property Referral that resulted in General Commercial (GC) and Village Core Mixed Use (VCMU) being applied to 
the property on the Referral Map Alternative.  However, it is inconsistent with the land use framework to designation an area outside the village with 
VCMU. 

• On August 22, 2003 Planning Commission voted to retain RL40 designation, subsequently on November 20, 2009 the Planning Commission voted for 
SR10 and General Commercial. 

• The alternative would designate an additional eight acres of General Commercial to the site, instead of the requested VCMU. This would be a minor level 
of change to the project because that intensity of designation was evaluated as part of the Referral Map with the VCMU designation.  

C-1 

VR-7.3 

I-15 



 

Attachment C 4-13 
 

FB8 – Chaffin 
Property Specific Request PC / Staff Recommendation Possible Alternative Designation(s) Level of Change for Alternative 

Semi-Rural 10/Rural Lands 20 Rural Lands 40 Minor Rural Lands 20 
    

  

PC / Staff Recommendation 

Discussion: 

Possible Alternative Land Use Change 

• Staff has previously identified RL20 as a potential alternative designation in both the August 22, 2003 Planning Report and also the September 23, 2003 
Board Letter.  

• This potential land use change would designate this entire property as RL20 and would result in a minor level of change to the General Plan Update 
project, as higher densities were analyzed as part of the Referral Map in the EIR. 
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JD2 – Hidden Valley Estates 
Property Specific Request PC / Staff Recommendation Possible Alternative Designation(s) Level of Change for Alternative 

SR1 / SR2 / RL20 Rural Lands 20 Minor SR1 / RL20 
    

  

PC / Staff Recommendation 

Discussion: 

Possible Alternative Land Use Change 

• The subject property is approximately 622 acres.  The property-specific request is similar to what was reflected in the Referral Map, which consisted of 
approximately 292 acres of RL20, 85 acres of SR2, and 245 acres of SR1. 

• Staff proposed RL20 for this site in the November 2009 report to the Planning Commission based on site constraints.  The Planning Commission agreed 
with the staff recommendation, though no specific testimony or discussion was heard regarding this property.  The property-specific request was raised 
during testimony at the Board of Supervisor’s hearing November 10, 2010. 

• This potential land use change would allow for 172 acres of SR1 adjacent to the area of SR1 to the south.  This allowance would still be within the range 
of what was analyzed in the EIR and would be more consistent with the MSCP hardline designation. 
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LS6 & LS17 – Kim Cambell 
Property Specific Request PC / Staff Recommendation Possible Alternative Designation(s) Level of Change for Alternative 

Primarily SR1 with some RL20 Semi-Rural 2 Minor Half SR1 and half RL20 
    

  

PC / Staff Recommendation 

Discussion: 

Possible Alternative Land Use Change 

• This property owner request was based on public testimony at the November 10, 2011 Board of Supervisors Hearing.  
• The Planning Commission voted five to one on November 19, 2009 to approve staff’s recommendation of SR2; this recommendation is also supported 

by the Lakeside Community Planning Group.  
• The potential land use change would allow for 150 acres of SR1 adjacent to SR1 designation in Eucalyptus Hills.  The remaining 150 acres of the site 

would be designated as RL20.  This would allow for nearly the same development capacity as having the entire site designated as SR2.  As such, it 
would be consistent with the overall density analyzed in the EIR.  

 

SR1 
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NC27, NC36 – City of Vista & Jeffrey Kent 
Property Specific Request PC / Staff Recommendation Possible Alternative Designation(s) Level of Change for Alternative 

Village Residential 4.3 Semi-Rural 1 Minor Village Residential 2 
    

  

PC / Staff Recommendation 

Discussion: 

Possible Alternative Land Use Change 

• This area was proposed to be VR2 in the Referral Map and all EIR alternatives.  The SR1 designation was later proposed at the Planning Commission on 
April 16, 2010 due to information provided by the City of Vista.   

• This potential land use change for NC27 and NC36 to VR2 as was analyzed in the EIR.  The City of Vista recently agreed that a higher density in this 
area would be consistent with their plans. 

• The unincorporated land west of NC27 and NC36 was reviewed in Property-Specific Requests NC26, NC32, NC33, NC34 and NC35.  Those requests 
were for a VR4.3 designation, which can be applied with a minor revision to the General Plan Update documents. 
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NC42 – Merriam Mountains 
Property Specific Request PC / Staff Recommendation Possible Alternative Designation(s) Level of Change for Alternative 

Village Residential / SR4 SR10 / RL20 Moderate VR2.9 / SR4 / RL20 
    
 

 

PC / Staff Recommendation 

Discussion: 

Possible Alternative Land Use Change 

• 

• 

The representatives of the property have sent correspondence in the past regarding land use requests for the area. Correspondence was received most 
recently in May 2010 and also during public testimony in October 2010, which clarified the property-specific request. 
There are many potential approaches to considering land use changes in this area, and this is just one alternative of many other possible options. The 
above land use change would designate an additional 184 acres of SR4, 25 acres of VR2.9 and the remainder of the area as RL20. This land use change 
would be classified as a moderate level of change to the General Plan Update project.  
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PP30 – Donald Armstrong 
Property Specific Request PC / Staff Recommendation Possible Alternative Designation(s) Level of Change for Alternative 

Semi-Rural 2 / Semi-Rural 4 Rural Lands 40 Moderate Rural Lands 20 
    

  

PC / Staff Recommendation 

Discussion: 

Possible Alternative Land Use Change 

• 

• 

This site was not specifically discussed at previous Planning Commission or Board of Supervisors Hearings.  The property-specific request was submitted 
to staff in the Fall of 2010.  
While a Semi-Rural designation on the site would conflict with General Plan Update project objectives, Rural-Lands 20 could be applied and still be 
consistent with the Community Development Model.  However, since the corresponding density for the RL20 designation was not analyzed in the EIR, 
revision and recirculation of the EIR would still be required under this land use change. 



 

Attachment C 4-19 
 

PP31 – Warner Ranch  
Property Specific Request PC / Staff Recommendation Possible Alternative Designation(s) Level of Change for Alternative 

SR4 / Special Study Area Rural Lands 40 Minor RL40 / Special Study Area  
    

  

PC / Staff Recommendation 

Discussion: 

Possible Alternative Land Use Change 

• 
• 

An approved Plan Amendment Authorization (2005) and an application for a General Plan Amendment (06-009) are being processed for this site. 

• 

Correspondence regarding this property was received in August of 2009 and October 2010. Public testimony from landowner representatives was also 
provided during the Planning Commission hearing on November 20, 2009. 

 

While the request for SR4 cannot be applied without substantial changes to the General Plan Update and EIR, the request for a Special Study Area can 
be approved with a minor change to the Pala-Pauma Community Plan. Draft language for the Special Study Area is provided on the following page. 
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PP31 – Warner Ranch (cont.) 
 

PP31: Warner Ranch Special Study Area (Draft Language) 

A Special Study Area is proposed for the Warner Ranch property based on the following considerations: 

1. Adjacency to the existing Pala Village, Casino, Resort, and Spa; 
2. Existing employment center and lack of local housing opportunities; 
3. Proximity to several tribal casinos within the State Route 76 corridor; 
4. Approved Plan Amendment Authorization for 2.33 DUs per acre granted on October 5, 2005; 
5. Ongoing and active planning and development application since July 13, 2005; 
6. Single ownership status of approximately 515 acres of property; and 
7. Availability of sewer, water, fire, and educational facilities. 

Considering this single ownership is surrounded on three sides by Tribal Lands, a more focused land use planning and 
analysis will be required to determine the most compatible and consistent land uses for this property.  The Special Study 
Area designation will provide the appropriate planning vehicle to conduct this analysis and allow for implementing a 
cohesive and comprehensive land use plan. 
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SD17 – Sam Blick and Steve Wragg 
Property Specific Request PC / Staff Recommendation Possible Alternative Designation(s) Level of Change for Alternative 

Semi Rural 2 Rural Lands 20 Minor SR2 / RL20 
    

  

PC / Staff Recommendation 

Discussion: 

Possible Alternative Land Use Change 

• 

• 

The property specific request for this site was raised in correspondence to the Board of Supervisors dated November 17, 2010. The request was further 
clarified in correspondence and meetings December 2010 through February 2011. 
The property-specific request could not be achieved due to the FEMA floodplain mapping.  However, 3.5 additional acres of SR2 could be mapped as 
shown above based on the most recent floodplain information. 
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SD20 – Stephen Perkins 
Property Specific Request PC / Staff Recommendation Possible Alternative Designation(s) Level of Change for Alternative 

Semi-Rural 2 Rural Lands 20 Minor Semi-Rural 10 
    

  

PC / Staff Recommendation 

Discussion: 

Possible Alternative Land Use Change 

• 

• 

These properties were not specifically discussed at the General Plan Update Board of Supervisors or Planning Commission Hearings. The property-
specific request was raised during the Board of Supervisors hearings in Fall of 2010. 

  

While the requested SR2 designation would result in a Moderate level of change, applying SR10 as an alternative designation would reduce the level of 
change to Minor. The SR10 designation would also apply to the other non-open space properties in this area of unincorporated land.  
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VC63 – John H. Caston 
Property Specific Request PC / Staff Recommendation Possible Alternative Designation(s) Level of Change for Alternative 

Semi-Rural 1 Semi-Rural 4 Moderate Semi-Rural 2 
    

  

PC / Staff Recommendation 

Discussion: 

Possible Alternative Land Use Change 

• This site was not specifically discussed at previous Planning Commission or Board of Supervisors Hearings. This property owner request for an upzone 
was submitted as a form letter during Board of Supervisor hearings in Fall 2010.   

• The potential land use change would allow for this property and the surrounding area to be designated SR2.  

  

Since the most intense designation 
evaluated in the EIR was SR4, this change would still require recirculation of the EIR. 
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BO3-A 5-25 to 5-27  PP12 5-120 to 5-124 
CD13 5-28 to 5-31  PP15 5-125 to 5-131 
DS8 5-32  PP16 5-132 to 5-136 
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