Prepared for:

Applicant:

Prepared by:

Visual Resources Impact
Report

For
The Consolidated Project
Alternative

Hoskings Ranch

o\

Jerelyn B. Dilno
County of San Diego
Certified Visual Consultant

County of San Diego
Contact: Dennis Campbell, Project Manager
5510 Overland Avenue, Ste. 310
San Diego, CA 92123

Lettie Flowers
Genesee Properties
3550 General Atomics Ct.
San Diego, CA 92121-0122

TRS Consultants
438 Camino del Rio South, Ste. 223
San Diego, CA 92108
July 2013






TABLE OF CONTENTS

FIGURES ...t e e oot e e et e e e e et et e e e e e e aaeeee et aea e eeeessaaseeeessaeeeesaaaseesssbanseseensanaeaees 1
AB B REVIATIONS ..ottt eee e oo et e e e e et e e e e e et e e e e et e e e eaeeaea s e e s e st seeses b eesessan s eesssaaeaseaeesnnns \Y
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ...ttt oottt e et et e e e et e e e e et et e s e e e e st s eesee st eeses st eesestansesseesanaaaeees VI
CHAPTER1.0 INTRODUGCTION ...cttiieiiiie ettt e et e e e st s e e s e et s e e s ea b e e s s esaasesseesbanseeseeranaeeens 1
1.1 PURPOSE OF THEVISUAL RESOURCESREPORT ... ..cutuuiitittuteeeetttteeeerssteeesesssseesestaneesserreesserreeesrrrnees 1
2 < T 1T 1
1.3  PRINCIPAL VIEWPOINTS TO BE COVERED. ... .cuuuuuiiittttteeettttteeesssstneessressssessestaneesesranesssetsnseessssrneeeaees 1
CHAPTER 2.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION ..cutuiiiiitiie ettt e et e e e et s e e s st s e e s eabaseesesbaneeaees 3
2.1 LAND USEDESIGNATIONS ANDZONING ....cvvuuteeeeruunseeesesseneesestaneesestsssssseesssnssessstseessstnieesesrnreeseesnnns 3
2.2 REGULATORY FRAMEWORK .....ttutttittttntttttttettetaa st etaaseaaseesesassnesn e satan et sttasean st sssessatesnessnsssnsesnss 3
DESIGNPOLICIES AND GUIDELINES . .euituitttitntttiitaeetnetan ettt sasssasesaasssessessassaessassnsssnsesnessnsessnsstnesans 4
2.3.1  Julian ComMMUNILY PIAN ...ttt e e e e e e e e e et e et e e eaeaaaaaaaaaeaaaaaan 4
2.3.2  Design Guidelines for the Julian Historical DiStEC............cooeiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieieeeeeeeeee e 6
2.3.3 Resource Protection Ordinance 6
2.34 Board of Supervisors Polici8l- 6
CHAPTER 3.0 VISUAL ENVIRONMENT OF THE PROJECT ....covuiiiiiieeeteie et 7.
T R = TO N | =T 1= I T 7
T A s TN =l YA =TT = o T 7
T I I Yoy o =L O N = 7
CHAPTER 4.0 EXISTING VISUAL RESOURGCES ..ottt ettt e sttt e st e e s et e e e e eeaaaanas 9
4.1  EXISTING VISUAL RESOURGCES. .. .uuituittiittitite ittt e et e et s saseaasesa ettt saa st san ettt ean st sasasnsesnessnsssnsns 9
O R VA U =Y I O 4 F= = Tx (] T 9
412 VISUBL QUAITTY ..ottt ettt ettt e e e e e e e e e e e s e s e o e e bebe et et e e e e eeaaaaaeaeaeeaaaaannnnneenbnnneeees 11
4.2 VIEWER RESPONSES. .. .uuiituiitiitittiettietteett sttt esa e ssasat s st s et s st e sa s st sstsea s ta s sa st ssanseaeebseasstserassnernns 11
421 VIBWET SENSITIVILY .oeeiiiiiiiiiii ittt ettt ettt e e eeaae e e e e e e s aa s s e aaabaseeeeeeeeaaaaaaaaaeaaaasanaaaaannnnnnes
4.2.2  Viewer GroupsS.......ccoeeeeeeiiieiacnnns
e T 1= Yo gl e oY 1= U= OO
4.2.4  Viewer Awareness
CHAPTER 5.0 VISUAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT ....oittiiiiieiiie ettt e et e e e e s e e st s e s seabaseeneees 15
5.1 GUIDELINES FORDETERMINING SIGNIFICANCE ......uuuiitittineeiettineeseetsaeessesssaeseessssnssessessnseessessneeessessaneeees 15
T2 (= VA =X V£ T 15
5.21  KeYVIEWS 1, 2, AN 3..oieiieiiiiiiiiii e commme ettt e e et e e e e e e e e e e e s e s st ear e e e e e eaaetaeaeaaeeaaeaaaan 15
B.2.2  KBY VIBW 4 ettt e oo oo oo oottt ettt e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e nbab b et be e et e e eeaaaaaaaaaas 16
LT T ) VA VA=Y TSP 17
B.2.4  KEBY VIBW B ettt ee e ettt e e oo oo oo e oo oo oottt bttt ettt e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e nban b et be et e e e e e aaaaaaaaaas 17
5.2.5  KEY VIBWS 7 ANA 8. oottt ettt ettt e e e e e e e e e e e e et be e e e e e e et e eaaaaaaaaeaaaaanas 17
B.2.8 K BY VW O i ettt oo e oottt ettt et e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e nnhaa bbb be et et aeaaaaaaaaaaas 18
5.2.7 Key View 10 18
5.2.8 Fire Station Location 18
5.3 ASSESSMENT ON/ISUAL CHARACTER AND VISUAL QUALITY ..ciiiiiiiiiieiiiiiiiieieieeeeeeeeeeeeesvsvannannn s e e eeeeeeeas 19
5.3.1  AsSesSSMENt Of VIiSUAI CRATACLEN ........ciiiieeeceee e e e e e e e s et e e s e e eeeens 19
5.3.2  Assessment Of Visual QUAIILY .......ceeviiiiiiiiieiiiie e e e e 19
5.4 ASSESSMENT OB/ IEWER RESPONSE .. .uuiiiittiiiiiettiieeteetiieeseetan s eeseesssssssssssstsssesestasesssstanseesesrsnsesreens 19
5.5 DETERMINATION OF SIGNIFICANCE ... ctuuittittittitttiettettt et eetaetsaeesatastsssesstetaessttssttesntssttesnessnsssessnsersnns 19
5.6 CUMULATIVE IMPACT ANALY SIS 11uituiittiitiiteitietieetetteetsttstasssssan et ssatesa ettt sans ettt et stsasneastesnns 20
5.7 SUMMARY OF PROJECT ANDSIGNIFICANCE AND CONCLUSIONS. .. .cuuittiitiiitiiitierneitiiesneetessnsesnsssnesnssnns 20
CHAPTER 6.0 VISUAL MITIGATION AND DESIGN CONSIDERATIONS .....cuiiieieeeieeeeeeeeee e 21



TRS CONSULTANTS

CHAPTER 7.0
CHAPTER 8.0

REFERENCES

REPORT PREPARERS ...ttt e e 25

HOSKINGS RANCH — VISUAL RESOURCES STUDY




TRS CONSULTANTS

Figure No.

Figure 1
Figure 2
Figure 3.
Figure 4
Figure 5
Figure 6
Figure 7
Figure 8
Figure 9
Figure 10
Figure 11
Figure 12
Figure 13
Figure 14
Figure 15
Figure 16
Figure 17
Figure 18
Figure 19

FIGURES
Title Page No.

VICINIEY MAP ..., oo ieeeeeiiiie e e e e e e e e F-1
TeNtAtiVe MaAP ....coeeeeeieiieiieee e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e F2

(@ U= To I 1Y/ = T o F PP PP F-3
TopographiC VIEWSNEA coae...ccoeeeeeeeee e F-4
LandSCaPe UNILS.... oot eeeee e e F-5
KEY VIEW INUEX ..vvviiiiiei i e ettt e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e eeeesseennneeeeees F-6
Key Views 1 and 2, SR 78/79, Plan andilRrdfooking East.................. F-7
Key Views 1 and 2, Photosimulation, SRF98Looking West................ F-8
Key View 3, SR 78/79 LOOKING WESL ....ccceiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieie e F-9
Key View 4, Looking North from Pine HilResidential Area.................. F-10
Key View 4, PhotoSimulation ... F-11
Key View 5, From Southeast Corner of &Dj............cccoovvvvvviviiiiinnnnn. F-12
Key View 6, Looking Northwest from PindlglRoad.................ccccceenn.. F-13
Key View 7 and Key View 8, from Pine HiRoad ...................cceeeeennnnn. F-14
Key View 9, Looking West from Van Duestoad................ccceevvvvvrnnnnee F-15
Key View 10, Looking West from Pine HiR®ad ...........cccceeevveeeeennnnnnne. F-16
Fire Station Location, Looking WesSt............oooviiiiiiiiiiiiiiineeeeeeee E-17
Fire Station Location, Plan VIEW .............iiiee F-18
CUMUIALIVE PrOJECES ...evvviiiiiiimmmmmme et e F-19

TRS CONSULTANTS iii







TRS CONSULTANTS

ABBREVIATIONS

CEQA - California Environmental Quality Act
LU — Landscape Unit

RPO — Resource Protection Ordinance

SR - State Route

TM — Tentative Map

TRS CONSULTANTS







TRS CONSULTANTS

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

A visual analysis was conducted on the proposefg@rdM 5212 Rpf known as Hoskings
Ranch, a consolidated subdivision of approximaiei 6.5 acres designated (19) Intensive
Agriculture on the Historic General Plan, for whitte project is grandfathered. The majority of
the property is currently under the Williamson Aghich will be not be renewed per the filing

of a Notice of Non-Renewal over the contract afeapproximately 583 acres. The proposed
project will subdivide the property into 34 resitiahlots consolidated into the eastern and
north-central part of the site. The southwesteea arf the site will be dedicated open space and
limited grazing. Uses in the area are primarilyatum nature: agriculture, undeveloped land and
scattered residential.

The property is approximately one mile southwesiwian and scattered rural residences are
located to the east and south of the proposedgtrdies bordered on the north by Julian Road
also known as State Route 78/79. The Scenic Higlslayent of the San Diego County
General Plan designates State Route 78 as a tinitypand State Route 79 as a second
priority. The two highways merge in this area amel toadway was treated as a second priority
scenic highway for the purposes of the analysis.

It was concluded after field visits and photogramtudies that as a result of design measures,
the proposed project will have no significant adeeeffects to visual resources of the area,
including the scenic highway. Design measures delarge lots along SR 78/79, with pads that
are set back from the roadway. The design usesahatypography, and existing vegetation for
screening. No mitigation is required. The propgsegject does not add to any cumulative
impacts to visual resources because the projeesgd effectively screens uses and separation
from other projects is great enough so as not tidreptive to the existing visual character.
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CHAPTER 1.0 INTRODUCTION

1.1 Purpose of the Visual Resour ces Report

The purpose of this study is to assess the visyadcts of the proposed project, determine
the significance of the impacts under CEQA, angrapose measures that will avoid,
minimize or mitigate adverse visual impacts assediavith the development of Hoskings
Ranch on the surrounding visual environment.

1.2 Key Issues

The key issues this study will examine are the maikeffects to visual resources of a rural
oriented development on the surrounding areas@ddtermine if there are any significant
effects to the visual resources of the scenic HaghWs/79 on the north.

1.3 Principal Viewpointsto be covered

Ten key views were selected to analyze potentiphitts to visual resources. Key views 1
and 2 are taken along SR 78/79, looking southessthe site. Key view 3 is taken from SR
78/79 approaching the site from the east. Key vawtaken from the Pine Hills area to the
southwest of the site and looks northerly intopghsposed project. Key views 5 through 8
and 10 are taken heading south to north alongIRillleRoad, looking west into the
proposed project. Key view 9 is the perspectivenfidan Duesen Road and looks west into
the site. Figure 6, “Key View Index,” page F-6 slsotlve perspective and locations of the
views.

TRS CONSULTANTS 1
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CHAPTER 2.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposed project is approximately 1416.5 doested one mile west of the historic town of
Julian. The proposed development of Hoskings Ranlitizonsist of 34 consolidated residential
lots. State Routes (SR) 78/79 form the northermdaty of the site. SR 78 and 79 are
designated scenic highways by the Scenic HighwaynEht of the San Diego County General
Plan. SR79 is listed as second priority and SRs&third priority route. The combined stretch
of highway adjoining the property will be treatexlaasecond priority scenic highway.

The area is primarily rural in character, with sead large lots to the east and west. Pine Hills i
a dense rural residential development to the s&@plen land, agriculture and scattered
residential uses are the main features of landegamorth. The southwest portion of the property
is within the Cleveland National Forest, which exte beyond the site to the south and west.
Figure 1, “Vicinity Map,” page F-1 shows the loaatiof the site relative to the surrounding
areas and features. Figure 2, “Tentative Map,” gag@e shows the proposed project.

2.1 Land Use Designations and Zoning

The area is in an Agricultural Preserve and undafillamson Act Contract, which sets the
minimum lot size at 40 acres and reserves the piypfr agricultural uses. The Contract
limits future residential development as “inciddhtesses. The project is being considered
under the previous General Plan because it waslifttiered under provisions adopted by
the Board of Supervisors. The site is subject @EEA Environmentally Constrained Area
Regional Category of the General Plan due to thiew@tural preserve and sensitive
resources found on site. The subject propertysgydated (19) Intensive Agriculture, which
is intended to promote a variety of agriculturadsighcluding minor commercial, industrial
and public facility appropriate to agricultural ogton or supportive of the agricultural
population.

2.2 Requlatory Framewor k

After review of these regulatory documents, it baen determined that the project is in
conformance with the relevant documents.

The proposed project is subject to the followingulatory documents for an evaluation of
potential impacts to visual resources:

San Diego County General Plan — Scenic Highway Efgm
Scenic Highway Program
San Diego County Zoning Ordinance — S — Scenic Regulation

San Diego County Zoning Ordinance — Design Revieea/Regulations — D Designator

TRS CONSULTANTS 3
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2.3 Design Policies and Guidelines

The project is in conformance with the relevantigiepolicies and guidelines.
Local design policies covering the proposed prdpeste been reviewed. These are:

2.3.1 Julian Community Plan
GENERAL GOAL

Encourage a continuing rural atmosphere by planfing balanced ecological
community and a healthy environment for all forniéife. Project: Lots are a minimum

of 1.1 acres, with larger lots located in the sce&airridor of SR 78/79 ranging in size
from 21.8 to 38.0 acres. Topographic variation exidting vegetation on the site remains
largely undisturbed. Visual effects are minimizerbtigh use of large lot designs,
topography, and vegetation.

POLICIES AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Promote maintenance and preservation of foreseabaEncourage vegetation
management and planting of young trees. Regulaésigw shall attempt to protect
forested areas during project review. Project: dtdimg areas within the Cleveland
National Forest are largely preserved in open spatetal of 1,116.9 acres of the site
are protected in open space.

Grading should be designed to protect the nataredin and minimize visual impacts.
Project: Grading will follow existing traveled wagsd topography to the greatest extent
possible. Most grading is obscured by variation®pography and limited slope height
in the east. Higher slope grading occurs in theevagart of the site that is not visible
from a public viewing place.

Discourage noise, lighting, and signs that defirach and are not consistent with the
historic and rural atmosphere. The regulatory peahall consider these potential
impacts during project review. Project: No projigiting or signage is proposed. Large
lot design will minimize noise impacts to adjackris on- and off-site.

Discourage off-premise advertising and signs tle#tiadt from and are not consistent
with the historic and rural atmosphere. Aesthetipacts shall be reviewed during the
regulatory process. Project: No project signageaposed.

CIRCULATION

POLICIES AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Design roads to follow natural contours, avoid gradtern streets, minimize cuts and fills
and the disturbance of natural rock-outcroppingsteges wherever possible. Project:
Roads will follow existing contours where possiatel will utilize existing traveled

ways, where feasible.

HOSKINGS RANCH — VISUAL RESOURCES STUDY
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OPEN SPACE
GOAL

Encourage the preservation and careful managenmepeo space. Project: A block of
open space consisting of 1,116.9 acres will begptett and managed, preserving visual
resources throughout the site.

SCENIC HIGHWAYS
GOAL

Recognition that the major roads and highways pi@views of scenic vistas throughout
the plan area. Project: The project was evalufateinpacts to scenic vistas, as
discussed below.

POLICIES AND RECOMMENDATIONS

1. Scenic highways should be implemented for thesgsreaaown on the accompanying
map. [sic] Project: SR 78/79 in the vicinity of theject is a scenic highway and it was
evaluated for visual impacts, as discussed below.

Buildings and structures shall be so designed acatéd on the site as to create a
harmonious relationship with surrounding developthasd the natural environment.
Project: Project structures will be sited so thasting topography and vegetation can
provide screening. As a result, only small areaangfstructure will be visible from
public viewing areas or the scenic highway.

Buildings, structures, and plant materials shalkktestructed, installed, or planted so as
not to unnecessarily obstruct scenic views viditien the area; Project: The large lot
design allows buildings and associated landscapilidpe set back from the roads where
they will not obstruct scenic views.

Potentially unsightly features shall be locateésdo be inconspicuous from streets,
highways, public walkways, and surrounding projesitor effectively screened from
view by planting and/or fences, walls, or gradiRgpject: Large lots allow flexibility in
the use of natural topography and vegetation teescstructures. Lots along the scenic
highway are a minimum of 21.8 acres.

Insofar as feasible, natural topography, vegetaiwhscenic features of the site shall be
retained and incorporated into the proposed dewedmp; ; Project: Large scale alteration
of the terrain is not proposed. Slopes are limiteldeight, most of which are under 15
feet. The larger manufactured slopes are locatatyedn isolated section of roadway in
the western part of the site.
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Any grading or earth moving operation in connectoth the proposed development
shall be planned and executed so as to blend gtexisting terrain both on and
adjacent to the site, and vegetative cover shgrbeided to hide scars on the land
resulting from such operations. Project: Gradintj feilow natural terrain to the greatest
extent possible. Pads will use flat areas of ttee siinimizing the need for alterations
and avoiding steep slopes.

2.3.2 Design Guidelinesfor the Julian Historical District
The proposed project is not located within theatullistorical District.

2.3.3 Resource Protection Ordinance

The RPO protects environmentally sensitive langsslopes and sensitive prehistoric
and historic resources, and floodplains. The RHAIS @& a resource protection study to
ensure these resources have not been impactegrdjeet meets the requirements of the
RPO because it avoids steep slopes and avoide todkimum extent feasible natural
habitats. Both natural habitat and cultural resesi@re protected in open space..
Floodplains are avoided. An RPO wetland delineatvas used to ensure that impacts to
wetlands are minimized.

2.3.4 Board of Supervisors Policy 1-78

The purpose of Board of Supervisors Policy I-78p&nown as the Hillside

Development Policy, is to minimize disturbance afumal terrain and provide for

creative design for Hillside Developments. The ecbjs not a hillside development.
While there are steep slopes on the site, the g@drajmided these slopes in favor of the
flatter areas of the site. In those instances whgmoposed pad is near a steep slope, the
pads are on the flattest part of the land andsaiated from public view. Guidelines set
forth in the policy have been followed. For exampleysiographic features are reserved,
open space is preserved, and watercourses areya@s€he project does not conflict
with this policy.

HOSKINGS RANCH — VISUAL RESOURCES STUDY
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CHAPTER 3.0 VISUAL ENVIRONMENT OF THE PROJECT

3.1 Project Setting

The general visual environment of Hoskings Ranablisg terrain vegetated with native
habitat. The proposed site consists of approximdt&16.5 acres in the Community Plan
Area of Julian, located one mile southwest of thlead town Center. The property is
bounded on the north by SR 78/79. This sectionPoi78 is designated a second priority
scenic highway and SR 78 is designated a thirdipriscenic highway in the scenic
highway element of the San Diego County General.Plae Cleveland National Forest lies
to the southwest and a portion of the southwestesasf the project site. The general
location is shown on Figure 1, “Vicinity Map,” pagel and the relation of the project to
Julian and surrounding environs is seen on Figut®Bad Map”, page F-3.

3.2 Project Viewshed

The viewshed of the project represents a viewatsgective from the surrounding area that
includes the landforms as diagrammed in Figurddpobgraphic Viewshed,” page F-4.

3.3 Landscape Units

Landscape units are distinctive areas of the preybach are separated visually from one
another by landform characteristics. On the HoskiRgnch site four landscape units are
identified below and on Figure 5, “Landscape Uhpsge F-5.

Landscape Unit 1

The eastern third of the property bounded by SR¥8h the north and Pine Hills Road on
the east is characterized by gentle grassy slapsaattered groves of trees. There is a
prominent knoll in the north-center of this areedt®d just south of SR 78/79 that dominates
the northeast corner of the property.

Landscape Unit 2

The majority of the site, extending from Orinocoa@an the northeast to the western
boundary, with the exception of the southwest parof the site, is distinguished by
moderate to steep slopes with intermittent plate@le vegetation is primarily chaparral and
small trees.

Landscape Unit 3

The southwest corner of the property is flatter atth a rolling gentle terrain than the area
to the east defined in Landscape Unit 2. Thera@éslong narrow plateau extending
diagonally across the area from the western bdaodére south. A ridge rises in the most
southwesterly corner of the site.

Landscape Unit 4

The Orinoco Creek crosses the site in four locat@iong the southern boundary. Taken
together, they form Landscape Unit 2. They areasttarized by gradually to steeply sloping

TRS CONSULTANTS 7
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terrain on either side of the creek bed, which fardrainage pattern across the southern area
of the property.
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CHAPTER 4.0 EXISTING VISUAL RESOURCES

4.1 Existing Visual Resour ces

The project’s existing visual resources have besrerplly described as landscape units. The
following discussion provides a more detailed asialy

41.1 Visual Character

4111 Landscape Unit1

Elements- The northeast and eastern sections of thergiteekatively flat, compared
to the majority of the area. This unit is dominalbgya moderately-sized knoll located
adjacent to SR 78/79, which forms the northern damn The knoll rises
approximately 165 feet above the surrounding gresyiding form to the unit. Color
and texture are of native grasses and small grgamhscattered shrubs and trees,
resulting in a landscape primarily green with patchf brown. The line is flat and
unbroken beyond the base of the knoll.

Pattern— This unit features the most dominant featurthefortheast portion of the
project site. The existence of the knoll givesdhea diversity in appearance and a
sense of scale; the flatter, grassy areas deBrmiitinuity across the northeast corner
of the proposed project. The scale relative tdtliesite is roughly one-third of the
area, yet it is the primary feature seen from SRY&nd Pine Hills Road.

RPO- The character of slopes in Landscape Unit kiglg, with the exception of
the knoll rising in the middle of the unit, neaethighway. At the southeast corner of
the unit, the slope begins to get steeper asnsitians into Landscape Unit 2.
Proposed pads in Lots 1 through 22 are locateldrilat areas of the Landscape
Unit. Any future grading will be minimal, limitesbtpad areas and will not alter the
topographical configuration.

41.1.2  Landscape Unit 2

Elements- The largest area comprising the middle sectfahesite is characterized
by moderate to steep slopes that drain from sautiotth. The resulting terrain has
ridges and gullies that vary in elevation from 26tfto 60 feet. The form and line of
the unit is irregular. The color and texture araikir to Landscape Unit 1, with the
addition of rock outcroppings, native chaparratj amall scrub oak. The line is
varied and broken by differentials in elevation.

Pattern— This unit is the most dominant in the projedaart covers the majority of
the site from the western boundary, tapering tdltteer area of Landscape Unit 1.
There are three prominent plateaus within the traagive it as sense of diversity in
contrast to the ridge formations. It is uniformscale and continuous through the
center of the proposed project area.

TRS CONSULTANTS 9
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RPO- The character of slopes in Landscape Unit 2adaerate to steep. There are
isolated areas that are between zero and 15 pesioget Proposed pads in Lots 23
through 34 are located in the flatter areas olLtr@dscape Unit. Any future grading
will be minimal, limited to pad areas and will radter the topographical
configuration.

4.1.1.3 Landscape Unit 3

Elements- The area adjacent to the western boundary dfitbes distinguished by
gentle slopes, not as steep as those noted in tapeld)nit 2. However, this area is
steeper than the flat contour patterns of Landsthypil. The terrain slopes westerly
from Landscape Unit 2. A meandering valley travetbe area from west to the
southern boundary and is approximately 280 feeetaw elevation than the hills
which define it. The descent to the lower elevaimnsteep. Moving toward the
southwest, the terrain begins a gentle slope upagath, gaining about 70 feet in
elevation at the most southwest corner. The lammscalor and texture are similar to
the elements found throughout the site, featuringlstrees, chaparral, and some
rock outcroppings. The area features gentle sltpsappear as graceful curves.

Pattern— This area is less dominant than units one and Tiwe diagonal valley gives
the area a diverse composition. The sense of scdkfined by the sloping terrain to
the southwest of the valley; the extended vall@yjoles a sense of continuity to the
southwest section of the property.

RPO- The character of slopes in Landscape Unit aigble, with the flatter area
forming a depression which begins at the propergstern border and extends to
the southeast (Daley Flat). Proposed pads on Lat ®B€ated in the upper eastern
edge of the Unit. No pads are located in the flaha of the Landscape Unit. No
grading is planned for this area and slopes willb®altered.

4114  Landscape Unit4

Elements- There are four areas where the Orinoco Creedsesothe proposed
project, and together they form Landscape Unithk primary element is a
meandering line cutting through the terrain witkegt slopes on either side. The first
creek crossing occurs at the mid-southeastern cofribe site. The second and third
crossings are located in the rectangular middibefsite boundary. The fourth
crossing is through the southernmost extensiohebbundary. The color element
contrasts with the native foliage located on thekisaof the creek. The texture would
appear to be smoother than the native vegetatiomdfon the slopes.

Pattern— The stream areas are the least dominant feadoréeee Hoskings Ranch
site. Their scale is relatively small comparedh® $ize of Landscape Unit 2. The
creek sections are uniform in appearance and \hele are diverse from the
adjoining landscape. They are uniform with respec¢he entire Orinoco Creek.

RPO-Landscape Unit 4 is primarily the streambed oh@o Creek as it passes
through the project site. There are no proposed [mted in this Landscape Unit.

HOSKINGS RANCH — VISUAL RESOURCES STUDY
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No future grading is proposed for the southern afdéhe site, which includes the
location of the creek.

4.1.2 Visual Quality
The visual quality of the site is high and typio&the surrounding area.

4121 Vividness

Each of the landscape components is distinctivis iown setting. They are equally
memorable and taken together form a distinct vipa#tiern of gently rising slopes
from the northwest to steeper elevations in thetson areas. The Orinoco Creek
produces a meandering valley across the site fashte west. The site can be
viewed from different internal vantage points, eaath its unique sense of visual
patterns.

4.1.2.2 | ntactness

The site taken as a whole has a sense of inteagitynatural landscape typical to the
semi-mountainous character of the surrounding drearuggedness over the
majority of the site protects it from encroachireydlopment elements.

4123  Unity

When viewed as a complete landscape, the unitsidedabove take on the
characteristic of unity. The landscape units makmaoth linear transition from one
to the next without abrupt changes to the ovemihiony of the site.

4.2 Viewer Responses

Viewer response is defined by describing the sertgibf the viewer to the visual resources
of the site and the experience of the viewer, idiclg the location and duration of the view.

4.2.1 Viewer Sensitivity

The Julian Community Plan primarily addresses titential viewer sensitivity from the
perspective of visitors to the area, stating thiatlian is a natural destination for
recreational drivers heading into or out of theealesThe transition between two very
different geographic zones — the coastal plainfaathills to the west and the desert to
the east — creates added scenic interest as wstmjEs give way to spectacular vistas.”

The residents of the town of Julian and its immiedénvirons are over a mile distant
from the proposed project. Their potential visuglerience with the area is comparable
to a commuter that travels a given route on a ecuasis. While they are familiar with
the area, local residents have reported they éhpyisual experience of traveling in the
Julian area.

4.2.2 Viewer Groups

One potential viewer group of the proposed pragttavelers along SR 78/79, which
would fall generally into two categories: touripessing through the area on the way to

! Part X Julian Community Plan, San Diego GeneralrPa1990pg. 30
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Julian or the desert beyond, and local resideritss@ who live a short distance from the
proposed site (in Julian or Wynola) may pass bystteeprimarily on business trips. The
more stationary viewer group would be comprisetesidents in the vicinity, in
particular the development of Pine Hills to thetboaf the site. Other stationary viewers
would be found in scattered homesites in the smdig area to the east across Pine
Hills Road. Recreational users of the Clevelanddwal Forest would also be a potential
viewer group. Researchers, historians, naturaistisother special interest groups are
also possible transitory viewers of the area.

4.2.3 Viewer Exposure

Exposure of the viewer to the proposed projecegetident on their relationship to the
site. Stationary viewers living in the surroundargas would have a static view of the
property. The intensity of the view would be depamtcon the distance from the site and
the denseness of the natural vegetation. For &lvelsr, both local and a visitor to the
area, the view would be transitory and change eoitation of the viewer moved
through the viewshed. At times this view may beeklad by vegetation or other
impediments to the line of sight.

Stationary viewers would have the clearest viethefproposed site. In proximity to the
project they are low in number. To the north of $ite, homesites are scattered
throughout the rolling terrain and are themselwasosinded by foliage, both native and
landscaped. There are approximately five to sewends in the approximately 1,300
acres to the north of the. East of Pine Hills Raladke to four homes occupy the frontage
sites along the roadway. Southeast of the siteelrelopment of Pine Hills supports
several homesites, the nearest of which is at gesimile from the southern boundary of
the Hoskings Ranch property. These homes are aidandscaped and the area
between them and the proposed project area featueavy concentration of natural
vegetation that will be retained.

Viewers traveling along the northern boundary dadiby SR 78/79 would be going at or
near the posted speed limit of 55 miles per hohe Aighway comprises about nine-
tenths of mile of the property boundary, and wdwgdraversed in approximately one
minute. The number of viewers from this vantagenpaiould vary according to the
season, with more expected during the high toseasons of the fall and spring.

Recreational viewers in the undeveloped areaseo€Ctbveland National Forest would
have little exposure to the site. They would mi&ly be on foot and unable to see the
proposed project because of the intervening nalamalscape and vegetation. It would be
difficult to predict the number of viewers in tlgsoup; however, the impact to them
would be negligible given the restrictions to thegws of the site.

424 Viewer Awareness

The awareness of potential viewers of the progprédicated on their activity, location
and visual details of the viewpoint. As noted ia thscussion of exposure, the awareness
of a viewer group is also affected by the amourirmoé they are within a line of sight of
the project area.

HOSKINGS RANCH — VISUAL RESOURCES STUDY
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The primary categories of viewer groups are mowang stationary. Within the moving
group, two types of viewers are evaluated: thogediin and around the area and who
are familiar with the communities, and those whetaurists and other visitors to the
vicinity. Stationary viewers are evaluated basedhendistance from the proposed
project, the form of the natural terrain, and soneg properties of the vegetation and
other obstructions.

The northernmost portion of the project boundargdgmcent to SR 78/79, which is
designated as a second priority scenic highwayjstiee link between Julian and points
west. It is a two-lane paved road with a speed lahb5 miles per hour (mph). Users
include light commercial traffic, commuters, resitkeand visitors to the tourist
attractions of the area. The awareness of thegeléra will vary based on the time it
takes to traverse the approximately 4,750 feet fndrith the site is potentially in view.
Commercial and commuter drivers will be less likieybe aware of the surrounding
views as they make regular trips along the highwéwey are also more likely to be
driving at the posted limit, not below it. Visitois the area are more likely to be driving
more slowly, taking in the ambience of the ruraune of the area. They would pay more
attention to the surrounding areas as they drikeuth them.

The awareness of moving viewers is also subjetttedopographic and biological
features of the property adjacent to SR 78/79.dxnent knoll is located near the
roadway in the northeast corner of the propertye idadway elevation is slightly below
the property. The awareness of moving viewers iderate.

Stationary viewers of the proposed site are locaidte east, across Pine Hills Road,
which forms the eastern boundary of the propeny, ta the southeast in the
development of Pine Hills. Few homesites are Iatatgéhese areas and they are well
landscaped. The homes to the southeast in the caitynafl Pine Hills are approximately
one and one-half miles or more from the site. Tlagecthree homes to the east that have
frontage on Pine Hills Road, which is lined witeds and heavy native vegetation. The
awareness of stationary viewers is low to moderate.

Viewers who may potentially view the site from frspective of hiking and camping
activities, which may be recreational or educatipimethe Cleveland National Forest are
lesser in number than those from the highway andjvn the area. The portion of the site
that lies within the Cleveland National Forest dnessupport any sanctioned trails or
camping sites. The areas of the forest where thetbaties may take place are distant
from the site and in rugged terrain. There areinectisight lines into the project site due
to the topography and heavy concentration of natagetation. The awareness of
viewers in this category is extremely low.

TRS CONSULTANTS 13
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CHAPTER 5.0 VISUAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT

5.1 Guidelinesfor Deter mining Significance

1. Would the project have a substantial adverse effect scenic vista?

2. Would the project substantially damage scenic nes®, including but not limited to
trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildingthui a State scenic highway?

3. Would the project substantially degrade the exgstiisual character or quality of the site
and its surroundings?

5.2 Key Views

Ten key views were selected for assessing the Misyact of the proposed project. Figure
6, “Key View Index,” page F-6 identifies the perspee of each view.

521 KeyViews1,2,and 3

Key Views 1 and 2 are taken along SR 78/79 fronpthiat of view of travelers headed
east along the roadway and Key View 3 illustrabeswview as travelers approach the site
headed west. With the exception of orientation,ahalysis of these key views, as seen
by the primary viewer group, are similar. The nerthborder of the site is formed by
approximately one mile of SR 78/79.

5211 KeyViewsland?2

Drivers approaching the site from the west will @awview approaching the
northwest corner of the site as shown in Figur&@y Views 1 and 2, SR 78/79,
Plan View Looking East ,” page F-7. The approximatations of Lots 4, 5 and 6 are
shown in the photo. The building pad of Lot 2 vadé below the line of sight of the
traveler. The location of the building pad for [is screened by a small knoll. The
profile views in Figure 7 demonstrate the topogyaphd sight lines from the
Highway. The views are both taken from pointo Highway 78/79.

The pad for Lot 5 is designed at approximatelyexi below grade and is
approximately 0.3 of a mile from SR 78/79. The lgigerrain, as shown on the
profile line B, to B;, from the roadway gradually slopes upward to awation
approximately 60 feet above the roadway. From ttiezegrade gently levels out to
the pad location at a proposed grade which is aqypiately 30 feet below the sight
line from the roadway. Any future incidental sturet placed on the pad will be 35
feet or less in height. The dashed line at Lot thenprofile view demonstrates the
low profile that is potentially in view of the olsser on SR 78/79. Any future
structure would be in view for approximately 30@®sats at maximum speed and will
be screened by landscaping with natural vegetatib)lrmony with the existing plant
communities. Viewer response will be minimal ansinal impacts will be below a
level of significance.

The pad for Lot 6 is at a proposed elevation 01@.feet and is approximately 30 feet
below the sight line shown along profile linetd B;in the profile view. Any
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incidental structure on the pad will be a maximur3®feet in height, leaving
approximately five to seven feet in potential viefathe highway. The cut and fill
slopes for the pad are located on the east andsigest of the pad and are not in the
line of sight. The fill slope is approximately 1€t at its maximum and the cut slope
is approximately 10 feet. Landscaping with natueajetation that matches existing
plant communities will effectively screen any fudigtructures from view. Viewer
response will be minimal and visual impacts willdeow a level of significance.

The pad for Lot 4s designed at an elevation of 3,970, requiringagmately 20
feet of cut; the profile line of Bo B, shows the pad to be approximately 40 feet
below the sight line as shown on the profile vidvWrigure 7. Viewer response will
be minimal and visual impacts will be below a legkkignificance.

Figure 8, “Key Views 1 and 2, Photosimulation, S87B, Looking East,” page F-8,
shows the approximate locations of Lots 4 and ® ffioposed pad elevations are
slightly below the line of sight from the roadwaiewer response will be minimal
and visual impacts will be below a level of sigcéfnce.

5212 KeyView3

Drivers approaching the site from the east willamter a predominant knoll at the
intersection of Pine Hills Road and SR 78/79, whscthe northeast corner of the
project. Figure 9, “Key View 3, SR 78/79, Lookingedt,” page F-9 illustrates this
perspective. Along this portion of SR 78/79 thedwway is bordered by natural
vegetation that will remain. Any potential develogmhof the site will not be visible
from this vantage point. Viewer response to thewwill be low to moderate. The
existing topography and proposed project desighmitimize visual impact to the
viewer and it will be below a level of significance

52.2 Key View 4

This view is representative of the perspectivenefresidential viewer group to the south
of the project. Figure 10, “Key View 4, Looking Nbrfrom Pine Hills Residence Area,”
page F-10. The view looks northerly into the prbjeam the nearest point of the
residential viewer group in the development of Riilés. Homesites within the area are
scattered and the closest residence is approxiynatel mile from the area of the site
proposed for building pads. The terrain is hilljgming into a depression and rising to the
flatter areas of the project site. The locationtatk 16, and 17 are noted in the
panoramic view from Eagle Peak Road as shown awr&igl, “Key View 4
Photosimulation,” page F-11.

In the foreground of the view photograph in Figlife the top of an existing residence is
barely visible. This homesite is approximately drad-mile from the view. All of the
proposed pad locations are slightly below gradé waspect to the existing topography,
and they range from 0.8 tenths of a mile to jugtr@vmile distant from the nearest point
in Pine Hills as shown on the profile view in FigurO. The profile view demonstrates
that the pad proposed for Lot 17 is well belowlthe of sight. The pad is approximately
thirty feet below the line of sight. At this dista®) combined with the existing native
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vegetation and the pad grading design, the propasedience will be less visible than the
existing residence. Visual response of this viegreup will be minimal and no visual
impacts are anticipated to this viewer group.

52.3 Key View5

Key View 5 is a perspective of Lots 15, and 16 tekem the southeast corner of the
property at the intersection of Pine Hills Roadnhiiteer Lake Park Road. The view is to
the northwest from travelers heading north on Pitls Road as shown in Figure 12,
“Key View 5, From Southwest Corner of Project,” pdér12 The road reaches the top of
a grade near this point and the proposed pad &ddapproximately 0.1 miles from the
roadway. On Lot16, the existing natural terrain wdt be disturbed and any future pad
and buildings will be partially obscured by theurat landscape. Additionally, the area
supports natural vegetation that will screen amgaepad from view. The pad is located
approximately on3-quarter of a mile from the roagwa

The visual impact of Lot 16 to viewers from thelhigy will be mitigated by existing
vegetation. The pad is approximately 0.2 of a rinden the roadway Visual response of
viewer groups will be minimal and no visual impaate anticipated.

The aerial schematic inset in Figure 12 demongtitie distance of the residence from
existing residences to the east. The presencesifrexvegetation and landscaping
around the established homes screens their vighedbcation.

524 KeyView 6

Key View 6, as shown on Figure 13, “Key View 6, katg Northwest from Pine Hills
Road,” page F-13, is taken from Pine Hills Roaghragimately 600 feet north of the
southeast corner of the property. A proposed padodid7 is approximately 0.25 miles
from this viewpoint. Terrain and vegetation wilkeen the view of travelers.
Additionally, any improvements to the lot will bereened by natural vegetation. As the
traveler moves north, trees and other vegetatioddsmg the roadway become denser.
Visual response of viewer groups will be minimatlaro visual impacts are anticipated.

525 KeyViews7and 8

Key Views 7 and 8 are shown on Figure 14, “Key \4efvand 8, From Pine Hills Road,”
page F-14. They represent potential views of L@tardd 14 from Pine Hills Road for
travelers headed north (see Key View 7) or sowh ey View 8) along the western
boundary of the property. As noted in other vieths, vegetation bordering Pine Hills
Road is very dense and will effectively screenvieev of any structures on Lots 12 and
14 from drivers going north. Key View 8 indicatebraak in the natural vegetation along
Pine Hills Road. All cut and fill slopes will bewegetated to blend with the natural
terrain.

The “Detail of Key Locations,” shown on Figure 1rbypides an aerial view of the pad

locations relative to Pine Hills Road. The padlfot 12 is located approximately 600
feet from Pine Hills Road. The pad on Lot 14 israppnately 750 feet from the roadway
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and is effectively screened by existing vegetasilmmg Pine Hills Road. Visual response
of viewer groups will be minimal and no visual ingggare anticipated.

52.6 KeyView9

Key View 9, as shown on Figure 15, “Key View 9, katg West from Van Duesen
Road,” page F-15, is illustrative of the view o$idents to the east of the proposed
project. Heavy existing vegetation on both sideRiak Hills Road form a visual barrier,
additionally, the existing homesites to the eaghefproposed project have mature
landscaping that visually screens their views efritmdway.

The aerial view of the site shown in the inset, destrates the distance of Lots 14 and 15
from the point of view of residents to the eashgl¥an Duesen Road. Dense vegetation
effectively screens the proposed pads from thisgestive. Visual response of viewer
groups will be minimal and no visual impacts aracipated.

5.2.7 KeyView 10

Key View 10, as shown on Figure 16, “Key View 1@oking North on Pine Hills

Road,” page F-16 is taken from Pine Hills Road gamith of the intersection with Van
Duesen Road. The proposed locations of Lots 141&rate noted to the northeast. From
this vantage point and as the viewer approaches fine south, there is a break in the
heavy concentration of vegetation along Pine HRit&d. However, the proposed location
of the proposed pad on Lot 15 is approximately @& from the roadway and is

partially screened by vegetation that follows tha&mhge channel. Any development on
the lot will be screened by intervening topographyg natural vegetation, and typical
landscaping that blends with the native vegetatndhe area.

This point of view also shows the proposed intdrse®f re-aligned Tenya Road with
Pine Hills Road. Lot 14 is located just northwelsthe intersection is well screened by
existing vegetation that will remain. Visual resperof viewer groups will be minimal
and no visual impacts are anticipated.

5.2.8 Fire Station Location

Figure 17, “Fire Station Location, Looking WestroSR 78/79,” page F-17 provides a
photosimulation of a fire station building that tsbe constructed on the site. The view
illustrates the perspective of motorists headingtwa SR 78/79. The view of the fire
station will be minimal due to landscaping in canfance with the County Landscape
Ordinance requiring 100 percent screening withia years. At maturity the trees will
effectively screen the driveway and the buildingdaionally, the building will be
painted in earth tones, blending with the surrongderrain. The view of motorists
heading east on SR 78/79 will be screened by tb# &aen behind the fire station
building in Figure 17. Overall, the appearance balsimilar to existing low density of
buildings located along the stretch of SR 78/7@nfi¥ynola to Julian. Visual response
of viewer groups will be minimal and no visual ingggare anticipated.
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Figure 18, “Fire Station Location, Plan View,” page8 demonstrates the location of the
building in relationship to the surrounding lots.

Assessment of Visual Character and Visual Quality
The change in visual character and visual qualitybg& minimal and no significant
impacts to the visual resource will affect the iifesd viewer groups.

5.2.9 Assessment of Visual Character

The visual character of the proposed project vatl significantly alter the existing view
as experienced by the identified viewer groupsdé&monstrate by Figures 7 through 16
of the Key Views, the four elements of visual clesea dominance, scale, diversity and
continuity are not significantly impacted by th@posed project. The grading of pads
will be minimal and at or close to grade. No staues that will be out of scale or
dominant to the view are anticipated in the finegign. Continuity of the topography and
community character of the surrounding area wilhi@ntained. Where noted, lots that
may potentially be seen from the roadway will bediscaped in keeping with the natural
vegetation found in the area.

5.2.10 Assessment of Visual Quality

Visual quality is defined by the changes in vivida@nd/or intactness or unity. The
proposed project will not substantially changel#m@form of the site. The grading is
minimal and buildings are not planned in the pregodevelopment. Pads are provided
for the use of structures incidental to agricultuse as provided in the Williamson Act.
From each of the key views examined, the changjest@isual landscape does not exceed
the level of significance. The indentified vieweogps will be minimally affected by the
development. The visual quality of the area issutistantially impacted by the proposed
project.

5.3 Assessment of Viewer Response

Viewer response to the project is low to moderat @es not rise to a level of significance.
There is little change to the quality or charactethe visual resource from the view points
examined. The stages of development progressing ésasting conditions to construction to
maturity produce little change to the existing lscape. The topography is considered in the
grading design and no existing vegetation, withekeeption of the pad areas, will be altered.
All screening native vegetative resources will remBuildings will in scale with the
community character of the area. Viewer responsdl adentified viewer groups will be
minimal and no adverse impacts will be creatednieyproposed project.

5.4 Determination of Significance
The guidelines for determination of significance aot exceeded by the proposed project.

Guideline 1: There is no substantial adverse effac scenic vista because views are brief,
pads are located away from the roadway and potdmtilaings will be screened by
topography and existing vegetation.

Guideline 2: No scenic resources within a Stataeisdaghway will be substantially
damaged because no physical changes to the seghvedy are proposed. Guideline 3: The
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project does not substantially degrade the existisigal character or quality of the site and
its surrounding area lots are large, pads areaszt foom the roadway, and topography,
vegetation and landscaping will screen views afcitires. Density is low and in keeping
with existing uses in the area.

In conclusion, the proposed project does not habstantial adverse effect to visual
resources. No mitigation will be required.

5.5 Cumulative Impact Analysis

The cumulative boundaries selected for HoskingscRane the limits of the viewshed.

Figure 19, “Cumulative Projects Map,” page F-19vghthe location of past, present and
reasonably anticipated projects in the area that baen determined to have a visual impact.
The listed projects are: MUP 06-016 — cell towetJ®92-005 — cell tower; MUP 00-044 —
cell tower; and TM 4489 — 41 lot subdivision. O¢ tprojects listed, only MUP 06-016 is
within the cumulative boundary of the proposed @ctj

The visual impacts of the proposed project aretlems significant and do not add to the
cumulative effect of MUP 06-016, which have beetigated by design. The effects of a
large lot agricultural project are not cumulativeharespect to that of a cell tower. In any
case, the proposed project does not create anysadefects to the visual resources.
Therefore, the proposed project does not haverdgfisignt cumulative impact to visual
resources on the surrounding area.

5.6 Summary of Project and Significance and Conclusions

The proposed project will not significantly alteetnatural topography. The majority of the
natural habitat will remain. Changes include mirigrading and the location of pads on lots
ranging in size from 12.31 to 709 acres. . Viewgregiences will not be disrupted because
views will be limited to brief glimpses of isolat@ortions of structures, which will largely

be screened from view. . In conclusion, the proggseject does not have any significant
adverse effects on the visual resources of the Bi@anitigation is required.
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CHAPTER 6.0 VISUAL MITIGATION AND DESIGN CONSIDERATIONS

The proposed project does not have a negative ingpethe visual resources of the area and no
mitigation is required. Design considerations inewsiting of pads away from scenic resources
and roadways, minimal grading of pads for poteritiidre structures, and retention of existing
topography to naturally screen structures. Theeptty low density also disperses visual effects
of new structures.. The road design follows exgstimad patterns and topography. Open space is
provided in all lots and designated opens spacgepration is maintained. All drainage systems
follow existing natural contours and are minimal.
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EXISTING EASEMENT LEGEND

(1) RIGHTS OF THE PUBLIC IN AND TO THAT PORTION OF
THE LAND LYING WTHIN SAN DIEGO COUNTY HIGHWAY
COMMMISSION JULIAN ROAD NO. 3-8 AS DISCLOSED
BY MAP ON FILE IN THE OFFICE OF THE COUNTY
ASSESSOR OF SAN DIEGO COUNTY. PER FIRST
AMERICAN TITLE ORDER NUMBER DIv-813663 DATED
FEGRUARY 25, 2003

{2} SAN DIEGO GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY EASEMENT
FOR PUBLIC UTLITES AND INCGIDENTAL PURPOSES,
RECORDED OCTOBER 18, 1949 N BOOK 3354, PAGE
421 OF OFFICIAL RECORDS.

AN _EASEMENT GRANTED TO SAN DIEGO GAS AND
ELECTRIC COMPANY FOR PUBLIC UTILITIES AND
INCIDENTAL PURPOSES, RECORDED OCTOBER 18, 1943
IN BOOK 3354, PAGE 423 OF OFFICIAL RECORDS.

AN EASEMENT GRANTED TO GEORGE H. SMITH AND
JANET H. SMITH, HUSBAND AND WIFE FOR ROAD AND
UTILITY AND INCIDENTAL PURPOSES, RECORDED
JANUARY 12, AS INSTRUMENT NO. 79-019729 OF
OFFICIAL RECORDS.

{5 AN EASEMENT GRANTED TO THE COUNTY OF SAN
DIEGO FOR RIDING AND HIKING TRAIL AND INCIDENTAL
PURFUSES, RECORDED FEBRUARY 10, 1983 AS
INSTRUMENT NO. 83-044220 OF OFFICIAL RECORDS.

(B AN EASEMENT GRANTED TO THE COUNTY OF SAN

DIEGO FOR COUNTY HIGHWA Y TOGETHER WITH GRANT
OF THE PRIVILEGE AND RIGHT TO EXTEND DRAINAGE
STRUCTURES, EXCAVATION AND EMBANKMENT SLOPES
BEYOND THE LIMITS OF HIGHWAY 78 WHERE REQUIRED
FOR THE CONSTRUCTION AND MAINTENANCE OF SAID
HIGHWAY AND INCIDENTAL PURPOSES, RECORDED
FEBRUARY 10, 1983 AS INSTRUMENT NO. 83044221
OF OFFICIAL RECORDS.

@ AN EASEMENT GRANTED TO THE COUNTY OF SAN

DIEGO FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT ZONE 2 FOR FLOWAGE
OF WATERS AND INCIDENTAL PURPOSES, RECORDED
FEBRUARY 10, 1983 AS INSTRUMENT NO. 83-044222
OF OFFICIAL RECORDS.

AN EASEMENT GRANTED TO SAN DIEGO GAS AND

ELECTRIC COMPANY FOR PUBLIC UTILITIES AND
INCIDENTAL PURPOSES, RECORDED FEBRUARY 16, 1983
AS INSTRUMENT NO. 83-050386 OF OFFICIAL RECORDS.

(G) ABUTTER'S RIGHTS GF INGRESS AND EGRESS 10 OR

FROM PARCELS F, G, | AND J IN AND TO STATE
HIGHWAY 78 AND PINE HILLS ROAD, EXCEPT ACCESS
OPENINGS, ADJACENT THERETO HAVE BEEN RELINQUISHED
IN THE DOCUMENT RECORDED MARCH 8, 1983 AS
INSTRUMENT NO. 83-073449 OF OFFICIAL RECORDS.

70y ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCE OVERLAY AREA PER FM 12615,

(T1) AN EASEMENT SHOWN OR DEDICATED ON PARCEL MAP

NO. 12619 AS REFERRED T0 IN THE LEGAL DESCRIPTION
FOR PROPOSED 60 FOOT PRIVATE ROAD AND PUBLIC
UTILITY EASEMENT AND INCIDENTAL PURPOSES.

ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCE OVERLAY AREA PER PM 12615,

THE TERMS AND PROVISIONS CONTAINED iN THE DOC-
UMENT ENTITLED "EASEMENT AGREEMENT FOR ROAD
ACCESS" RECORDED JUNE 29, 1954 AS INSTRUMENT
NO. 84-247179 OF OFFICIAL RECORDS, EXECUTED BY
AND BETWEEN CALIFORMIA FIRST BANK, A STATE
BANKING CORPORATION, AS TRUSTEE UNDER TRUST
AGREEMENT NOS. 1508 AND 6499 AND GORDON PETTIT
AND ELSA MARSTON PETTIT, HUSBAND AND WIFE AS
JOINT TENANTS.

®

®
®

AN EASEMENT FOR RIGHT OF WAY FOR INGRESS AND
EGRESS AS RESERVED IN SAID DOCUMENT AND INCIDENTAL
PURPOSES IN THE DOCUMENT RECORDED JUNE 29, 1984
AS INSTRUMENT NO. 84-247180 OF OFFICIAL RECORDS.
AN EASEMENT FOR OPEN SPACE AND INCIDENTAL
PURPOSES, RECORDED MARCH 27, 1986 AS INSTRUMENT
NO. 86-118541 OF OFFICIAL RECORDS.

AN EASEMENT FOR OPEN SPACE AND INCIDENTAL

PURPOSES, RECORDED MARCH 27, 1986 AS INSTRUMENT
NO. 86118542 OF OFFICIAL RECORDS,

@ AN EASEMENT FOR ROAD AS RESERVED IN SAID DOC-

@

UMENT AND INCIDENTAL PURPOSES IN THE DOCUMENT
RECORDED FEBRUARY 26, 1988 AS INSTRUMENT NO.
B86-087213 OF OFFICIAL RECORDS.

AN EASEMENT GRANTED TO JOHN TELLAM, A SINGLE
MAN, FOR INGRESS AND EGRESS OVER AN EXISTING
DIRT ROAD AS IT EXISTED SEPTEMBER 1, 1998 AND
INCIDENTAL PURPOSES, RECORDED OCTOBER 8, 1998
AS INSTRUMENT NO. 98-0649738 OF OFFICIAL RECORDS.

NOTE: EXISTING EASEMENT INFORMATION TAKEN FROM
PRELIMINARY TITLE REPORT ORDER NUMBER D/V-813663-22
DONE BY FIRST AMERICAN TITLE DATED MARCH 14, 2003.
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KEY VIEWS 1 and 2
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Project Site

Pine Hills Road

KEY VIEW 3
SR 78/79 Looking West

Upper View
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Lower View
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An enlarged view of the northeast corner of —

the project site: Pine Hills Road at SR 78/79. .
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Aerial Schematic of the relationship
of the pads on Lots 15 and 16
to the view from Pine Hills Road
and from existing residences to the east

e

KEY VIEW 5
From Southeast Corner of Project

Deer Lake Park Rd. at Pine Hills Rd.

Figure
12

F-12




Approximate Location
Lot 17 Pad

Pad is approximately

0:25 of a mile distant from the-highway

ROW of Tenya Road
(Realigned)

Schematic Detail
Lot 17
Looking Northwest
from
Pine Hills Road

Key Ui?\%ﬁ

‘X

—

CONSULTANTS

KEY VIEW 6
Looking Northwest from Pine Hills Road

Figure
13

F-13




Tenya Road

- F
L AN

oF g

To Hwy 78/79

northwest

No Scale

Detail of Key View Locations

CONSULTANTS

-.:. -;__;-.. -_

Key View 7 and Key View 8
From Pine Hills Road

Figure
14

F-14




Pad - Lot 14

Approximately 300ft south and 500 ft Wast
of thi intersection with Pine Hills Rd.

P ! i

ROW of Tenya\Road

(Realigned)

h

PROJECT SITE

{Located belind traeline, which = on
the wost slde of Pine Hills Road)

Pine Hills Road \

—\/anibuesaniRidsss

' Kny Uinw g

: Aerial view of lot locations relative to
the view from Van Duesen Road

CONSULTANTS

KEY VIEW 9
Looking West from Van Duesen Road

Figure
15

F-15




Approximate Location Approximate Location =|=§
Pad - Lot17 Pad - Lot 14 §
(Behind Trees) (Behind gr/-r  —
Entrance
Existing ~ :
Dirt Road g
%)
T
Q£
ol
5 c
'S o
> =
q_) -
X 2
. (@)
T c
; 3 X~
. «-g‘i. — e VaniDuesaniRids —
o |
| |
ROW of Tenya\Road .l
(Realigned) '\ @l
o : : o ol
A Lot 15 .
NORTH e ) Figure
No Scale Schematic view of Lots 15 and 18 16
Schematie view of Lots 14 and 15

F-16




SLNVLINSNOD

6/./8/ dS buoje 1sap\ Bujoo]
uoIeos07 uoiels all4

Figure

17

F-17



CONSULTANTS

Proposed Fire Station - 250AE '
Site . e G alifarnia7.9.& PineHills

e ~IL - 1] =

i ‘—““-ﬁ:iﬁ?}-"l.n."ﬁh'};q.—_ By i "y
530 e
g

Conceptual Location
«Fire Station Building
Approx. 20'x40°

Fire Station Location
Plan View

Draft Plan View
Proposed Fire Station Location

U\ - S Geoglegari

5

| | | | ' © 2017 Google

Imagery Date: 8/23/2010° 28 | 1994 3304533794 No11653713:25° Woeley 385361 Eye alt 68731 4




CONSULTANTS

Cumulative Projects Map

Figure
19

F-19




	Figures 1-19.pdf
	837 Fig 1 Vicinity Map
	837 Fig 2 Tentative Map
	837 Fig 3 Quad Map
	837 Fig 4 Viewshed
	837 Fig 5 Landscape Units
	837 Fig 6 rev dup Key View Index
	837 Fig 7 Rev Key View 1 and 2 rev 7-8-13
	837 Fig 8 Key view 2 rev
	837 Fig 9 Key view 3
	837 Fig 10 KEY VIEW 4
	837 Fig 11 rev Key view 4 Photosim
	837 Fig 12 Rev Key view 5
	837 Fig 13 Rev Key view 6
	837 Fig 14 rev Key View 7 and Key View 8
	837 Fig 15 rev Key view 9
	837 Fig 16 rev Key View 10
	837 Fig 17 prop FS photosim
	837 Fig 18 prop FS Plan View
	837 Fig 19 Cumulative Projects


