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CHAPTER 2.0  SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS OF THE PROPOSED

PROJECT
2.1 Biology
Biological surveys of the site were conducted by REC Consultants, Vincent Scheidt, and
others during various periods from May 2002 through e . These surveys are

included in the most recent study, “A Biological Resources Survgy Report for the Hoskings
Ranch Project, TM 5312 RPL3, and Consolidated Project Alternative Log No. 03-10-005
County of San Diego,” revised , attached to this BEIRFEIR as Appendix
A.

2.1.1 Existing Conditions

The topography of the 1,416.5-acre subject property slopes gently to steeply, dropping
off from flatter areas near the north and east portions of the site to the lower elevations
to the west and south. A number of dirt roads cross the property, with access currently
provided from SR 78/79, Daley Flat Road, and Forest Service roads through Daley Flat.
There are no residences on the site and the only structures present are capped wells, four
man-made detention basins, fences, and a cattle loading corral. The lowest portions of
the site have supported occasional agriculture (livestock grazing) in the past. The
habitats onsite consists of chaparrals, scrubs, woodlands, herbaceous uplands,
wetlands, and unvegetated habitats. Elevations onsite range from approximately 3,100
to 4,200 feet MSL. Soil types found onsite consist of sandy loams and alluvial soils.

There are seventeen generally discrete subcategories of plant communities found
onsite. They are as follows: (1) Southern Mixed Chaparral, (2) Chamise Chaparral), (3)
Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub, Inland Form, (4) Flat-top Buckwheat, (5) Coastal Sage —
Chaparral Scrub, (6) Coast Live Oak Woodland, (7) Engelmann Oak Woodland, (8)
Mixed Oak Woodland, (9) Mixed Oak/Coniferous/Bigcone/Coulter, (10) Non-native
Grassland, (11) Montane Meadow, (12) Southern Coast Live Oak Riparian Forest, (13)
Open Water, (14) Coastal and Valley Freshwater Marsh/Emergent Wetland, (15)
Riparian Scrub, (16) Disturbed Wetland, and (17) Urban/Developed Habitat. Habitats
which comprise the general ‘Scrub’ category (including many of the soft-woody species
above) may also qualify as Sensitive Habitat Lands as defined by the RPO. For analysis
purposes, all areas of Scrub onsite are classified as ‘CSS’ pursuant to the County’s
Habitat Loss Permit (HLP) Ordinance.

These biological resource areas are depicted on Figures 2-1-1A, B, and C, “Biological
Resources Map — West,” “Biological Resources Map — Central,” and “Biological
Resources Map — East,” respectively, at the end of this chapter in 11x17 format, and in
larger format in the back pocket of this BEIRFEIR. Existing open space easements have
been mapped to show the biological resources currently under protection, as shown in
Figure 2-1-2, “Existing Open Space Easements and Associated Biology.”

The following subsection provides relevant data for the onsite habitats. Table 3 in the
biological resources report summarizes the data for each of these habitats.
2111 Sensitive Habitats

Sensitive Habitats on the site total approximately 1,416.5 acres and are discussed
below. An additional 0.8 acres of urban/developed land occurs on the site but is not
discussed here because it is not a sensitive habitat.
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Southern Mixed Chaparral (117.5 acres) and Chamise Chaparral (96.9 acres)

Chaparral habitat composition varies greatly depending on factors such as slope and
surface. Chaparral vegetation occurs in patches throughout the Project Site in the
dry upland areas. Southern Mixed Chaparral is found in sheltered locations and on
slope surfaces sustaining moderate amounts of moisture. Chamise Chaparral is
found in areas characterized by small amounts of moisture and nutrient-poor slopes.
Chaparral indicator species include Chamise, Whitebark Ceanothus, Mountain
Mahogany, Mariposa Lily, Chaparral Bird's Beak, and other species. South-facing
slopes support significantly more open chaparral with lower stature shrubs.

Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub, Inland Form (40.6 acres), Flat-top Buckwheat (71.4
acres), and Coastal Sage-Chaparral Scrub (38.3 acres)

Scrub vegetation is found in older disturbed areas that have regrown with various
shrubs and subshrubs, including Flat-top Buckwheat, Slender Sunflower, and other
soft-woody species. Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub is indicated by California
Sagebrush, Flat-top Buckwheat, and other species. The site supports a nearly pure
stand of Flat-top Buckwheat, with few other species in the area. Coastal Sage-
Chaparral Scrub includes Chamise, Flat-top Buckwheat, and other native species.
Most of the scrub habitats are found in areas that were also used by humans,
including prehistoric uses around some of the site’s larger rock outcrops.

Coast Live Oak Woodland (175.8 acres), Engelmann Oak Woodland (246 acres),
Mixed Oak Woodland (115 acres), and Mixed Oak/Coniferous/Bigcone/Coulter (8.7

acres)

Woodlands occupy large areas of the Project Site. Coast Live Oak Woodland is
indicated by mature Coast Live Oak trees over a mixed understory including Ripgut
Brome, Western Goldrod, Squaw Bush, and many others. Engelmann Oak
Woodland is indicated by mature and often large Engelmann Oaks over a similar
understory. Broad savannahs of Engelmann Oak Woodland are found in various
places onsite. Mixed Oak Woodland contains a variety of oaks, including Black Oaks
and other native species. Mixed Oak/Coniferous/Bigcone/Coulter is indicated by
oaks and various conifers, including Incense Cedar and Coulter Pine.

Non-native Grassland (375.8 acres) and Montane Meadow (76.3 acres)

Herbaceous upland vegetation covers most of the flatter areas on the property that
were at one time grazing pastures. Non-native Grassland indicators include Ripgut
Brome, Wild Oat, and Perennial Mustard. Montane Meadow indicators include
Blessed Thistle, Rush, and other native species.

Southern Coast Live Oak Riparian Forest (49.53 acres), Riparian Scrub (3.2 acres),
Open Water (0.07 acres), Coastal and Valley Freshwater Marsh/Emergent Wetland
(0.85 acres), and Disturbed Wetland (0.07 acres)

Southern Coast Live Oak Riparian Forest is indicated by large trees including
California Sycamores, willows, Cost Live Oak, and others along the site’s main
drainages. Riparian Scrub includes scrubby willows, cattails, and Mule Fat, and is
found in openings along several of the site’s drainages. Open Water is characterized
by four agricultural ponds onsite, which were constructed for cattle watering. Only
one or two hold water beyond the rainy season and have become well vegetated
over time. These ponds support Emergent Wetland, Coastal and Valley Freshwater
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Marsh, and Disturbed Wetland. A wetland delineation was done for the Proposed
Project and the results are shown on Figure 2-1-3, “Wetland Delineation.”

21.1.2 Sensitive Plant and Animal Species

The property was surveyed for special status plant species and animals. Special
status plant species and animals are those listed as “rare, endangered, threatened,
of special concern” or “otherwise noteworthy” by the California Department of Fish
and Game, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the National Audubon Society, the
County of San Diego’'s MSCP program, the California Native Plant Society, or other
conservation agencies, organizations, or local botanists or zoologists. Of the 286
species of vascular plans observed, the following six are considered sensitive: San
Diego Milk-vetch, Banner Dudleya, San Diego Gumplant, Cuyamaca Meadowfoam,
Engelmann Oak, and Velvety False Lupine.

One hundred and thirty-one species
of animals were observed, with 27 species considered sensitive. These include:
Grasshopper Sparrow, Golden Eagle, Great Blue Heron, Red-shouldered Hawk,
Swainson’s Hawk, Green Heron, Turkey Vulture, Northern Harrier, White-tailed Kite,

Horned Lark, Blue-gray Gnatcatcher, Western Bluebird, Bewick’'s Wren,
Barn Owl, Mountain Lion, Bobcat, San Diego Desert Woodrat, Mule Deer, Silvery
Legless Lizard, Southwestern Pond Turtle, Orange-throated Whiptail, San Diego
Ringneck Snake, Two-striped Garter Snake, San Diego Horned Lizard, Coronado
Skink, Coastal Western Whiptail, and Monarch butterfly.

21.1.3 Threatened or Endangered Species

California Gnatcatcher

The California Gnatcatcher is a federally-listed “threatened” songbird, and has been
found on habitat superficially similar to that found on the Project Site. The California
Gnatcatcher is a federally-listed “threatened” songbird, and has been found on
habitat superficially similar to that found on the Project Site. However, the scrub
habitat on the Proposed Project site is previously disturbed. Additionally, the
California Gnatcatcher is usually found on sites with elevations below 1,800 feet
MSL, and the Project Site ranges from 3,100 and 4,200 feet MSL. And lastly, there
are no locality records for this species from the vicinity, with the nearest sighting
several miles to the west at lower elevations. For these reasons, the California
Gnatcatcher is not expected to occur on this property.

Laguna Skipper

The Laguna Mountains Skipper is oftentimes found in higher elevation areas of San
Diego County. Since it is a federally-listed “endangered species,” directed surveys
were conducted in 2002 and 2008. The Laguna Skipper larva feeds solely on the
Horkelia clevelandii plant, which makes the presence or absence of this plant the
determining factor for the existence of the Laguna Skipper. The directed surveys of
the site did not find any Horkelia clevelandii; therefore, the Laguna Mountains
Skipper is not expected to occur on the Proposed Project site.
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2114 Regulatory Framework
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)

California Public Resources Code, Section 21000, et seq., constitutes CEQA. This
Act legislates environmental protections, encoding guidelines and definitions that
guide agencies in directing projects to have the least environmental impacts.

California Endangered Species Act (CESA)

California Fish and Game code, Section 2050, et seq., constitutes CESA. This Act
legislates the protection of endangered species, calling for conservation and
mitigation programs, and providing definitions for various terms, including the term
‘endangered’ and/or ‘threatened’, which guide the Act’'s enforcement.

Code of Federal Requlations (CFR)

CFR Section 21, et seq., constitutes the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA), which
provides protections for migratory birds. Specific provisions of the statute include:

“Establishment of a Federal prohibition, unless permitted by regulations, to "pursue,
hunt, take, capture, kill, attempt to take, capture or Kill, possess, offer for sale, sell,
offer to purchase, purchase, deliver for shipment, ship, cause to be shipped, deliver
for transportation, transport, cause to be transported, carry, or cause to be carried by
any means whatever, receive for shipment, transportation or carriage, or export, at
any time, or in any manner, any migratory bird, included in the terms of this
Convention . . . for the protection of migratory birds . . . or any part, nest, or egg of
any such bird." (16 U.S.C. 703)”

Federal Endangered Species Act (FESA)

Title 16 of the United States Code Section 1531, et seq., constitutes the Federal
Endangered Species Act. FESA declares the U.S.’'s concerns about endangered
species, provides definitions for various terms, including the term ‘endangered’
and/or ‘threatened’, and directs the states to protect endangered species through
conservation programs and the like. FESA Section 10(a)(2) provides for a Habitat
Conservation Plan (HCP), which is a mandatory component of an incidental take
permit for a project with no Federal nexus for a listed species, designed to minimize
and mitigate the authorized take of the species. Section 7 of FESA provides for legal
incidental take, or a take which is incidental to the pursuit of an otherwise legal
activity. Section 7 also requires that all federal agencies consult with USFWS to
insure that their actions are not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of Listed
Species or result in destruction or adverse modification of critical habitat.

Natural Community Conservation Plan Act (NCCPA)

California Fish and Game Code Section 2400-2435 constitutes the NCCPA, which
provides the mechanism for permitting the take of wildlife when conditions are met to
the satisfaction of the agencies under an approved plan. The Permit issued in
accordance with the implementing agreement allows the take of identified species,
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including rare species, species listed under CESA as threatened or endangered,
species that are candidates for listing, and unlisted species.

Pre-Approved Mitigation Area (PAMA) are a function of the NCCPA. These are lands
that have been identified through an extensive computer modeling process and
independent scientific review as being of high biological importance. PAMA lands are
“pre-approved” as being suitable for conservation.

Resource Protection Ordinance (RPO)

San Diego County Ordinance No. 9842 constitutes the RPO, which lists provisions
relative to wetlands, prehistoric and historic sites, agricultural operations,
enforcement, and other matters.

2.1.2 Analysis of Project Effects and Determination as to Significance

All plants, animals, and habitats encountered during survey periods were noted in the
field. The limits of each habitat-type were mapped in the field utilizing an aerial
photograph of the property. All plants and animals identified in association with the
property are listed in Tables 8 and 9 of Appendix A. Wildlife observations were made
opportunistically. Binoculars were used to aid in observations and all wildlife species
detected were noted. Several directed field surveys and habitat evaluations were
conducted in conjunction with the biological survey of the property, including an Arroyo
Toad field survey, a Quino Checkerspot Butterfly survey, a wetland survey, habitat
evaluations for various sensitive species known from the vicinity, and a spring rare plant
survey (see Figure 2-1-4, “Rare Plant Survey”). Each survey complied with approved
protocols to maximize detection of the respective biological resources, if present.

All potential Project-related effects were evaluated using the guidelines for significance.
Potential offsite impacts that could arise from sight-distance requirements were
reviewed. It appears that site-distance requirements can be met by trimming existing
trees. This trimming can take place without harming the existing trees, and therefore no
offsite impacts are associated.

The development area of the site, which includes all pads, roads, fire clearing, and other
improvements, totals 206-9201.9 acres, or just under 15 percent of the site. The
remainder of the site (4;209-81,214.8 acres, or just over 85 percent of the site) would be
preserved in dedicated biological open space, a portion of which (approximately 880
acres) would allow grazing. The onsite open space consists entirely of open space;
however all of this open space would be protected under a dedicated Biological Open
Space or Conservation Easement to be managed in perpetuity. Additional protections for
the open space are provided by a Resource Management Plan, provided in the
biological resources report included as Appendix A, and a Conservation Grazing
Management Plan (CGMP).

The open space is provided as mitigation for project impacts, as detailed below.

Certain areas of the site are considered ‘impact-neutral’. These are areas that are
avoided by ordinance, and therefore cannot be used to offset Proposed Project impacts.
These ‘impact neutral’ areas are potentially subject to edge effects, although the low-
density design of the Proposed Project, and the management of the open space through
the CGMP would minimize these effects.

HOSKINGS RANCH - DEIR 2-5




TRS CONSULTANTS

2-6

The Proposed Project also includes an existing 1.6-acre road easement to be realigned
within Lot 10. No action to design or permit any facility or related improvements is being
undertaken as part of the current application, although potential future impacts,
assuming full site development, are evaluated in the biological analysis.

Guidelines for significance were determined using appropriate provisions of the San
Diego County Guidelines for Determining Significance and Report Format: Biological
Resources. In addition, County of San Diego staff provided further consultation in the
formulation of guidelines.

2121

Special Status Species

Guidelines for the Determination of Significance

A significant impact to biological resources would occur if:

1.

10.

The Proposed Project would impact one or more individuals of a species
listed as federally or state endangered or threatened.

The Proposed Project would impact the regional long-term survival of a
County Group A or B plant species, or a County Group | animal species, or a
species listed as a state Species of Special Concern.

The Proposed Project would impact the regional long-term survival of a
County Group C or D plant species or a County Group Il animal species.

The Proposed Project may impact Arroyo Toad aestivation or breeding
habitat.

The Proposed Project would impact Golden Eagle habitat.

The Proposed Project would result in a loss of functional foraging habitat for
raptors.

The Proposed Project would increase noise and/or nighttime lighting to a
level above ambient proven to adversely affect sensitive species.

The Proposed Project would impact the viability of a core wildlife area,
defined as a large block of habitat (typically 500 acres or more not limited to
Project boundaries, though smaller areas with particularly valuable resources
may also be considered a core wildlife area) that supports a viable population
of a sensitive wildlife species or an area that supports multiple wildlife
species.

The Proposed Project would increase human access or predation or
competition from domestic animals, pests or exotic species to levels that
would adversely affect sensitive species.

The Proposed Project would impact nesting success of sensitive animals
through grading, clearing, modification, and/or noise generating activities
such as construction.

Analysis

The Proposed Project would result in direct and indirect impacts to special status
species that are less than significant pursuant to the above significance guidelines.

Guideline 1: The project would impact one or more individuals of a species listed as
federally or state endangered or threatened.
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The Proposed Project would indirectly impact Swainson’s Hawk, a state-listed
Threatened Species, and Cuyamaca Meadowfoam, a state-listed Endangered
Species. Indirect impacts to Swainson’s Hawk would include impacts to foraging
habitat for this species. However, at least 90 percent of this species’ habitat would be
preserved onsite. The entire onsite population of Cuyamaca Meadowfoam would be
protected in open space. However, in the absence of protective measures, the onsite
population of Cuyamaca Meadowfoam could be impacted by edge effects. Guideline
1 is exceeded, impacts are significant. Mitigation is required. (Impact BI-1)

Guideline 2: The project would impact the regional long-term survival of a County
Group A or B plant species, or a County Group | animal species, or a species listed
as a state Species of Special Concern.

The Proposed Project would directly impact San Diego Gumplant, Two-striped
Garter Snake, and Large-blotched Salamander, all of which are County Group A or B
plant species, County Group | animal species, or state Species of Special Concern.
However, these impacts would not affect the long-term regional survival of any of
these species because ample habitat that supports these species is preserved on
site and in the region. At least 85 percent of the Gumplant’'s habitat, 99 percent of the
Garter Snake’s habitat, and at least 85 percent of the Large-blotched Salamander
habitat would be preserved onsite. Section 3.1.B of the biology report provides
additional details.

Although the Proposed Project would indirectly impact Velvety False Lupine, San
Diego Milk-vetch, Grasshopper Sparrow, Golden Eagle, Red-shouldered Hawk,
Turkey Vulture, Northern Harrier, White-tailed Kite, Southwestern Pond Turtle,
Cooper's Hawk, and Sharp-shinned Hawk, all of which are County Group A or B
plant species, County Group | animal species, or state Species of Special Concern,
these impacts are relatively minor in consideration of the amount of habitats
supporting these species that would be preserved. Eighty-five percent and higher of
these supporting habitats would be retained in permanent open space by the
Proposed Project.

These direct and indirect impacts would not affect the regional long-term survival of
any of these species because ample habitat that supports these species is preserved
on site and in the region. Either the entire populations, or a vast majority of those
populations, of the habitats supporting these species would be preserved onsite.
Section 3.1.B of the biology report provides additional details.

Because the Proposed Project would result in direct and indirect impacts, Guideline
2 is exceeded and impacts are significant. Mitigation is required (Impact BI-2).

Guideline 3: The project would impact the regional long-term survival of a County
Group C or D plant species or a County Group Il animal species.

The Proposed Project would directly impact Banner Dudleya, Engelmann Oak, San
Diego Desert Woodrat, Silvery Legless Lizard, Orange-throated Whiptail, San Diego
Ringneck Snake, Coronado Skink, San Diego Horned Lizard, Coastal Western
Whiptail, Coastal Rosy Boa, and Northern Red
Diamond Rattlesnake, all of which are County Group C or D plant species or County
Group Il animal species. However, these impacts would not affect the regional long-
term survival of any of these species because ample habitat that supports these
species is preserved on site and in the region. The analysis determined that 81
percent of the onsite Engelmann Oak population, and 95 percent of the Banner
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Dudleya population would be preserved onsite. For all the remaining species listed,
at least 90 percent of each population and the associated habitats would be
preserved. Section 3.1.C, page 55, of the biology report provides additional details.

The Proposed Project would indirectly impact Great Blue Heron, Green Heron,

Horned Lark, Western Bluebird, Barn Owl, Mountain Lion, Mule Deer, and
Monarch Butterfly, all of which are County Group C or D plant species or County
Group Il animal species. The analysis determined that at least 83 percent of each
population and the associated habitats would be preserved. Section 3.1.C, page 55,
of the biology report provides additional details.

These direct and indirect impacts would not affect the regional long-term survival of
any of these species because ample habitat that supports these species is preserved
on site and in the region. The analysis has determined that the majority of the habitat
supporting each of the listed species would be preserved. Section 3.1.C, page 56, of
the biology report provides additional details.

Because the Proposed Project would result in direct and indirect impacts, Guideline
3 is exceeded and impacts are significant. Mitigation is required (Impact BI-3).

Guideline 4: The project may impact Arroyo Toad aestivation or breeding habitat.

Arroyo Toad aestivation or breeding habitat is not found on this site. Therefore the
guideline does not apply.

Guideline 5: The project would impact Golden Eagle habitat.

The Proposed Project could directly impact Golden Eagle foraging habitat because it
would result in the loss and habitat fragmentation of 206.9201.9 acres of golden
eagle foraging habitat. Golden Eagle nesting habitat is not present onsite.

This wide-ranging species is known to forage onsite and nest in the Cleveland
National Forest.

CEQA requires the assumption that birds could nest in any of the development area,
and therefore all 206.9201.9 acres in the development area are considered potential
avian nesting areas. This includes shrub, tree, and ground nesting species. The
reader is referred to Table 2-1-1, “Biological Impact Table,” for the listing of all habitat
impacts, mitigation ratios required for each habitat, and mitigation acreage provided
in open space protection by the Proposed Project.

Golden Eagle is declining in San Diego County and is highly sensitive to human
activity. On-going management is required to protect foraging activities on an on-
going basis. Guideline 5 is exceeded and impacts are significant. Mitigation is
required. (Impact Bl-4)

Guideline 6: The project would result in a loss of functional foraging habitat for
raptors.

Raptor foraging habitat is generally located in upland grassland areas. The Proposed
Project would result in the loss of up to 206.9201.9 acres of potential foraging habitat
due to direct impacts from development for the site’s resident and potentially-resident
raptor species, including Golden Eagle, Swainson’s Hawk, Red-shouldered Hawk,
and White-tailed Kite.

CEQA requires the assumption that birds could nest in any of the development area,
and therefore all 206.9201.9 acres in the development area are considered potential
avian nesting areas. This includes shrub, tree, and ground nesting species. The
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reader is referred to Table 2-1-1 for the listing of all habitat impacts, mitigation ratios
required for each habitat, and mitigation acreage provided in open space protection
by the Proposed Project.

The loss of 206-9201.9 acres of potential foraging habitat is significant. Guideline 6 is
exceeded and impacts are significant. Mitigation is required (Impact BI-5).

Guideline 7: The project would increase noise and/or nighttime lighting to a level
above ambient proven to adversely affect sensitive species.

The Proposed Project would not increase noise and/or nighttime lighting to a level
that has been proven to adversely affect sensitive species because Project density is
very low (0.02 dwelling units per acre). Minimum lot size is 40 acres, SO noise or
lighting effects would be dispersed. Additionally, the Proposed Project would conform
to the Dark Sky Ordinance. Guideline 7 is not exceeded and impacts are not
significant. No mitigation is required.

Guideline 8: The project would impact the viability of a core wildlife area, defined as
a large block of habitat (typically 500 acres or more not limited to project boundaries,
though smaller areas with particularly valuable resources may also be considered a
core wildlife area) that supports a viable population of a sensitive wildlife species or
an area that supports multiple wildlife species.

The 1,416.8-acre Hoskings Ranch constitutes a core wildlife area according to the
County’s definition due to its size and the number of sensitive wildlife species that
occur onsite. The Project has been designed to avoid impacts to 85 percent of this
core wildlife area by preserving large blocks of generally contiguous habitat that
encompasses many of the most biologically significant areas in 1,209.81,214.8 acres
of managed biological open space easements. County guideline 3.1.A states that
“alteration of any portion of a core habitat could only be considered less than
significant if a biologically-based determination can be made that the project
would not have a substantially adverse effect on the core area and the species it
supports”. Because the project preserves 85 percent of the Hoskings Ranch core
wildlife area, County policy as defined in the Guidelines for Determining Significance
- Biological Resources indicates that impacts are less than significant. Guideline 8 is
not exceeded, impacts are less than significant, and no mitigation is required.

Guideline 9: The project would increase human access or predation or competition
from domestic animals, pests or exotic species to levels that would adversely affect
sensitive species.

The Proposed Project would increase human access or predation or competition
from domestic animals, pests or exotic species to levels that would adversely affect
special status species. Open space is protected with easements, fencing and/or
signage, as needed. Ongoing management is needed, however, to ensure
protections are provided in perpetuity. Guideline 9 is exceeded and impacts are
significant. Mitigation is required. (Impact BI-6)

Guideline 10: The project would impact nesting success of sensitive animals through
future grading, clearing, modification, and/or noise generating activities, such as
construction.

The conversion of 206.2201.9 acres of the site that are currently in a natural, mostly
undisturbed state to a development which includes homes and agriculture would
impact the nesting success of the special status species present on the site.
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The reader is referred to Table 2-1-1 for the listing of all habitat impacts, mitigation
ratios required for each habitat, and mitigation acreage provided in open space
protection by the Proposed Project.

Guideline 10 is exceeded and impacts are significant. Mitigation is required. (Impact

BI-7)

21.2.2 Riparian Habitats (Including State and County Wetlands and
“Waters”) or Sensitive Natural Community

Guidelines for the Determination of Significance

The determination of impact significance is based on the following guidelines:

1. Project-related construction, grading, clearing, or other activities would
temporarily or permanently remove sensitive native or naturalized habitat on
or off the Project Site.

2. Any of the following would occur to or within jurisdictional wetlands and/or
riparian habitats as defined by the State, CRWQCB and CDFW, or the
County of San Diego RPO: removal of vegetation; grading; obstruction or
diversion of water flow; adverse change in velocity, siltation, volume of flow;
obstruction or diversion of water flow; adverse change in velocity, siltation,
volume of flow, or runoff rate; placement of fill; placement of structures;
construction of a road crossing; placement of culverts or other underground
piping; any disturbance of the substratum; and/or any activity that may cause
an adverse change in native species composition, diversity and abundance.

3. The project would draw down the groundwater table to the detriment of
groundwater-dependent habitat, typically a drop of 3 feet or more from
historical low groundwater levels.

4. The project would increase human access or competition from domestic
animals, pest or exotic species to levels proven to adversely affect sensitive
habitats.

5. The project does not include a wetland buffer adequate to protect the
functions and values of existing wetlands.

Analysis

The Proposed Project is projected to cause direct impacts and indirect long-term
impacts to riparian habitats or other sensitive natural communities under the stated
guidelines.

Guideline 1: Project-related construction, grading, clearing, construction or other
activities would temporarily or permanently remove sensitive native or naturalized
habitat on or off the project site.

Project-related future construction, grading, clearing, or other activities would
permanently remove sensitive native or naturalized habitat on the Proposed Project
Site. The Proposed Project preserves large blocks of habitat in order to preserve
wildlife corridors along many of the site’s drainages, and all of the regional wildlife
corridor along Orinoco/Temescal Canyon Creek and the southern portions of the
site. The Proposed Project would not create artificial wildlife corridors that do not
follow natural movement patterns.
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Direct onsite impacts include 12.6 acres of Southern Mixed Chaparral which requires
6.3 acres for mitigation at a ratio of 0.5:1; 0.8 acres of Chamise Chaparral which
requires 0.4 acres for mitigation at a ratio of 0.5:1; 3.8 acres of Diegan Coastal Sage
Scrub, Inland Form which requires 7.6 acres for mitigation at a ratio of 2:1, 12.8
acres of Flat-top Buckwheat which requires 25.6 acres for mitigation at a ratio of 2:1;
4.6 acres of Coast Live Oak Woodland which requires 13.8 acres for mitigation at a
ratio of 3:1; 43.7 acres and 2.2 acres from open space easement vacation of
Engelmann Oak Woodland, which requires 144.3 acres total for mitigation at ratios of
3:1 and 6:1 for the two respective impact types; 15.3 acres of Mixed Oak Woodland
which requires 45.9 acres for mitigation at a ratio of 3:1; 0.8 acre of Mixed
Oak/Coniferous/Bigcone/Coulter which requires 2.4 acres for mitigation at a ratio of
3:1; 101.5 acres from Project development and 1.3 acres from open space easement
vacation of Non-native Grassland which requires a total of 52.1 acres for mitigation
at ratios of 0.5:1 and 1:1 for the two respective impact types; 7.3 acres of Montane
Meadow which requires 21.9 acres for mitigation at a ratio of 3:1; and 0.25 acre of
Riparian Scrub which requires 0.75 acre for mitigation at a ratio of 3:1. All mitigation
is provided onsite within the open space provided, with the exception of the Riparian
Scrub, which may be mitigated either through onsite mitigation as described in
section 2.1.5, or through the purchase of credits at an approved offsite mitigation
bank.

Guideline 1 is exceeded and impacts are significant. Mitigation is required. (Impact
BI-8)

Guideline 2: Any of the following would occur to or within jurisdictional wetlands
and/or riparian habitats as defined by ACOE, CDFG and the County of San Diego:
removal of vegetation; grading; obstruction or diversion of water flow; adverse
change in velocity, siltation, volume of flow; obstruction or diversion of water flow;
adverse change in velocity, siltation, volume of flow, or runoff rate; placement of fill;
placement of structures; construction of a road crossing; placement of culverts or
other underground piping; any disturbance of the substratum; and/or any activity that
may cause an adverse change in native species composition, diversity and
abundance.

Project-related future construction, grading, clearing, or other activities would result
in impacts to jurisdictional wetlands and/or riparian habitats, as defined by
CRWQCB, CDFW, and/or the County of San Diego RPO. This would include the
limited removal of vegetation; grading; obstruction or diversion of water flow;
placement of fill; placement of structures; construction of road crossings; placement
of culverts or other underground piping; disturbance of the substratum; and/or
activities that may cause a measurable, adverse change in native species
composition, diversity, and abundance. Hydrophytic areas of the Non-native
Grassland, Montane Meadow, and Riparian Scrub, would be impacted by the
Proposed Project qualify as jurisdictional wetland and/or riparian habitats. Although
most of the site’s jurisdictional wetlands and riparian habitats would be protected in
biological open space, certain relatively minor impacts to these features, as listed
here, are unavoidable: impacts to a total of 101.5 acres of Non-native Grassland
require 52.1 acres for mitigation at a ratio of 0.5:1 for project impacts, and 1:1 for an
area impacted within an open space easement vacation; impacts to 7.3 acres of
Montane Meadow require 21.9 acres for mitigation at a ratio of 3:1; and impact to
0.25 acres of Riparian Scrub requires 0.75 acre for mitigation at a ratio of 3:1.
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Guideline 2 is exceeded and impacts are significant. Mitigation is required. (Impact
BI-9)

Guideline 3: The project would draw down the groundwater table to the detriment of
groundwater-dependent habitat, typically a drop of 3 feet or more from historical low
groundwater levels.

Groundwater-dependent plant species onsite are limited to large, deep-rooted
California Sycamores, Western Cottonwoods, and possibly very large willows. These
trees in general are considered phreatophytic, having deep-penetrating roots which
can tap into groundwater or just above the groundwater level, but are considered to
be dependent on groundwater levels for long-term survival only under extreme
conditions. The trees onsite are found only in association with drainages. Having a
reliable water source, these onsite trees are therefore considered not likely to use
groundwater except under extreme conditions. The potential phreatophytes are rare
onsite, and most are small and likely not dependent on groundwater. Furthermore,
none of the identified well sites in the site’'s groundwater report are located within
1,000 feet of any potential phreatophytes.

Although it is also found in Southern Coast Live Oak Riparian Forest, Coast Live Oak
is considered an upland species on this site. The remaining wetland habitats onsite
(Riparian Scrub, Open Water, Coastal and Valley Freshwater Marsh/Emergent
Wetland, Disturbed Wetland, and ‘wet’ Montane Meadow) depend on persistent
surface water flows, saturated surface soils, and/or elevated water tables, not
groundwater. The plant species associated with these habitats have relatively
shallow root systems and are not considered phreatophytes.

Being that the onsite habitats are not anticipated to be groundwater-dependent, the
Proposed Project is not anticipated to draw down the groundwater table to the
detriment of any groundwater-dependent habitat. Guideline 3 is not exceeded and
impacts are not significant. No mitigation is required.

Guideline 4: The project could increase human access or competition from domestic
animals, pests or exotic species to levels proven to adversely affect sensitive
habitats.

The Proposed Project would increase human access or competition from domestic
animals by locating 24 residences on the site and allowing limited cattle
grazing/breeding. In additions, pests or exotic species associated with these
activities could occur. The steep topography would protect some areas and the low
development density (1 DU/40 acres) would discourage some incursion into sensitive
areas. Cattle grazing density would also be kept low. However, the possibility
persists that human access could negatively impact sensitive habitats because some
proposed residences are near sensitive habitats. Guideline 4 is exceeded and
impacts are significant. Mitigation is required. (Impact BI-10)

Guideline 5: The project does not include a wetland buffer adequate to protect the
functions and values of existing wetlands.

The Proposed Project incorporates wetland buffers that extend at least 50 feet from
the outer edge of all RPO wetlands, except in the locations of the necessary road
crossings. No buffer is less than 50 feet and the encroachments occur in areas
where buffers have been extended to 200 feet due to the presence of oaks, as
required by the County guidelines for biology. The encroachments are limited to
approximately 50 feet in three isolated areas: lots 6, 7, and 9 due to the main Project
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access; lot 8 for the driveway to that lot. The encroachments do not affect the
function and value of existing wetland because a minimum of 150 feet buffer is
present in all cases. The site's constraints necessitated these encroachments.
Constraints include steep slopes and arroyos along the main entrance, extensive
wetlands that run in a north/south direction along most of the eastern boundary, and
extensive cultural resources in the eastern part of the site that must be avoided.
Additionally, RPO wetlands and buffers would be protected from future fire clearing
through the dedication of minimum 100-foot Limited Building Zones (LBZs).
Guideline 5 is not exceeded and impacts are not significant. No mitigation is
required.

In summary, the Proposed Project has both direct and indirect significant impacts to
sensitive habitats. These habitats would be protected in open space easements that
would effectively mitigate impacts to sensitive habitats to a level less than significant.
2.1.2.3 Federal Jurisdictional Wetlands and Waterways

Guidelines for the Determination of Significance

Impacts to Federal Jurisdictional Wetlands and Waterways (“waters”) associated with
the Proposed Project are assessed as being either “significant” or “less than
significant,” as defined by CEQA. The determination of impact significance is based
on the following guidelines:

1. Any of the following would occur to or within federal jurisdictional wetlands
and/or waters as defined by ACOE: removal of vegetation; grading;
obstruction or diversion of water flow; adverse change in velocity, siltation,
volume of flow, or runoff rate; placement of fill; placement of structures;
construction of road crossings; placement of culverts or other underground
piping; any disturbance of the substratum; and/or any activity that may cause
an adverse change in native species composition, diversity and abundance.

2. The project would draw down the groundwater table to the detriment of
groundwater-dependent habitat, typically a drop of three feet or more from
historical low groundwater levels.

3. The project does not include a wetland buffer adequate to protect the
functions and values of existing wetlands.

Analysis

Guideline 1: Any of the following would occur to or within federal jurisdictional
wetlands and/or waters as defined by ACOE: removal of vegetation; grading;
obstruction or diversion of water flow; adverse change in velocity, siltation, volume of
flow, or runoff rate; placement of fill; placement of structures; construction of road
crossings; placement of culverts or other underground piping; any disturbance of the
substratum; and/or any activity that may cause an adverse change in native species
composition, diversity and abundance.

Project-related future construction, grading, clearing, or other activities would result
in impacts to Federal Jurisdictional Wetlands and Waterways, as defined by ACOE.
This would include the limited removal of vegetation; grading; obstruction or
diversion of water flow; placement of fill; placement of structures; construction of
road crossings; placement of culverts or other underground piping; disturbance of the
substratum; and/or activities that may cause a measurable, adverse change in native
species composition, diversity, and abundance. The Proposed Project would directly
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impact 0.14 acres of Federal Jurisdictional Wetlands and Waterways. Although most
of the site’s federal jurisdictional wetlands would be protected in open space, impacts
to these features are unavoidable. Guideline 2 is exceeded and impacts are
significant. Mitigation is required. (Impact BI-11)

Guideline 2: The project would draw down the groundwater table to the detriment of
groundwater-dependent habitat, typically a drop of three feet or more from historical
low groundwater levels.

Groundwater-dependent plant species onsite are limited to large, deep-rooted
California Sycamores, Western Cottonwoods, and possibly very large willows. These
are associated with drainages, primarily, so it is likely that they are not actually using
groundwater, but have the potential to do so in extreme conditions. The Proposed
Project would not draw down the groundwater table to the detriment of groundwater-
dependent habitat; hydrological tests have demonstrated adequate recovery rates in
local wells. Guideline 2 is not exceeded and impacts are not significant. No mitigation
is required.

Guideline 3: The project does not include a wetland buffer adequate to protect the
functions and values of existing wetlands.

The Proposed Project includes wetland buffers that are adequate to protect the
functions and values of existing federal wetlands. To that end, the project has been
designed to incorporate wetland buffers that extend at least 50 feet from the outer
edge of all federal wetlands, except in the locations of the necessary road or
driveway crossings. Federal wetlands and buffers would be protected from future fire
clearing through the dedication of minimum 100-foot LBZs. Guideline 3 is not
exceeded and impacts are not significant.

2124 Wildlife Movement and Nursery Sites

Guidelines for the Determination of Significance

Impacts to Wildlife Movement and Nursery Sites associated with the Proposed
Project are assessed as being either “significant” or “less than significant,” as defined
by CEQA. The determination of impact significance is based on the following
guidelines:

1. The project would prevent wildlife access to foraging habitat, breeding
habitat, water sources, or other areas necessary for their reproduction.

2.  The project would substantially interfere with connectivity between blocks of
habitat, or would potentially block or substantially interfere with a local or
regional wildlife corridor or linkage.

3.  The project would create artificial wildlife corridors that do not follow natural
movement patterns.

4.  The project would increase noise and/or nighttime lighting in a wildlife corridor
or linkage to levels proven to affect the behavior of the animals identified in a
site specific analysis of wildlife movement.

5. The project does not maintain an adequate width for an existing wildlife
corridor or linkage and/or would further constrain an already narrow corridor
through activities such as (but not limited to) reduction of corridor width,
removal of available vegetative cover, placement of incompatible uses
adjacent to it, and placement of barriers in the movement path.
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6. The project does not maintain adequate visual continuity (i.e., long lines-of-
sight) within wildlife corridors or linkage.

Analysis

The Proposed Project is projected to cause one direct impact to wildlife movements
and nursery sites under the stated guidelines as discussed below.

Guideline 1: The project would prevent wildlife access to foraging habitat, breeding
habitat, water sources, or other areas necessary for their reproduction.

The project would potentially constrain wildlife access to foraging habitat, breeding
habitat, water sources, or other areas necessary for their reproduction in some
areas, althought- most areas onsite that are used by wildlife would be protected in
1,209.81,214.8 acres of open space. The Proposed Project preserves those portions
of the site that are most valuable to wildlife, including the majority of riparian areas,
the local wildlife corridors along many of the site’s drainages, and all of the regional
wildlife corridor along Orinoco/Temescal Canyon Creek and the southern portions of
the site. The Proposed Project provides minimum 50-foot biological buffers along
many of the drainages that serve as wildlife movement areas, water sources, or
nursery sites. Furthermore, wildlife is known to move through agricultural areas and
across roads, so these components of the proposed development would not create a
barrier to wildlife movement. Guideline 1 is not exceeded and impacts are less than
significant. No mitigation is proposed.

Guideline 2: The project would substantially interfere with connectivity between
blocks of habitat, or would potentially block or substantially interfere with a local or
regional wildlife corridor or linkage.

The project would interfere with connectivity between blocks of habitat in some areas
through the construction of roads, driveways, homes, fences and other structures
onsite, and the conversion of areas of the site to agriculture, landscaping, and
development. This would constrain connectivity between blocks of habitat to a
degree. However, the project has been designed to minimize interference with
habitat connectivity and wildlife corridors and ensure the ongoing integrity of the
open space. Although the County Biology Guidelines do not specifically define
“blocks of habitat” (other than core wildlife areas), these are interpreted to be areas
of natural vegetation in excess of 50 acres, which is the County’s maximum acreage
not normally requiring management. The determination that impacts to habitat block
connectivity are less than significant is based on design modifications adopted as
mitigation for this and other biology impacts. To that end, the project as designed
preserves the largest and most contiguous habitat blocks on the southern portions of
the site, including at least 99 percent of the riparian areas, large blocks of habitat
along many of the site’s drainages, and all of the regional wildlife corridor along
Temescal Canyon Creek and the southern portions of the site, as well as blocks of
habitat on the western and northern edges of the site. Lots are a minimum of 40
acres in size._Guideline 2 has not been exceeded, impacts are less than significant,
and no mitigation is required.
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Guideline 3: The project would create artificial wildlife corridors that do not follow
natural movement patterns.

The Proposed Project preserves large blocks of habitat, including the site’s natural
wildlife corridors that follow natural movement patterns. This design does not feature
any ‘islands’ or ‘fingers’ of open space that would otherwise create gaps and
unnatural barriers to the genetic dispersal and movement of plants and animals.
Therefore, the Proposed Project would not create artificial wildlife corridors that do
not follow natural movement patterns. Guideline 3 is not exceeded and impacts are
not significant. No mitigation is proposed.

Guideline 4: The project would increase noise and/or nighttime lighting in a wildlife
corridor or linkage to levels proven to affect the behavior of the animals identified in a
site specific analysis of wildlife movement.

The Proposed Project would not increase noise and/or nighttime lighting in a wildlife
corridor, linkage, or nursery to levels proven to affect the behavior of the animals
identified in a site-specific analysis of wildlife movement. At least 90 percent of the
site’s wildlife corridors and linkages would be preserved in dedicated open space.
The open space would be protected from any activities that could impact the
biological resources within the open space. Residences are generally separate from
corridor areas. The Proposed Project proposes low density residential uses and
grazing on large lots. As such, the Proposed Project would not introduce any noise
and/or nighttime lighting at levels that would affect the behavior of any of the animals
identified during the analysis. The Proposed Project would comply with the Dark Sky
ordinance. Guideline 4 is not exceeded and impacts are not significant. No mitigation
would be required.

Guideline 5: The project does not maintain an adequate width for an existing wildlife
corridor or linkage and/or would further constrain an already narrow corridor through
activities such as (but not limited to) reduction of corridor width, removal of available
vegetative cover, placement of incompatible uses adjacent to it, and placement of
barriers in the movement path.

The Proposed Project places 4,209.81,214.8 acres into open space, all of which is
linked and fully supports wildlife movement. The open space is provided in large
blocks with widths that are adequate for supporting existing wildlife movement. In
particular, a large block of habitat in the southern portions of the site is preserved,
maintaining the width of the regional wildlife corridor associated with
Orinoco/Temescal Canyon Creek. No areas of the open space are narrow, no
removal of vegetative cover would take place within the open space, no incompatible
uses would be placed adjacent to the open space, and no barriers to the movement
path would be created. Guideline 5 is not exceeded, and impacts are not significant.
No mitigation is necessary.

Guideline 6: The project does not maintain adequate visual continuity (i.e., long lines-
of-sight) within wildlife corridors or linkage.

The vastness of the Proposed Project's 1,209.81,214.8 acres of open space
preserves the majority of the site’s wildlife corridors and linkages. The open space
would be protected from any activities that could impact the visual continuity within
the corridors and linkages by prohibiting activities such as construction, placement of
structures, clearing, and brushing. Guideline 6 is not exceeded, and no mitigation is
required.
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2.1.25 Local Policies, Ordinances, Adopted Plans
Guidelines for the Determination of Significance

The determination of impact significance is based on the following guidelines:

1. For lands outside of the MSCP, the project would impact coastal sage scrub
(CSS) vegetation in excess of the County’s five percent habitat loss threshold
as defined by the Southern California Coastal Sage Scrub Natural
Community Conservation Planning Process (NCCP) Guidelines.

2. The project would preclude or prevent the preparation of the subregional
Natural Communities Conservation Planning Process (NCCP). For example,
the project proposes development within areas that have been identified by
the County or resource agencies as critical to future habitat preserves.

3. The project would impact any amount of sensitive habitat lands as outlined in
the Resource Protection Ordinance (RPO).

4. The project would not minimize and/or mitigate coastal sage scrub habitat
loss in accordance with Section 4.3 of the Natural Communities Conservation
Planning Process (NCCP) Guidelines.

5. The project does not conform to the goals and requirements as outlined in
any applicable Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP), Habitat Management Plan
(HMP), Special Area Management Plan (SAMP), Watershed Plan, or similar
regional planning effort.

6. The project would preclude connectivity between areas of high habitat values,
as defined by the Southern California Coastal Sage Scrub Natural
Communities Conservation Planning Process (NCCP) Guidelines.

7. The project would reduce the likelihood of survival and recovery of listed
species in the wild.

8. The project would result in the Killing of migratory birds or destruction of
active migratory bird nests and/or eggs (Migratory Bird Treaty Act).

9. The project would result in the take of eagles, eagle eggs or any part of an
eagle (Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act).

Analysis

The Proposed Project is projected to cause direct impacts to Local Policies,
Ordinances, and Adopted Plans under the stated guidelines.

Guideline 1: For lands outside of the MSCP, the project would impact coastal sage
scrub (CSS) vegetation in excess of the County’'s 5% habitat loss threshold as
defined by the Southern California Coastal Sage Scrub Natural Community
Conservation Planning Process (NCCP) Guidelines.

The project site is located outside of the MSCP and would impact 16.6 acres of CSS.
This would not exceed the County’s authorized five percent loss of 2,953.3 acres for
this portion of the County. It is the County’s policy that any “take” of CSS less than
the authorized 2,953.3 acres (five percent loss), is a less than significant impact.
Based on this policy, the Project’'s impacts to CSS as they relate to Local Policies,
Ordinances, and Adopted Plans are therefore less than significant. Guideline 1 is not
exceeded, impacts are less than significant, and no mitigation is required.
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Guideline 2: The project would preclude or prevent the preparation of the subregional
Natural Communities Conservation Planning Process (NCCP). For example, the
project proposes development within areas that have been identified by the County
or resource agencies as critical to future habitat preserves.

The Proposed Project is located in a draft proposed Focused Conservation Area
(FCA) of the draft East County Subarea MSCP Plan, meaning that the site is
important to future regional preserve design. This is because the project would likely
be designated as a Pre-Approved Mitigation Area (PAMA) in the draft East County
plan. PAMA lands are those that have been identified through an extensive computer
modeling process and independent scientific review as being of high biological
importance. PAMA lands are “pre-approved” as being suitable for conservation.
Furthermore, the site is located partially within and adjoining Cleveland National
Forest lands. Although impacts occur, these are less than significant because the
Proposed Project preserves 85 percent of the property in managed open space.
Guideline 2 is not exceeded, impacts are less than significant, and no mitigation is
required.

Guideline 3: The project would impact any amount of sensitive habitat lands as
outlined in the Resource Protection Ordinance (RPO).

Please refer to Figure 2-1-6, “Proposed Project — RPO Encroachments”, which
shows the Proposed Project’s impact locations indexed by number.

Point 1: This is the location of the main project entry road at Lot 7. An RPO wetland
is impacted by the crossing. Impacts amount to approximately 0.06 acres. Previously
the entry was farther north and crossed two channels. Impacts have been minimized
by moving the entry to a point where the wetland converges into a single channel.
The current design represents the environmentally superior option because it is
consistent with the County’s requirements for RPO crossings:

(@aa) There is no feasible alternative. As described, all options have been
weighed, and several previous more impactful design were eliminated in favor
of the current, less impactful alignment.

(bb) The crossing is limited to the least number feasible. The current design
reduces the impact to a single crossing which provides the main entrance to the
project.

(cc) The crossing proposed is located and designed in such a way as to cause
the least impact to environmental resources because it has been placed at a
point where the RPO wetland narrows and where grading can be minimized. The
crossing would span the creek, which would protect the majority of the creek bed
from permanent disturbance.

(dd) For all of the crossings, the least-damaging construction methods would be
utilized, as guaranteed through the Resource Management Plan (RMP) that
would govern the management of the site’s resources during construction and
onward in perpetuity. The RMP would ensure that staging would not take place
within sensitive areas, that work during the nesting or breeding seasons would
not occur, and that noise attenuation measures would be implemented when
necessary to avoid disturbance to resources.

(ee) The applicant has analyzed the possibilities for the crossing to serve
adjoining properties. Properties east of the site could utilize the crossing as an
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escape route in the event of an emergency. Properties offsite to the northwest of
the project boundary also would be able to utilize the crossing in the event of an
emergency.

(f) For all of the crossings, impacts would be mitigated at the acceptable ratio of
3:1 with a minimum of 1:1 creation.

Point 2: This is the driveway entry to Lot 8. Part of a 200 foot RPO wetland buffer is
impacted by the crossing. It is not feasible to avoid the impact because other
sensitive resources would be impacted if the driveway were moved north. One
crossing is the minimum number feasible for this lot. The crossing was designed to
minimize impact by using the minimum width allowed by fire officials: 24 feet of
pavement on a 28 foot graded surface. The buffer width is reduced to 100 feet for
approximately 60 feet before widening back to 200 feet. While the crossing is not
currently proposed to serve adjoining properties, the design does not preclude future
access by adjoining properties. Therefore, the design meets all of the criteria for
RPO crossings.

Point 3: The main project entry road impacts the 50 foot wetland buffer associated
with an RPO wetland north of the road at Lot 6. No wetland is directly impacted. A
detention basin previously proposed in the wetland and wetland buffer has been
moved, eliminating direct wetland impacts. The convergence of several resources in
the area creates a design challenge. To the south, a Coast Live Oak buffer would be
impacted by any relocation of the road to the southward. Also in the area to the
south, steep slopes related to a gully create a design challenge; therefore, it is not
feasible to avoid RPO buffer. Crossings are limited to the minimum number feasible
because this is the main road through the project. The current project design
represents the least impactive solution for the crossing. Therefore, the design meets
all of the criteria for RPO crossings.

Point 4: This is where the main project entry road impacts approximately 0.03 acres
of wetland that is located south of the road at Lot 9. The road alignment has been
designed to minimize the impact, but some impacts are nonetheless unavoidable
due to the presence of a steep hillside of rock-outcroppings in this area which also
contains other sensitive resources that should be avoided. Any redesign further to
the north would require blasting into the hillside, and may impact other sensitive
resources. Therefore, the design of the road in this location has been optimized to
avoid impacts. Crossings are limited to the minimum number feasible because this is
the one main road through the project. Therefore, this crossing meets all of the
criteria for RPO crossings.

Additional details about these crossings are provided in Section 4.4 of the biological
resources report.

The Proposed Project would impact a measurable amount of sensitive habitat lands
as outlined in the RPO. That is, the Proposed Project would directly impact 12.6
acres of Southern Mixed Chaparral which requires 6.3 acres for mitigation at a ratio
of 0.5:1; 0.8 acres of Chamise Chaparral which requires 0.4 acre for mitigation at a
ratio of 0.5:1; 3.8 acres of Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub, Inland Form, which requires
7.6 acres for mitigation at a ratio of 2:1; 12.8 acres of Flat-top Buckwheat which
requires 25.6 acres for mitigation at a ratio of 2:1; 4.6 acres of Coast Live Oak
Woodland which requires 13.8 acres for mitigation at a ratio of 3:1; 43.7 acres for
Project development and 2.2 acres of open space easement vacation of Engelmann
Oak Woodland which requires a total of 144.3 acres for mitigation at a ratio of 3:1 as
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well as a mitigation ratio of 6:1 for impacts in an area designated as an open space
easement; 15.3 acres of Mixed Oak Woodland which requires 45.9 acres for
mitigation at a ratio of 3:1; 0.8 acre of Mixed/Oak/Coniferous/Bigcone/Coulter which
requires 2.4 acres for mitigation at a ratio of 3:1; 101.5 acres for Project
development and 1.3 acres of open space easement vacation of Non-native
Grassland which requires a total of 52.1 acres for mitigation at a ratio of 0.5:1 for
project impacts, as well as a mitigation ratio of 1:1 for impacts in an area designated
as an open space easement; 7.3 acres of Montane Meadow which requires 21.9
acres for mitigation at a ratio of 3:1; and 0.25 acre of Riparian Scrub which requires
0.75 acres for mitigation at a ratio of 3:1.

Of these habitats, hydrophytic areas of ef-the Non-native Grassland and Montane
Meadow, the Southern Coast Live Oak Riparian Forest, and the Riparian Scrub
qualify as RPO sensitive lands. The upland habitats (Southern Mixed Chaparral,
Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub, Inland Form, Flat-top Buckwheat, Coastal Sage-
Chaparral Scrub, Coast Live Oak Woodland, Engelmann Oak Woodland, Mixed Oak
Woodland, Mixed Oak/Coniferous/ Bigcone/Coulter, and non-hydrophytic areas of
the Non-native Grassland and Montane Meadow) may also qualify as RPO “sensitive
habitat lands.” This is because they support unique vegetation communities and/or
the habitats of rare or endangered species or sub-species of animals or plants, as
defined by Section 15380 of the State CEQA Guidelines. This definition includes the
area that is necessary to support a viable population of any of the sensitive species
known from this site in perpetuity, that is critical to the proper functioning of a
balanced natural ecosystem, and/or that serves as part of a functioning wildlife
corridor. Guideline 3 is exceeded, impacts are significant, and mitigation would be
required. (Impact BI-12)

Guideline 4 The project would not minimize and/or mitigate coastal sage scrub
habitat loss in accordance with Section 4.3 of the Natural Communities Conservation
Planning Process (NCCP) Guidelines.

The Proposed Project has been designed to minimize impacts to CSS to 3.8 acres,
or nine percent of the site’s resource. On-site mitigation at a 2:1 ratio of preservation
to impact is provided. Mitigation of all impacts to coastal sage scrub habitat loss via
the dedication of land and the implementation of management agreements, both of
which are acceptable mitigation options listed in Section 4.3 of the NCCP Guidelines,
would be implemented. Guideline 4 is not exceeded, impacts are less than
significant, and no mitigation is necessary.

Guideline 5: The project does not conform to the goals and requirements as outline
in any applicable Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP), Habitat Management Plan
(HMP), Special Area Management Plan (SAMP), Watershed Plan, or similar regional
planning effort.

The Proposed Project is not located in an area subject to the goals and requirements
as outlined in any existing Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP), Resource Management
Plan (RMP), Special Area Management Plan (SAMP), Watershed Plan or similar
regional planning effort. Guideline 5 is not exceeded, impacts are less than
significant, and no mitigation is necessary.

Guideline 6: The project would preclude connectivity between areas of high habitat
values, as defined by the Southern California Coastal Sage Scrub Natural
Communities Conservation Planning Process (NCCP) Guidelines.
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The Proposed Project would not preclude connectivity between areas of high habitat
values, as defined by the NCCP Guidelines. This is because the limited amount of
CSS on the subject site does not qualify as an area of “high (CSS) habitat value”.
While the site contains many areas of high and very high value habitat, the CSS in
particular is successional, patchy, and of lower conservation value. Also, due to its
successional nature, the onsite CSS vegetation exhibits limited offsite habitat
connectivity. Furthermore, the Project has been designed to avoid interference with
habitat connectivity and wildlife corridors and ensure the ongoing integrity of the
open space.

Guideline 6 is not exceeded, impacts are less than significant, and no mitigation is
required.

Guideline 7: The project would reduce the likelihood of survival and recovery of listed
species in the wild.

The Proposed Project would have no effect on the likelihood of survival and recovery
of listed species in the wild because large areas of protected open space are
provided. California Gnatcatcher does not occur on this site, and the only other listed
species (Cuyamaca Meadowfoam) occurs in an area that would be entirely
conserved in open space. Guideline 7 is not exceeded, and impacts are not
significant. No mitigation is required.

Guideline 8: The project would result in the killing of migratory birds or destruction of
active migratory bird nests and/or eggs (Migratory Bird Treaty Act).

In the absence of seasonal avoidance, construction activities associated with Project
implementation, such as brushing, clearing, and grading, could result in the death of
migratory birds or the destruction of active migratory bird nests and/or eggs.
Migratory birds nesting in trees or shrubs to be removed would be impacted, as
would any ground nesting migratory birds within areas subject to construction
activities. The Proposed Project as proposed could result in the killing of migratory
birds or destruction of active migratory bird nests and/or eggs due to intrusions by
predatory pets and increased human presence on the site. Guideline 8 is exceeded,
impacts are significant, and mitigation is required. (Impact BI-13)

Guideline 9: The project would result in the take of eagles, eagle eggs or any part of
an eagle (Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act).

No eagles have been detected in the biological surveys conducted for the project,
and no known eagle nests are present on-site or within 4000 feet of proposed
development. Golden Eagle nesting habitat is not present onsite. This wide-ranging
species is known to forage onsite and nest in the Cleveland National Forest, which
adjoins the site.

Golden Eagle is declining in San Diego County and is highly sensitive to human
activity. The Proposed Project would result in the fragmentation of 206:9201.9 acres
of Golden Eagle foraging habitat. Additionally, if project grading were to occur during
the breeding season for the Golden Eagle, this may result in disturbance of the
breeding pattern which might result in take. Project activities could modify eagle
behavior, resulting in take as defined by the Wildlife Agencies. Therefore, Guideline
9 is exceeded, and impacts are significant. Mitigation is necessary. (Impact Bl-14)
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2.1.3 Cumulative Impact Analysis

A study area approximately two miles south, southeast, and northeast, and one mile
north and west of the Proposed Project was selected. This area was selected for its
topographic and biotic relationship to the Proposed Project. Areas with similar elevation
variations to the east and west are included in order to capture similarities in habitat -due
to climate and topography. Additionally, these areas are included to capture continuity
with wildlife movement corridors and habitat connectivity to the east and west,
particularly along Orinoco/Temescal Canyon Creek. The study area is shown on Figure
1-7, “Master Cumulative Impacts Map,” and subsequent detail maps 1-8A through 1-8E.

2131 Special Status Species

Six other proposed projects in the study area have biological impacts that may
include Species of Special Status. These are MUP 77-113 (Julian Sanitation District
Sprayfield), TPM 19932 (Ortega 4-lot Subdivision), SP 02-029 (Behen Single Family
Dwelling), TPM 20253 (Sauter 5-lot Subdivision), TPM 20571 (Learn 5-lot
Subdivision), and TPM 20474 (Klucewich Trust 4-lot Subdivision). The potential
impacts associated with these projects are detailed in Table 1-1, “Cumulative
Projects”.

By design these projects have avoided extensive impacts to special status species.
The projects are limited in scale. Most impacts to Special Status Species associated
with these projects would consist of impacts to native habitat with the potential to
support Special Status Species.

Of the impacts that were quantified, the cumulative projects impact 2.54 acres of oak
chaparral, 19.22 acres of Mixed Montane Chaparral, 1.85 acres of Jeffery Pine,
some Symphonicarpos Eriogonum, 21.5 acres of Chaparral, 5.4 acres of Dry
Montane Meadow, 9.1 acres of Mixed Oak Woodland, and 0.3 acres of Open Water.
The Proposed Project has impacts in three of these categories. It impacts 15.3 acres
of Mixed Oak Woodland, 13.4 acres of Chaparral (12.6 acres of Southern Mixed
Chaparral and 0.8 acre of Chamise Chaparral), and 7.3 acres of Dry Montane
Meadow. This amounts to 63 percent, 38 percent, and 57 percent, respectively, of
the cumulative impacts to these species.

TPM 19932 supports Velvety False-Lupine. However, the Proposed Project
proposes an open space easement to avoid impacts to that Special Status Species.

Cumulative impacts to Special Status Species are not significant because impact
areas are limited in scale and/or do not significantly impact large numbers of special
status species.

The loss of these habitat areas does not impinge upon the continued viability of this
species in the region, because these habitats are widespread in the region
Additionally, all projects with impacts to these habitats conform to County regulations
for the protection of sensitive species, and have been required to mitigate for those
impacts. Through a program of avoidance, mitigation and adherence to County
regulations, these cumulative impacts do not preclude the continued viability of these
habitats. Therefore, cumulative impacts to special status species are not significant,
and no mitigation is required.
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2.1.3.2 Riparian Habitat or Sensitive Natural Community

The Proposed Project would contribute to the cumulative loss of Riparian Habitat or
other Sensitive Natural Communities. That is, the Proposed Project would directly
impact 12.6 acres of Southern Mixed Chaparral, 0.8 acres of Chamise Chaparral, 3.8
acres of Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub, Inland Form, 12.8 acres of Flat-top Buckwheat,
4.6 acres of Coast Live Oak Woodland, 43.7 acres for Project development and 2.2
acres of open space easement vacation of Engelmann Oak Woodland, 15.3 acres of
Mixed Oak Woodland, 0.8 acre of Mixed Oak/Coniferous/Bigcone/Coulter, 101.5
acres for Project development and 1.3 acres of open space easement vacation of
Non-native Grassland, 7.3 acres of Montane Meadow, and 0.25 acre of Riparian
Scrub.

Other active projects in the cumulative study area that would impact Riparian
Habitats or Other Sensitive Natural Communities and are MUP 77-113, SP 02-029,
TPM 20253, TPM 20571,and TPM 20474. The potential impacts associated with
each of these projects are listed in Table 1-1. MUP 77-113 would impact oaks and
riparian habitat, SP 02-029 would impact 20 oak trees; TPM 20253 would impact
Oak Chaparral and Mixed Montane Chaparral; TPM 20571 would impact Jeffrey Pine
Forest, Mixed Montane Chaparral, and Snowberry/Buckwheat; and TPM 20474
would impact Chaparral, Dry Montane Meadow, Mixed Oak Woodland, and Open
Water. In general impacts are avoided whenever possible in keeping with County
regulations.

All of these projects would mitigate for impacts to Riparian Habitats or Other
Sensitive Natural Communities through the dedication of onsite open space
easements, as required by County regulations. Individual impacts have therefore
been reduced to a level that is less than significant. Cumulative projects do not affect
the continued viability of these habitats because of a program of avoidance,
mitigation, and adherence to County policy.

Furthermore, due to the extent of the Riparian Habitats (including State and County
Wetlands and “Waters”) or Other Sensitive Natural Communities on the Proposed
Project site, as well as the fact that all impacts to these resources would be mitigated
for to a level that is below significant, approval of the Proposed project would not
have a cumulatively considerable impact when viewed in connection with effects of
past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future
projects affecting the same resource.

2.1.3.3 Federal Jurisdictional Wetlands and Waterways

The Proposed Project would contribute to the cumulative loss of Federal
Jurisdictional Wetlands and Waterways. Project-related future construction, grading,
clearing or other activities related to the Proposed Project would permanently affect
Federal Jurisdictional Wetlands and Waterways on the Proposed Project site. That
is, the Proposed Project would directly impact 0.14 acre of jurisdictional wetlands
and/or non-wetland “waters”.

Other active projects within the cumulative study area that could contribute to the
loss of Jurisdictional Wetlands and Waterways within the cumulative study area
include MUP 77-113 and TPM 20474. The potential impacts associated with each of
these projects are listed in Table 1-1. MUP 77-113 could impact riparian habitat and
runoff associated with the project could impact surface and groundwater. TPM 20474
would impact 0.3 acre of Open Water, which likely qualifies as jurisdictional wetlands
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and “waters”. MUP 77-113 proposes open space to avoid impacts to riparian habitat,
with 100-foot buffers around drainages and no surface run-off. TPM 20474 would
mitigate for project impacts through the dedication of an onsite open space
easement. Therefore, these projects either avoid impacts to Jurisdictional Wetlands
and Waterways or provide mitigation to reduce impacts to a level that is less than
significant. No other projects within the cumulative study area are listed as impacting
Jurisdictional Wetlands and Waterways. Cumulative impacts are not significant. No
mitigation is necessary.

Furthermore, due to the extent of the federal wetlands on the Proposed Project site,
as well as the fact that all impacts to Federal Jurisdictional Wetlands and Waterways
would be mitigated for to a level that is below significance, approval of the Proposed
project would not have a cumulatively considerable impact when viewed in
connection with effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the
effects of probable future projects affecting the same resource.

2.1.34 Wildlife Movement and Nursery Sites

Other proposed projects within the cumulative study area that could potentially
impact Wildlife Movement or Nursery Sites include MUP 77-113, TPM 20253, TPM
20571, and TPM 20474. Each of these projects could remove native vegetation and
therefore impact wildlife movement. However, the areas to be impacted by these
projects are small (no more than 40 acres for the largest project) and each project
proposes onsite open space that would preserve a portion of each project site for
wildlife movement. Therefore, all of these projects have either minimal impacts or
significant impacts that would be mitigated for to a level that is less than significant.

Because the Proposed Project creates no significant impacts to Wildlife Movement or
Nursery Sites, and the other proposed projects within the cumulative study area
would not result in significant impacts to Wildlife Movement or Nursery Sites,
approval of the Proposed Project would not result in cumulatively considerable
impacts when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of
other current projects, and the effects of probable future projects affecting the same
resource. Cumulative impacts to Wildlife Movement and Nursery Sites are not
significant, and no mitigation is required.

2.1.35 Local Policies, Ordinances and Adopted Plans

The other projects within the cumulative study area (MUP 77-113, TPM 19932, SP
02-029, TPM 20253, TPM 20571, and TPM 20474) conform to local policies,
ordinances, and adopted plans that are current at the time of their applications.
Several of these projects already have Mitigated Negative Declarations. The
remaining cumulative projects would conform to a range of policies intended to
protect biological resources, including requirements for the effective management of
protected open space, the no net loss of wetlands policy, and controls on runoff and
stormwater. All projects with CSS impacts must meet County HLP requirements,
which include 4d Findings. These Findings include a finding that a project’s loss of
CSS would not have a significant negative impact when considered in conjunction
with CSS losses that have already occurred in the region. Findings are not made if
these impacts are present. As such, County policy precludes approval of projects
which have a cumulatively significant impact to CSS.
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Therefore, the other projects within the cumulative study area would not have
significant impacts in relation to conformance with Local Policies, Ordinances, and
Adopted Plans. Furthermore, due to the fact that all impacts to Local Policies,
Ordinances, or Adopted Plans associated with the Proposed Project would be
mitigated for to a level that is below significance, approval of the Proposed Project
would not have cumulatively considerable impacts when viewed in connection with
the effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of
probable future projects affecting the same resource. Therefore, cumulative impacts
are not significant in relation to conformance with local policies, ordinances, and
adopted plans. No mitigation is necessary.

2.1.4 Significance of Impacts Prior to Mitigation

The following is a brief summary of all direct and indirect impacts which were determined
to be significant by the analysis provided by the Biological Resources Survey (Appendix

A).
2.1.4.1
BI-1

BI-2

BI-3

Bl-4

BI-5

BI-6

BI-7

Impacts to Special Status Species

Indirect long-term (permanent) impacts to Swainson’s Hawk and
Cuyamaca Meadowfoam, which are Threatened or state-listed
Endangered Species, due to habitat loss.

Direct and indirect impacts to County Group A or B plant species, County
Group | animal species, or state Species of Special Concern: Direct
impacts: San Diego Gumplant, Two-striped Garter Snake, and Large-
blotched Salamander. Indirect impacts: Velvety False Lupine, San Diego
Milk-vetch, Grasshopper Sparrow, Golden Eagle, Red-shouldered Hawk,
Turkey Vulture, Northern Harrier, White-tailed Kite, Southwestern Pond
Turtle, Cooper’s Hawk, and Sharp-shinned Hawk.

Direct and indirect impacts to County Group C or D plant Species, or
County Group Il animal species: Direct impacts: Banner Dudleya,
Engelmann Oak, San Diego Desert Woodrat, Silvery Legless Lizard,
Orange-throated Whiptail, San Diego Ringneck Snake, Coronado Skink,
San Diego Horned Lizard, Coastal Western Whiptail, Coastal Rosy Boa,
and Northern Red Diamond Rattlesnake.
Indirect impacts: Great Blue Heron, Horned Lark, Western
Bluebird, Barn Owl, Mountain Lion, Mule Deer, and Monarch Butterfly.

Direct and indirect long-term (permanent) impacts to Golden Eagle
habitat due to habitat conversion.

Direct long-term (permanent) impacts to up to 206.9201.9 acres of
potential foraging habitat for the site’s resident and potentially-resident
raptor species, including Golden Eagle, Swainson’s Hawk, Red-
shouldered Hawk, and White-tailed Kite.

Indirect long-term (permanent) impacts to special status species due to
human presence or intrusion into sensitive habitat.

Indirect short-term (temporary) impacts to nesting success of special
status species due to grading and other noise-generating activities.
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2.1.4.2 Impacts to Riparian Habitat or Sensitive Natural Communities

BI-8 Direct long-term (permanent) onsite impacts to sensitive native or
naturalized habitat resulting from construction, grading, or clearing
include 12.6 acres of Southern Mixed Chaparral, 0.8 acres of Chamise
Chaparral, 3.8 acres of Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub, Inland Form, 12.8
acres of Flat-top Buckwheat, 4.6 acres of Coast Live Oak Woodland, 43.7
acres for Project development and 2.2 acres of open space easement
vacation of Engelmann Oak Woodland, 15.3 acres of Mixed Oak
Woodland, 101.5 acres of Non-native Grassland, 7.3 acres of Montane
Meadow, and .25 acre of Riparian Scrub.

BI-9 Project-related future construction, grading, clearing, or other activities
would result in direct long-term (permanent) impacts to jurisdictional
wetlands and/or riparian habitats, as defined by CRWQCB, CDFW, and
the County of San Diego RPO. This would include the limited removal of
vegetation; grading; obstruction or diversion of water flow; placement of
fill; placement of structures; construction of road crossings; placement of
culverts or other underground piping; disturbance of the substratum;
and/or activities that may cause a measurable, adverse change in native
species composition, diversity, and abundance. Hydrophytic areas of the
Non-native Grassland, Montane Meadow, and Riparian Scrub would be
impacted by the Proposed Project qualify as jurisdictional wetland and/or
riparian habitats.

BI-10 Indirect long-term (permanent) impacts due to increased human access
or competition from domestic animals, pests or exotic species to levels
proven to adversely affect sensitive habitats.

2.1.4.3 Impacts to Federal Jurisdictional Wetland and Waterways

BI-11 Project-related future construction, grading, clearing, or other activities
would result in direct long-term (permanent) impacts to federal
jurisdictional wetlands and/or waterways, as defined by ACOE. This
would include the limited removal of vegetation; grading; obstruction or
diversion of water flow; placement of fill; placement of structures;
construction of road crossings; placement of culverts or other
underground piping; disturbance of the substratum; and/or activities that
may cause a measurable, adverse change in native species composition,
diversity, and abundance. The Proposed Project would impact 0.14 acre
of Federal Jurisdictional Wetlands and/or Waterways.

2.14.4 Impacts to Local Policies, Ordinances, Adopted Plans

BI-12 Direct long-term (permanent) impacts to a measurable amount of RPO-
sensitive habitat lands. That is, the Proposed Project would directly
impact 12.6 acres of Southern Mixed Chaparral, 0.8 acres of Chamise
Chaparral, 3.8 acres of Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub, Inland Form, 12.8
acres of Flat-top Buckwheat, 4.6 acres of Coast Live Oak Woodland, 43.7
acres for Project development and 2.2 acres of open space easement
vacation of Engelmann Oak Woodland, 15.3 acres of Mixed Oak
Woodland, 101.5 acres for Project development and 1.3 acres of open
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space easement vacation of Non-native Grassland, 7.3 acres of Montane
Meadow, and 0.25 acre of Riparian Scrub onsite.

Of these habitats, hydrophytic areas of ef-JUthe Non-native Grassland
and Montane Meadow, the Southern Coast Live Oak Riparian Forest, and
the Riparian Scrub qualify as RPO sensitive lands. The upland habitats
(Southern Mixed Chaparral, Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub, Inland Form,
Flat-top Buckwheat, Coastal Sage-Chaparral Scrub, Coast Live Oak
Woodland, Engelmann Oak Woodland, Mixed Oak Woodland, Mixed
Oak/Coniferous/ Bigcone/Coulter, and non-hydrophytic areas of the Non-
native Grassland and Montane Meadow) may also qualify as RPO
“sensitive habitat lands”, because they support unique vegetation
communities and/or the habitats of rare or endangered species or sub-
species of animals or plants, as defined by Section 15380 of the State
CEQA Guidelines, including the area that is necessary to support a viable
population of any of the sensitive species known from this site in
perpetuity, that is critical to the proper functioning of a balanced natural
ecosystem, and/or that serves as part of a functioning wildlife corridor.

BI-13 Direct long-term (permanent) and indirect long-term (permanent) impacts
because the Proposed Project could, without seasonal restrictions, result
in the loss of migratory birds or destruction of active migratory bird nests
and/or eggs as a result of construction-related activities such as brushing,
clearing, and grading of the site.

Bl-14 The Proposed Project would create indirect long-term (permanent)
impacts because the Project Site does support Golden Eagles, and would
result in the loss of some foraging habitat for this species. Additionally,
Project activities could modify eagle behavior, resulting in a ‘take’ as
defined by the Wildlife Agencies.

2.1.5 Mitigation

The following mitigation measures are proposed to mitigate for the listed impacts:

2151 M-BI-1

The 1;209.81,214.8-acre Open Space Easement would preclude future development
or other use of the land within that area and provides the mitigation required for all
biological impacts onsite (M-BI-1 through M-BI-19).

The project open space contains “impact neutral” areas which are part of required
RPO wetland buffers and are not available for use as mitigation for Proposed Project
impacts. All feasible measures necessary to protect and preserve the RPO sensitive
habitat lands shall be required as a condition of permit approval. The mitigation
provides an equal or greater benefit to the affected species, per RPO section 86.604

(f).

A complete breakdown of Proposed Project impacts, mitigation requirements, impact
neutral acreage, and mitigation area provided within the Project open space is
provided as follows:

o Aloss of 12.6 acres of Southern Mixed Chaparral requires 6.3 acres of mitigation
at a ratio of 0.5:1. The Proposed Project protects a total of 104.9 acres in the
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OSE, 26.9 acres of which are impact neutral. The total available for mitigation is
therefore 78.0 acres, which is71.7 acres above the requirement.

A loss of 0.8 acres of Chamise Chaparral requires 0.4 acre of mitigation at a ratio
of 0.5:1. The Proposed Project protects a total of 96.1 acres in the OSE, 12.7
acres of which are impact neutral. The total available for mitigation is therefore
83.4 acres, which is 83 acres above the requirement.

A loss of 3.8 acres of Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub requires 7.6 acres of mitigation
at a ratio of 2:1. The Proposed Project protects a total of 36.8 acres in the OSE,
1.5 acres of which are impact neutral. The total available for mitigation is
therefore 35.3 acres, which is 31.5 acres above the requirement.

A loss of 12.8 acres of Flat-top Buckwheat requires 25.6 acres of mitigation at a
ratio of 2:1. The Proposed Project protects a total of 58.6 acres in the OSE, 6.0
acres of which are impact neutral. The total available for mitigation is therefore
52.6 acres, which is 27.0 acres above the requirement.

A loss of 4.6 acres of Coast Live Oak Woodland requires 13.8 acres of mitigation
at a ratio of 3:1. The Proposed Project provides 171.2 acres in the OSE, 51.8
acres of which are impact neutral. The total available for mitigation is well above
the requirement.

A loss of 43.7 acres for Project development and 2.2 acres of open space
easement vacation of Engelmann Oak Woodland requires a total of 144.3 acres
of mitigation at ratios of 3:1 and 6:1, respectively. The Proposed Project provides
200.1 acres in the OSE, 44.2 acres of which are impact neutral. The total
available for mitigation is well above the requirement.

A loss of 15.3 acres of Mixed Oak Woodland requires 45.9 acres of mitigation at
a ratio of 3:1. The Proposed Project provides 99.7 acres in the OSE, 45.4 acres
of which are impact neutral. The total available for mitigation is well above the
requirement.

A loss of 0.8 acres of Mixed Oak/Coniferous/Bigcone/Coulter requires 2.4 acres
of mitigation at a ratio of 3:1. The Proposed Project provides 7.9 acres in the
OSE, 2.8 acres of which are impact neutral. The total available for mitigation is
well above the requirement.

A loss of 101.5 acres for Project development and 1.3 acres of open space
easement vacation of Non-native Grassland requires 52.1 acres of mitigation at a
ratio of 0.5:1 and 1:1, respectively. The Proposed Project provides 273.0 acres in
the OSE, 13.8 acres of which are impact neutral. The total available for mitigation
is well above the requirement.

A loss of 7.3 acres of Montane Meadow requires 21.9 acres of mitigation at a
ratio of 3:1. The Proposed Project provides 69.0 acres in the OSE, 2.3 acres of
which are impact neutral. The total available for mitigation is well above the
requirement.

A loss of 0.25 acre of Riparian Scrub requires 0.75 acre of mitigation at a ratio of
3:1. The Proposed Project provides 2.96 acres in the OSE. Due to the County’s
No Net Loss policy for wetlands, any impact to wetland habitat such as Riparian
Scrub must be mitigated. Therefore, the 2.96 onsite acres of Riparian Scrub are
considered ‘impact neutral’, and cannot satisfy the requirement for mitigation of
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this impact. The proposed mitigation would be either offsite mitigation in an
approved wetland mitigation bank, or the preparation and implementation of an
approved Wetland Revegetation Plan (provided as Attachment E to the biology
report), in keeping with the no net loss of wetland policy adopted by the County.

2.15.2 M-BI-2

A Resource Management Plan (RMP) to address adequate mitigation for Project
impacts shall be prepared, approved, and implemented as a condition of project ap-
proval. The RMP would contain guidelines for the stewardship, maintenance,
biological monitoring, and overall funding and management of the onsite open space.
The RMP would eliminate future unauthorized intrusion into biologically sensitive
areas through several methods, including fencing, signage, and restrictions to
recreational use of the open space.

The RMP contains provisions to ensure long-term viability of the habitat for County
Group | and Il animals, Group A, B, C, and D Plants, and potentially other sensitive
animals. The plan would specify remediation as necessary, in perpetuity, to maintain
habitat viability.

The project also includes either offsite mitigation for project impacts to Riparian
Habitats or Other Sensitive Natural Communities in approved wetland mitigation
bank in the area that the agencies accept, or the preparation and implementation of
an approved WRP (provided as Attachment E to the biology report). The WRP would
guide the revegetation of degraded and disturbed areas of the site with native
wetland vegetation in order to mitigate for project impacts to jurisdictional wetland
and “waters”. The WRP identifies standards, methodologies, and protocols that have
demonstrated success in past wetland revegetation projects.

2.15.3 M-BI-3

The protections provided by the RMP over the open space areas onsite would
provide protections for raptors (including Golden Eagle, specifically), migratory birds,
and other sensitive bird species’ and their habitats as well. In order to prevent
potential impacts to the nesting success of sensitive animals, site brushing, grading,
and/or the removal of native vegetation within 500 feet of any potential nesting
location shall not take place during the native bird season, defined as from 1 January
through September 1e-31-August each year. This is required in order to ensure
compliance with the federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act and Sections 3505, 3505.5,
and 3513 of the California Fish and Game Code, which prevent the ‘take’ of eggs,
nests, feathers, or other parts of most native bird species. Should it be necessary to
conduct brushing, grading, or other construction activities during the bird breeding
season, a biologist with experience conducting bird breeding surveys will conduct a
preconstruction nesting survey of all areas within 500 feet of the proposed activity
would be required. The results of the survey would be provided in a report to the
Director, Department of Planning and Development Services and the Wildlife
agencies for concurrence with the conclusions and recommendations. If an active
nest is detected, no grading or other construction activity will be allowed within the
500 foot buffer will be allowed until the fledged birds have left the nest. The buffer
distance may be altered in which case a site specific nest protection plan will be
developed. The plan will include detailed methodologies and definitions to enable a
gualified avian biologist to monitor and implement rest-specific buffers based on the
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individual species involved, site conditions, level of human activity, and other activity
in the area.

2154 M-BI-4

The Proposed Project also includes the preparation and implementation of a Wetland
Revegetation Plan (WRP) (attached to the biological analysis). The purpose of the
WRP shall be to guide the revegetation of degraded and disturbed areas of the site
with native wetland vegetation in order to mitigate for project impacts to jurisdictional
wetlands and ‘waters’. The WRP shall identify standards, methodologies, and
protocols that have demonstrated success in past wetland revegetation projects. A
concerted effort to create suitable planting densities, species composition, and other
related factors shall be considered during the design of the WRP.

2155 M-BI-5

A Conservation Grazing Management Plan (CGMP) for the Proposed Project
contains site-specific conservation measures and practices that address multiple
resource concerns on areas where grazing related activities or practices would be
planned and applied. This includes a discussion of climate, water resources,
geology, special physical features, soils, erosion, hydrology, surface water drainage,
and water quality along with grazing capacity, infrastructure, special management
areas and hazards, ecosystem health, special habitats and feature characteristics,
The CGMP identifies predicted effects and desired conditions, including the
consequences of grazing and related management of special resources, non-grazing
(but related) management of special resources, alternative feasible management
scenarios, and timeline of management requirements of special resources affected
by grazing. The Plan discusses sustainability, including integration with the regional
socio-economic systems for long-term viability, and guidelines, incentives, and
contingencies for all operations, Finally, the CGMP defines the monitoring of site
conditions and the planned effects on resources related to grazing, including
monitoring variables, methods, a schedule, evaluation standards and analysis,
adaptation of management actions, and reporting. The CGMP_will be applied if
grazing occurs in the open space area.

2.15.6 M-BI-6

Because the Proposed Project would impact federal jurisdictional wetlands, it would
likely be necessary to obtain certain regulatory agency permits prior to project
development. The applicant is required to consult with ACOE regarding Clean Water
Act Section 404 permits. As part of this process, the ACOE would likely require that
jurisdictional wetland delineation be conducted and that a jurisdictional wetland
delineation report be prepared in order to quantify all Proposed Project impacts to
jurisdictional wetlands.

2157 M-BI-7

The Proposed Project is in compliance with the County’'s RPO requirement that
impacts to RPO wetlands be avoided except under certain extenuating
circumstances (See RPO Section 86.604(a)(5)). Section 2.1.2.5 of this BEIRFEIR
provides the details of those impacts and their analysis. The County also requires
buffers of at least 50-feet to protect all RPO wetlands. The County considers RPO
wetlands and the habitat within RPO wetland buffers to be “impact neutral” and
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therefore unavailable for use as mitigation for project impacts. Furthermore, where
oak woodland occurs adjacent to an RPO wetland, the County requires that the
wetland buffer be extended outward to include the entirety of the oak habitat (not to
exceed 200 feet in width). Where feasible, the Proposed Project complies with these
requirements.

The Proposed Project’s unavoidable impacts to RPO wetlands would be mitigated for
at a 3-to-1 ratio, with at least 1-to-1 of this ratio consisting of wetlands creation, and
the balance (a 2-to-1 ratio) consisting of wetlands creation and/or enhancement. This
could occur at an off-site County-approved mitigation bank, if available, and/or onsite
via habitat creation, restoration, and/or enhancement within the open space. Any
onsite wetlands creation, restoration, and/or enhancement activities would be subject
to the County approval of a WRP. An RMP would also be prepared and approved as
a condition of Project approval. The RMP would contain guidelines for the
stewardship, maintenance, biological monitoring, and overall funding and
management of the open space, including all areas of conserved RPO wetlands.

The least damaging construction methods would be utilized to construct the RPO
wetland crossing and driveways. Staging areas would be located outside of sensitive
areas, work would not be performed during the avian breeding season, noise
attenuation measures would be included, and hours of operation would be limited so
as to comply with all applicable ordinances and avoid impacts to sensitive resources.
These measures would also be included in the RMP to be prepared as a Condition of
Project Approval. Lastly, as discussed above, all direct impacts to RPO wetlands
would be mitigated for at a 3-to-1 ratio, with no less than 1-to-1 of this total consisting
of wetlands creation.

2.15.8 M-BI-8

The Proposed Project would be required to obtain a HLP from the County of San
Diego. The permit would mitigate agency concerns by providing appropriate
mitigation for all project-related impacts to Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub and related
Scrub habitats. The site supports approximately 150.3 acres of Scrub habitat
(Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub, Inland Form, Flat-top Buckwheat, and Coastal Sage —
Chaparral Scrub), 16.7 acres of which would be impacted by development.

2.1.6 Conclusion

Biological resources were analyzed by a County-qualified biological consultant. The
analysis included review of prior records and reports, field visits, and review of current
mapping. Future development of the Proposed Project Site, as presently proposed,
could result in significant direct and indirect short- and long-term impacts to the following
biological resources: species of special status, riparian resources, federal jurisdictional
wetlands, wildlife movement and nursery sites, and local policies, ordinances, or adopted
plans. Mitigation for these impacts is proposed, as follows: The Proposed Project
proposes a 1;209.81,214.8-acre open space preserve to protect sensitive species,
riparian and jurisdictional wetlands, and nursery sites. The open space design includes
50-foot buffers adjacent to oaks, as well as 50 to 200 foot buffers adjacent to wetland
wherever possible. A CGMP for the Proposed Project is designed to direct ongoing
grazing activities within open space areas. A RMP would be required that would specify
management activities and reporting within the open space. The Grazing Manager and
the Habitat Manager would work in tandem, through the prescriptions provided by their
respective resource management plans, to ensure that grazing activities are harmonious
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with the onsite resources. This mitigation would provide open space protections that
preserve sensitive habitats and manage the open space in perpetuity. Protections
consist of fencing and signage, as needed, to deter intrusions. Professional
management and reporting would be incorporated to ensure that protections remain
effective and that the open space is monitored on an on-going basis.

Direct impacts to sensitive habitats would be mitigated by a program of onsite open
space preservation. Mitigation is provided according to County approved mitigation
ratios, ranging from 0.5 to 3 acres for each acre of project impact. Wetland loss would be
mitigated with either the purchase of credits at an approved mitigation bank, or additional
wetland creation and enhancement onsite which shall be subject to the requirements of
an approved WRP, in keeping with the no net loss of wetland policy adopted by the
County. Construction and related activity would be restricted during the breeding season
of sensitive and migratory birds. The appropriate permits would be obtained from ACOE,
CDFW, or the County of San Diego prior to grading or construction in wetlands, CSS, or
other protected habitats. These would include a Habitat Loss Permit (4d) for impacts to
CSS. Through a program of avoidance and open space protection, permitting, controls
on grading and construction activity, and on-going professional management, the
Proposed Project mitigates its significant impacts to below a level of significance. No
further mitigation is required.
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Existing

Development

OSE

“Impact Neutral”

Impact Vacation Impact
Habitat Acres Acres Acres Acres
Southern Mixed Chaparral | 117.5 | 12.6 ‘ 0.00 | 26.9 |
Chamise Chaparral | 96.9 | 0.8 | 0.00 | 12.7 |
Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub | 40.6 | 3.8 | 0.00 | 15 |
Flat-top Buckwheat | 714 | 12.8 | 0.00 | 6.0 |
Coastal Sage-Chaparral Scrub | 38.3 | 0.00 | 0.00 | 238 |
Coast Live Oak Woodland | 175.8 | 4.6 ‘ 0.00 | 51.8 |
Engelmann Oak Woodland | 246.0 | 45.9 | 2.2 | 44.2 |
Mixed Oak Woodland 115.0 15.3 0.00 45.4
Mixed Oakl/.../Coulter 8.7 0.8 0.00 2.8
Non-native Grassland | 37538 | 102.8 | 13 | 1338 |
Montane Meadow | 763 | 7.3 | 0.00 | 2.3 |
Southern CLO Riparian Forest | 495 | 0.00 | 0.00 | 47.54 |
Open Water | 0.07 | 0.00 | 0.00 | 0.00 |
CVF Marsh/Emergent Wetland | 0.85 | 0.00 ‘ 0.00 | 0.17 |
Riparian Scrub | 3.21 | 0.25 | 0.00 | 2.96 |
Disturbed Wetland 0.07 0.00 0.00 0.00
Urban/Developed Habitat | 0.8 | 0.00 0.00 0.00
Totals (rounded) 1416.8 207.0 35 281.9
( - - Table
Biological Impact Table
2-1-1
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2.2 Cultural Resources

An archaeological survey of the 1,416.5-acre Hoskings Ranch Proposed Project Site was
conducted by Mary Robbins-Wade, who is on the County of San Diego’s list of approved
consultants for the preparation of cultural resource studies. The resulting report, entitled,
Cultural Resources Assessment for the Hoskings Ranch Project, Julian, San Diego County,
California TM 5312RPL3, Log. No. 03-10-005, with a revision date of July 2013, is included
as Appendix C to this BEIRFEIR. The current archaeological assessment is based upon the
work of Professional Archaeology Associates that was done in 2003.

2317221 Existing Conditions

The Proposed Project is bounded by SR 78/79 on the north and large lot residential uses
on the north and east. The Cleveland National Forest extends through the site on the
southwest and west. The western boundaries abut private land holdings within the
Cleveland National Forest.

Archaeological research has pieced together a succession of cultures that have
developed in the San Diego region. The earliest accepted archaeological evidence of
Native Americans in the San Diego area is the culture of San Dieguito people, dating
back to approximately 10,000 years ago. The artifacts associated with this culture
consist primarily of scrapers, scraper planes, choppers, large blades, and large projectile
points. The San Dieguito culture was gradually replaced by the La Jolla culture, hunters
and gatherers with a heavy emphasis on plant and plant seed processing, as evidenced
by abundant manos and metates (grinding tools and sites). The Late Prehistoric period
is represented by the San Luis Rey culture in northern San Diego and the Cuyamaca
culture in the southern portion of the county. The boundary dividing these cultures runs
approximately east to west through Escondido. The southern group, the Yuman-
speaking lipay-Kumeyaay, occupied the region in which the Hoskings Ranch site is
located.

The lipay-Kumeyaay subsistence economy included hunting, fishing and gathering, but
the bulk of their diet was provided by plant foods. Settlements such as permanent
villages and campsites are located in oak woodland valleys and catchment basins in the
coastal zone, the foothills, the Peninsular Range and, to a lesser extent, in the desert
beyond. Resource extraction and processing sites are clustered around the settlements,
with temporary camps and extractive sites located in more distant areas. Seasonal
movements within a communally-owned village territory were practiced; these
movements were directly related to the changing availability of critical resources.

Spanish contact began with the Cabrillo expedition in 1542 which explored portions of
the coast and the Channel Islands to the north. At the time of European contact,
ancestors of the modern-day Kumeyaay Indians occupied an area that presently
includes southern San Diego County, the southern two-thirds of Imperial County, and
northern Baja California.

Between the 1860s and the early 1900s, successive waves of pioneers moved into more
remote areas of the county in search of land and minerals. The discovery of gold in the
Julian area during this period led to the historic settlement of San Diego’s mountainous
east county. The development of Julian and the surrounding areas closely followed this
mining town development.

This brief history illustrates the rather high potential for finding cultural resources on the
Proposed Project Site. Records searches for the area revealed approximately 150
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potential pre-historic and historic archaeological sites of significance within a mile of the
site. Most of the archaeological sites include bedrock milling features with and without
artifacts. The historic archaeological resources include remnants of homesteads and
ranches, as well as bridge and road foundations, feed troughs, and corrals.

The Proposed Project Site has been a cattle ranch since the 1880s, when the land was
first homesteaded, and only ceased to be used for cattle within recent years.

21712211 Regulatory Framework

A number of criteria are used in demonstrating resource importance. Specifically,
criteria outlined in the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the Resource
Protection Ordinance (RPO), and the San Diego County Local Register provide the
guidance for making such a determination.

CEQA section 15064.5a provides criteria for determining that a resource is a
historically significant resource. CEQA section 15064.5b defines the determination of
‘substantial adverse change’ to a resource which engenders impacts. Section
15064.5c of CEQA applies to effects on archaeological sites and contains additional
provisions regarding archaeological sites. Sections 15064.5 (d) and (e) contain
additional provisions regarding human remains as well as Native American human
remains. The San Diego County Local Register of Historical Resources provides
criteria for resources assessed for local importance, as opposed to statewide or
regional importance.

The San Diego County RPO provides its own definitions for “Significant Prehistoric or
Historic Sites.”

Section 1.3, “Applicable Regulations,” of the Cultural Resources report for the
Proposed Project provides further details about these regulations.

21.82.2.2 Analysis of Project Effects and Determination as to Significance

The studies included record searches, field visits, and limited site testing. Previous
studies of the site were supplemented with a review of historic maps and photographs.

Forty-five historic and archaeological resources were identified on the Hoskings Ranch
site. Thirty-three sites are recorded as prehistoric (pre-contact) Native-American sites,
seven are historic period resources, and five sites include both historic and prehistoric
material. The historic resources include remnants of homesteads and ranches, as well
as bridge and road foundations and water troughs.

In addition, several ranching features within the Proposed Project area have been
recorded as a non-contiguous historic district (P-37-031748).

Analysis of Proposed Project effects relates to significance according to sets of criteria
from both the RPO and CEQA. RPO significance is a higher level of significance than
that which is recognized under CEQA. This includes sites or districts that are eligible for
or listed on the National Register of Historic Places (not just the California Register of
Historical Resources); locally or regionally unique cultural resources with a significant
volume and range of data and material; traditional cultural properties; sites of ritual,
ceremonial, or sacred value to an ethnic group; sites containing human remains. See
pages 24 through 31 of the cultural resources assessment for the full list of criteria for
each.
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21812.2.2.1 Historical Resources
Guidelines for the Determination of Significance

The guidelines for the Proposed Project were derived from the County of San Diego
Guidelines for Determining Significance, Cultural Resources: Archaeological and
Historic Resources. The Proposed Project would have a significant impact on historic
resources if it:

1. Causes a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical
resource as defined in Section 15064.5 of the State CEQA Guidelines.

2. Proposes activities or uses damaging to, and fails to preserve, significant
historical cultural resources as defined by the Resource Protection
Ordinance.

Analysis

Guideline 1: The project causes a substantial adverse change in the significance of
an historical resource as defined in Section 15064.5 of the State CEQA Guidelines.

Seven sites within the Proposed Project area have been recorded as historic period
resources. See Table 2-2-1, “Historical Resources (CEQA),” at the end of this
chapter for the list of resources.

CA-SDI-16,852H and CA-SDI-16,871H were recorded and documented and their
remaining cultural value is not significance. P-37-025435, the car body, is not
significant due to its lack of association with other sites or records. CA-SDI-16,853H,
CA-SDI-16,345H, P-37-025402, and P-37-030448 will be located in open space and
will not be directly or indirectly impacted by the project.

_The Hoskings Ranch Rural Landscape District (P-37-031748) is proposed to
recognize the importance of historic ranching features on the site and to provide for
review of future actions by the Historic Site Board. The resource is made up of two
pioneer farmstead archaeological sites (CA-SDI-7098/H and CA-SDI-16,881H), two
ranching water development sites (CA-SDI-16,863H and CA-SDI-19,345H), one
ranching erosion control site (P-37-030448), and a wooden cattle corral (P-37-
125402). These features reflect human modification of the landscape, and can be
linked thematically to specific processes in the evolution of the property to create a
unified whole that provides an increased understanding of the region’s history. The
two house sites represent the pioneer settlement of San Diego County’s backcountry
during the late 19th century, while the other features represent the property’s
development and use as a cattle ranch.

mpacts—are-not-significant—Heowever,B-brushing and grading activities associated
with the construction of the Proposed Project could result in the discovery of
previously unrecorded, potentially significant historical resources. Impacts to such
cultural resources would be significant (Impact CR-1). Therefore, Guideline 1 is
exceeded and mitigation is required.

Guideline 2: Proposes activities or uses damaging to, and fails to preserve,
significant historical cultural resources as defined by the Resource Protection
Ordinance.
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See Table 2-2-2, “Historical Resources (RPO),” at the end of this chapter for a list of
RPO-significant resources on the subject property.

The significant historic resources placed in open space protection (see table) would
not receive direct, long-term impacts from implementation of the Proposed Project.
However, brushing and grading activities associated with the construction of the
Proposed Project could result in the discovery of previously unrecorded, potentially
significant historical resources. Impacts to such cultural resources would be
significant (Impact CR-2). Therefore, Guideline 2 is exceeded and mitigation is
required.

2:4.8.22.2.2.2 Archaeological Resources
Guidelines for the Determination of Impact Significance

The Proposed Project would have a significant impact on archaeological resources if
it:
1. Causes a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological
resource as defined in Section 15064.5 of the State CEQA Guidelines.

2. Proposes activities or uses damaging to, and fails to preserve, significant
cultural resources as defined by the Resource Protection Ordinance.

3. Disturbs any human remains, including those interred outside of formal
cemeteries.

Analysis

The survey identified 33 prehistoric sites, and five sites that contain both historic and
prehistoric elements. Thirty-four of these sites were either determined to be
significant or are assumed significant in the absence of testing.

Guideline 1: The project causes a substantial adverse change in the significance of
an archaeological resource as defined in Section 15064.5 of the State CEQA
Guidelines.

Five sites within the Proposed Project area contain historic and prehistoric
archaeological elements, as listed in Table 2-2-3, “Historical/Archaeological
Resources (CEQA),” at the end of this chapter.

These historical/archaeological sites would be placed in open space and would not
receive direct or indirect long-term impacts from the Proposed Project. However,
brushing and grading activities associated with the construction of the Proposed
Project could result in the discovery of previously unrecorded archaeological
resources. Impacts to such cultural resources would be significant (Impact CR-3).
Therefore, Guideline 1 is exceeded and mitigation is required.

CA-SDI-16,881 contains important information potential that is being lost as the site
erodes away from exposure to the elements (Impact CR-4). Mitigation would be
required.

Thirty-three prehistoric Native American archaeological sites have been identified
within the Proposed Project area, as shown in Table 2-2-4, “Archaeological
Resources (CEQA),” at the end of this chapter.

Impacts to the following sites have been reduced to a level below significant through
their documentation and recordation (and testing if applicable): CA-SDI-7110, CA-
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SDI-16,865, CA-SDI-16,873, CA-SDI-17,057. As such, these sites are unlikely to
yield further information important to understanding the prehistoric occupation of the
Proposed Project area.

Because these sites have been documented and recorded, they are determined to
not be significant, Guideline 1 is not exceeded, impacts are not significant, and no
mitigation is required.

Guideline 2: The project proposes activities or uses damaging to, and fails to
preserve, significant cultural resources as defined by the Resource Protection
Ordinance.

All of the historic/archaeological as well as archaeological-only resources listed
under Guideline 1, above, are assumed RPO-significant in the absence of testing;
four of these (CA-SDI-7098H, CA-SDI-16,854, CA-SDI-16,881H, and CA-SDI-
16,863H) assume significance from being part of a historic ranching district. All of
these resources are located in open space protection. However, brushing and
grading activities associated with the construction of the Proposed Project could
result in the discovery of previously unrecorded historical/archaeological or
archaeological resources. Impacts to such cultural resources would be significant
(Impact CR-5). Therefore, Guideline 1 is exceeded and mitigation is required.

Guideline 3: Disturbs any human remains, including those interred outside of formal
cemeteries

None of the cultural resources identified on the Proposed Project Site contain human
remains and therefore no impacts to human remains would result from the Proposed
Project. However, brushing and grading activities associated with the construction of
the Proposed Project could result in the discovery of previously unrecorded,
potentially significant human remains. Impacts to such cultural resources would be
significant. (Impact CR-6). Guideline 3 is exceeded and mitigation is required.

24.92.2.3 Cumulative Impact Analysis

According to CEQA, the importance of cultural resources comes from the research value
and the information that they contain. Therefore, the issue that must be explored in a
cumulative analysis is the cumulative loss of information. For sites considered less than
significant, there is no information, or the information is preserved through recordation,
test excavations, and preservation of artifacts. Significant sites that are placed in
protected open space easements avoid direct impacts to these cultural resources as well
as preservation of their potential research data. Significant sites that are not placed
within open space easements and which are directly impacted by the Proposed Project
preserve the information through recordation, test excavations, and data recovery
programs that would be presented in reports and filed with the County and SCIC.

Based on the current study, 45 historic and archaeological resources have been
identified within the Proposed Project area. Thirty-three sites are recorded as prehistoric
(pre-contact) Native-American sites, seven are historic period resources, and five sites
include both historic and prehistoric material.

Four archaeological sites, through documentation and recordation, have been reduced
to a level of no significance (CA-SDI-7110, CA-SDI-16,865, CA-SDI-16,873, and CA-
SDI-17,057). One of these (CA-SDI-16,865) would be impacted by the Proposed Project.
No mitigation would be required and impacts would not contribute to a cumulative effect.
The three remaining archaeological resources are located within the open space.
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One resource, CA-SDI-16,871, was found to not meet the criteria for listing in the
California Register of Historical Resources through documentation and recordation.

The remaining 40 resources located onsite are RPO-significant. Two historic resources,
CA-SDI-7105/7106 and CA-SDI-16,881/H, were determined to be RPO-significant by the
archaeologist. The remaining 38 resources are assumed to be RPO-significant in the
absence of testing. The majority of these are placed in open space protection, but
possible effects from grading activities create the need for mitigation. One historic
resource, P-37-030448, is not located within open space protection. Impacts are
considered significant, as this site is an element of the significant historic ranching
district (P-37-031748), and mitigation is required.

The Proposed Project’s potentially significant impacts to cultural resources would be
reduced below a level of significance by archaeological monitoring by a County-
approved archaeologist and a Native American monitor during grading. Similarly,
impacts to any undiscovered or buried potentially significant cultural resources located
within the Proposed Project’s boundaries would be reduced below a level of significance
by similar measures. Thus, all archaeological impacts from the Proposed Project, when
reviewed with related cumulative projects in the area, do not contribute to a cumulatively
significant impact.

The Proposed Project is located in the west-facing slopes of the Volcan Mountains in the
Julian Planning area. The cumulative study area encompasses an approximate one-mile
radius to the east and west along this mountain range to incorporate areas of possible
prehistoric occupancy. Case file research at the County of San Diego based on this
cumulative study area was conducted to determine cumulative impacts. The results of
that research are shown in Table 1-1 of the BEIRFEIR. Impacts are noted in the right
hand column. The table indicates that oOf the 90 projects reviewed, five have the
potential to impact cultural resources. _No other projects were noted in the County of
San Diego data base as having impacts to archaeology. TPM 20863 has been
withdrawn. MUP 72-460-72, a Girls Scout Camp, had impacts to archaeology that were
mitigated with open space preservation. SP 03-015, the Leroux residence in downtown
Julian, was studied but did not have significant impacts. MUP 77-113, the Julian sewer
plant, was studied but had no impacts to archaeology. MUP 97-005, Red Horse Winery,
had the potential to impact archaeology, but a Negative Declaration was issued. The
Proposed Project itself has the potential to impact one resource, as mentioned above.
Mitigation is proposed to reduce this impact to below significance. Ceuntyrecords forthe
OO0 _prole AMAara ravievwaon No-_other nrole A a¥a

Cultural impacts have been avoided to the greatest extent possible in the region,
evidenced by the small number of past, present, or anticipated projects in the 90 project
study list that have cultural resource impacts._Projects fully mitigate their impacts or use
the project design to avoid impact altogether. -Future development in the cumulative
study area would be subject to similar analysis and mitigation requirements pursuant to
CEQA and RPO. Based on the compliance of the Proposed Project and related projects
within the cultural resources cumulative study area with CEQA and RPO, and
implementation of the project monitoring measures, the Proposed Project would not
result in a significant contribution to cumulative impacts for the issue of cultural
resources and impacts would be less than significant.
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21.102.2.4  Significance of Impact Prior to Mitigation

The following is a brief summary of all direct and indirect impacts which were determined
to be significant by the analysis provided in the Cultural Resources Assessment
(Appendix C).

21.10.12.2.4.1  Impacts to Historical Resources

CR-1 Historic resources, as defined in Section 15064.5 of the State CEQA
Guidelines, located within open space would not suffer direct impacts
from the Proposed Project. However, brushing and grading activities
associated with the construction of the Proposed Project could result in
the discovery of previously unrecorded, potentially significant historical
resources. Impacts to such cultural resources are significant. Mitigation is
required.

CR-2 RPO-significant resources located in areas that are proposed for open
space protection. However, brushing and grading activities associated
with the construction of the Proposed Project could result in the discovery
of previously unrecorded, potentially RPO-significant resources. Impacts
to such cultural resources would be significant.

2.1.10.22.2.4.2 Impacts to Archaeological Resources

CR-3 Historical/archaeological sites located in areas that are proposed for open
space would not receive direct or indirect long-term impacts from the
Proposed Project. However, brushing and grading activities associated
with the construction of the Proposed Project could result in the discovery
of previously unrecorded historical/archaeological resources. Impacts to
such cultural resources would be significant.

CR-4 CA-SDI-16,881 is a historic trash deposit that contains important
information potential that is being lost as the site erodes away from
exposure to the elements.

CR-5 All of the study’s historical/archaeological and archaeological resources
are assumed to be RPO-significant in the absence of testing; a few also
assume significance in association with a historic ranching district. These
resources are all located in areas proposed for open space protection and
would not receive long-term direct and indirect impacts from the Proposed
Project. However, brushing and grading activities associated with the
construction of the Proposed Project could result in the discovery of
previously unrecorded, potentially RPO-significant archaeological
resources. Impacts to such cultural resources would be significant.

CR-6 None of the cultural resources identified on the Proposed Project Site
contain human remains. However, brushing and grading activities
associated with the construction of the Proposed Project could result in
the discovery of previously unrecorded, potentially significant human
remains. Impacts to such cultural resources would be significant.
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24412.2.5  Mitigation

23441142251  M-CR-1, M-CR-2, M-CR-3, M-CR-5, M-CR-6

A monitoring program would be implemented for any grading or other ground-
disturbing activity. The monitoring program would be required not only for ground-
disturbing activities as part of the Tentative Map, but also any development that
occurs subsequent to approval of the TM. The monitoring and data recovery program
must be provided to the satisfaction of the Director of Planning and Development
Services, and must include monitoring by a County-approved archaeologist and a
Native American monitor. Appendix C provides details about the requirements of the
monitoring program which address data discovery, recovery, and documentation;
notes to the Grading Plan; and necessary sign-offs and documentation proving
adherence to the program.

The archaeological consultant, County staff, and Native American representatives
will work together to determine the disposition of any Native American cultural
material collected, determining if some material would be repatriated rather than
curated, taking into account the definitions under NAGPRA. Historic era cultural
material collected would be curated.

Additionally, a temporary fencing and signage plan would be implemented along the
perimeter of the open space during periods of construction activity to ensure that
workers and equipment do not inadvertently encroach into the open space and onto
any of the archaeological sites.

The monitoring program and the fencing and signage plan designed for the
Proposed Project as described above would effectively mitigate all impacts to below
a level of significance because they would deter intrusions into protected areas. No
further mitigation would be required.

244122252 M-CR-24

Although the Proposed Project is not directly responsible for the eroding condition of
CA-SDI-16,881/H, mitigation for this impact would be a condition of project approval.
A data-recovery excavation would be conducted to collect a sample of cultural
material. This material would be cataloged and analyzed, and a report would be
prepared to detail the methods and results of the data-recovery program.

2112226 Conclusion

For the current study, a County-approved archaeological firm reviewed previous surveys
and assessment reports, conducted site visits and limited testing, and updated the
archaeological report for the Proposed Project.

Forty-five historic and archaeological resources were identified within the Proposed
Project area. Thirty-three of these sites were recorded as prehistoric (pre-contact)
Native-American sites, seven are historic period resources, and five sites include both
historic and prehistoric material.

Impacts could occur during grading activities because additional resources may be
uncovered. To avoid impacts to known and as-yet-undiscovered cultural resources
during grading activities, an archaeological ander Native American monitor is required to
conduct archaeologicalgrading monitoring to ensure no additional resource areas are
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damaged. Temporary fencing and signage would be installed to deter inadvertent
intrusions to the open space by construction workers or equipment.

In the long-term, open space is an effective design feature because resources would be
retained in an undisturbed state in a protected area.

Impacts to cultural resources are not significant because the project has avoided
resources, fully mitigated impacts, and has provided open space protections for
resources. One resource, CA-SDI-16,881/H, is eroding naturally, and would continue to
do so after Project implementation. The Proposed Project would be required to
implement a data recovery program which would mitigate for all impacts to this resource.
Monitoring would ensure that unknown cultural resources would be adequately
documented, and curated or repatriated if necessary, because monitors would halt
grading and evaluate resources, if any are found.

Cumulative impacts are not significant because the Proposed Project and other
cumulative projects have avoided or preserved resources on their sites. Impacts are
mitigated to below a level of significance.
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Historical Resources (CEQA)

CA-SDI-
16,852H882H

; ot . I hfor bricks: i€
ebservedSchool site

CA-SDI-16,853H

Scatter of sun-purpled glass and porcelain

CA-SDI-16,871H

Mining pit, possibly looking for gold.

CA-SDI-19,345H

Three water troughs, rock wall to stabilize pad

P-37-025402 Starr Corral; unique construction from railroad boxcars
P-37-025435 Partial car body and association parts

Historic water control features (rock walls) in main drainage
P-37-030448 and two minor cuts feeding the main drainage; connects with

well at CA-SDI-16,863/H

§
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Historical Resources (RPO)

Resource #

Status of significance

Placed in Open Space

CA-SDI-16,853H

Assumed significant in the absence
of testing.

Yes

CA-SDI-19,345H

Not individually significant, but
part of a significant historic
ranching district.

Yes

P-37-025402

Determined to be significant; also
part of significant historic ranching
district.

Yes

P-37-030448

Determined to be significant; also
part of significant historic ranching

district.

No

f
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Historical Resources (RPO)

Table
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Historical/Archaeological Resources (CEQA)

Bedrock Milling Features (BMF) with ground stone, flaked stone,
CA-SDI-7098H Tizon Brown Ware, and historic components of the McCain
Residence homesite.

This site includes a well at a natural spring and is part of the ranching
CA-SDI-16,863/H | features that are proposed as noncontiguous historic district, which
would make them significant resources as defined by CEQA.

BRMs and lithic scatter. Historic component: Late 19th century/early
CA-SDI-16,881/H | 20th century homestead site with landscape features, foundation,
wall, trash dump, and scattered historic artifacts.

Small lithic and pottery scatter. Historic component: site of early

CA-SDI-16,882/H 20th century Orinoco School.

CA-SDI-19,344 BRMs with flakes, amethyst glass.

f

Table

Historical/Archaeological Resources (CEQA) 2.9.3
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Archaeological Resources (CEQA)

This is a large habitation site with a range of artifact types. The historical aspect of

CA-SDI-7102 this site meets the criteria of CEQA and is eligible for listing in the California
Register of Historical Resources.

CA-SDI-7103 BRMs along Orinoco Creek; flakes found at one feature.

CA-SDI-7104 BRMs; no artifacts observed.

CA-SDI-7105/7106 BRMs

CA-SDI-7109 Thisa Iarge_ hapi-tation sijce._ Thg historica_ll aspect of_this site _rnee'Fs the criteria of
CEQA and is eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources.

CA-SDI-7110 Isolated scraper.

CA-SDI-16,851 BRMs with flake and Tizon Brown Ware.

CA-SDI-16,854 BRMs with ground stone, flakes, and hammerstones.

CA-SDI-16,855/ CA-
SDI-16,856/ CA-SDI-
16,857

BRMs with ground stone, flaked stone (including obsidian), Tizon Brown Ware,
historics.

CA-SDI-16,858 BRMs with a mano.

CA-SDI-16,859 BRMs with a flake.

CA-SDI-16,860 BRMs, no artifacts observed.

CA-SDI-16,861 BRMs with flakes

CA-SDI-16,862 BRMs with a flake.

CA-SDI-16,864 MRMs with mano and Tizon Brown Ware.

CA-SDI-16,865 BRM with a flake.

CA-SDI-16,866 BRMs with a flake and Tizon Brown Ware.

CA-SDI-16,867 BRMs with no artifacts observed.

CA-SDI-16,868 BRMs with Tizon Flat Ware.

CA-SDI-16,869 BRM with no artifacts observed.

CA-SDI-16,870 BRMs with manos, flakes, and Tizon Brown Ware.

CA-SDI-16,872 BRMs with no artifacts observed.

CA-SDI-16,873 BRM with a flake.

CA-SDI-16,874 BRMs with no artifacts observed.

CA-SDI-16,875 BRMs with manos and Tizon Brown Ware.

gél'i%l:g%sm/ CA- Lithic scatters and BRMs.

CA-SDI-16.878 Habitation debris, including_fla_ked stone, Desert Side-Notched point, Tizon Brown
' Ware, Colorado Buff Ware, incised fired clay whale effigy.

CA-SDI-16,879 BRMs with no artifacts observed.

CA-SDI-16,880 BRM with Tizon Brown Ware.

CA-SDI-17,057 BRM with no artifacts observed.

CA-SDI-19,342 BRMs with flakes.

CA-SDI-19,343 BRMs with no artifacts observed.

CA-SDI-19,346 BRMs with no artifacts observed.
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2.22.3 Traffic

Traffic impact analysis was conducted by Arnold Torma of KOA Corporation, who is on the
County-approved consultants list for the preparation of traffic analyses. The resulting report,
entitled Hoskings Ranch Traffic Impact Study TM5312, dated September 2012, is included
as Appendix D of the BEIRFEIR. A memo updating agricultural traffic numbers was provided
on November 14, 2014 and in included at Appendix H of that study.

2242.3.1 Existing Conditions

The Proposed Project proposes the division of 1,416.5 acres into 24 agricultural lots
ranging in size from 40.10 to 196.02 gross acres each and is located in the Julian
Community Planning Area. The major roadways in the area are State Route 78/79 (SR
78/79) and Pine Hills Road. Hoskings Ranch Road and Daley Flat Road, private roads,
also serve the site. Figure 2-3-1, “Existing Circulation Network,” illustrates the local and
regional circulation network near the Proposed Project Site.

The Proposed Project’'s frontage roads are: SR-78/79 and Pine Hills Road. Hoskings
Ranch Road is an existing offsite road that was part of the analysis. Hoskings Ranch
Road/Daley Flat Road and Orinoco Road are existing onsite private roads that were
included in the analysis. The Proposed Project proposes four new private roads within its
boundaries: Tenaya Road, Ute Peak Lane, Bear Run Lane, and Deer Run Lane.

The Proposed Project would take access to local roads via Hoskings Ranch Road onto
SR-78/79 and onto Pine Hills Road via Tenaya Road.

SR 78/79 is a two-lane road with a posted speed limit of 55 mph. It has a Level of
Service (LOS) E capacity of 16,200 Average Daily Trips (ADT), and currently carries
3,672 ADT east of Pine Hills Road. It was found to function at LOS B.

Pine Hills Road is a two-lane County-maintained road with an unposted speed limit of 55
miles per hour (mph). This road has an LOS E capacity of 16,200 ADT, and currently
carries 1,651 ADT south of SR 78/79. It was found to function at LOS A.

Hoskings Ranch Road and Daley Flat Road are paved private roads. Hoskings Ranch
Road at SR 78/79 is currently gated and has a phone box and key pad mechanism to
provide access to residents and visitors. Levels of Service are not applicable to
Hoskings Ranch Road and Daley Flat Road since their primary purpose is to serve
abutting properties and not to carry through traffic.

Peak-hour intersection performance measures the length of delays at intersections when
they are experiencing the highest volume of use. The three intersections with public
roads closest to the Proposed Project are Hoskings Ranch Road/SR 78/79, Pine Hills
Road/SR 78/79, and Pine Hills Road/Tenaya Road. All intersections currently operate at
a LOS B or better.

224142311 Regulatory Framework

The study methodology and analysis for transportation is based on the County of
San Diego Report Format and Content Requirements (Transportation and Traffic)
and the County of San Diego Guidelines for Determining Significance
(Transportation and Traffic).

The guidelines are used to determine the Proposed Project’'s conformance with the
County of San Diego Public Road Standards, the San Diego County Standards for
Private Streets Standards, and County of San Diego Public Facility Element policies
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and evaluate whether a project’'s impacts are perceptible to the average driver. The
issues under analysis are Level of Service (LOS) for road segments and

intersections, and sight-distance.

2222.3.2 Analysis of Project Effects and Determination as to Significance

The traffic impact analysis is based on the County of San Diego, Report Format &
Content Requirements: Transportation and Traffic and the County of San Diego,
Guidelines for the Determination of Significance: Transportation and Traffic, dated
February 2010.

County of San Diego daily traffic volume standards were used for the analysis of
roadway segments. The Highway Capacity Manual analysis method was used for
evaluating unsignalized intersections. Traffic count data was obtained from counts
conducted in February 2010 and January 2011.

22212321 Project Trip Generation

Trip generation is a measure or forecast of the number of trips that begin or end at
the Proposed Project Site. All or part of these trips would result in traffic increases on
the streets where they occur. The traffic generated is a function of the extent and
type of development proposed for the site. The Proposed Project proposes
agricultural activity which may result in 24 residences. Both activities would generate
ADT.

Table 2-3-1 summarizes the trips generated by the Proposed Project:

Table 2-3-1. Project Trip Generation

Daily | AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Rate/T
Land Use Intensity Units rips Total | In Out | Total | In Out
Estate 24 Dwellin Rate 12 8% 30% | 70% | 10% 70% 30%
Residential 9 Trips 288 23 7 16 29 20 9
. Rate 2 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Agriculture 495 Acre Trips 990 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total 1278 | 23 7 16 29 20 9

Note: Numbers may not total due to rounding

As shown, a project of 24 residences would add 336-288 ADT to the circulation network,
with 27-23 trips occurring during the AM peak hour, and 34-29 trips occurring during the PM
peak hour._No peak hour agricultural traffic is anticipated as these activities take place at
random times of the day and are not linked to rush hour traffic.

2-44

22:222.3.2.2 Project Trip Distribution

Trip distribution identified the probable destinations, directions, or traffic routes that
project-related traffic would likely affect. In this case, the Proposed Project trip
distribution was estimated from observed traffic patterns and considerations of
surrounding land uses. Figure 2-3-2, “Project Trip Distribution,” shows the Proposed
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Project trip generation. As shown, it is expected that 63-54 percent of traffic would
use the Hoskings Ranch Road/Daley Flat Road exit, and 3747 percent would use
the Tenaya/Pine Hills Rroad exit or their direct access onto Pine Hills Road, with 75
65 percent of traffic ultimately driving toward Ramona, 22-30 percent toward Julian,
and feurfive percent toward the Pine Hills community.

22232.3.2.3 Road Segment Analysis

The Existing Plus Project scenario reflects traffic volumes when expected Proposed
Project traffic is added to existing traffic volumes. Table 2-3-2, “Existing Plus Project
Roadway Segment Conditions,” summarizes the existing roadway segments both
with and without the Proposed Project.

Guidelines for the Determination of Significance

The Proposed Project would have a significant impact on road segments if:

e It would increase traffic by 200 ADT on an LOS E roadway, or if it would
increase traffic by 100 ADT on an LOS F roadway.

Analysis

Guideline 1: The project would have a significant effect on road segments if it would
increase traffic by 200 ADT on an LOS E roadway, or if it would increase traffic by
100 ADT on an LOS F roadway.

The results of the analysis are shown in Table 2-3-2. With the addition of Proposed
Project traffic to existing traffic levels, roadway segments operate at LOS C or better
both with or without the Proposed Project. Guideline 1 is not exceeded and impacts
are not significant. Mitigation is not required.

22242.3.2.4 Peak Hour Intersection Performance Analysis

Guidelines for the Determination of Significance

The Proposed Project would have a significant effect on intersections if:

e |t exceeds specific thresholds on either an LOS E or an LOS F roadway. The
specific thresholds for signalized and unsignalized intersections are:

Table 2-3-3 Allowable Increase of Congested Intersections

Intersection LOS Signalized Unsignalized
LOS E Delay of 2 seconds 20 peak hour trips on a critical
movement
LOS F Delay of 1 second or 5 peak hour 5 peak hour trips on a critical
trips on a critical movement movement
Analysis

Guideline 2: The project would have a significant effect on intersections if it exceeds
specific thresholds on either an LOS E or an LOS F roadway.

The results of the analysis are shown in Table 2-3-4, “Existing Plus Project
Intersection Conditions.” All intersections operate at LOS B or better in both the
morning and evening peak hours with or without the Proposed Project. Traffic is not
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directed to roadways operating at either LOS E or F. Guideline 2 is not exceeded
and impacts are not significant. Mitigation is not required.
22252.3.2.5 Hazards Due to an Existing Transportation Design Feature

Increased traffic generated or redistributed by a proposed project may cause a
significant traffic operational impact to an existing transportation design feature and
could result in potential hazards.

Guidelines for the Determination of Significance

The Proposed Project would have a significant effect if:

e Design features/physical configurations of access roads may adversely affect
the safe movement of all users along the roadway.

e The percentage or magnitude of increased traffic on the road due to the
proposed project may affect the safety of the roadway.

¢ The physical conditions of the project site and surrounding area, such as
curves, slopes, walls, landscaping or other barriers, may result in conflicts
with other users or stationary objects.

e It does not conform with existing and proposed roads to the requirements of
the private or public road standards, as possible.

Analysis

Guideline 1: The project would have a significant traffic operational impact to an
existing transportation design feature and result in potential hazards if its design
features/physical configurations of access roads adversely impact the safe
movement of all users along the roadway.

Guideline 3: The project would have a significant traffic operational impact to an
existing transportation design feature and result in potential hazards if the physical
conditions of the project site and surrounding area, such as curves, slopes, walls,
landscaping or other barriers, may result in conflicts with other users or stationary
objects.

The San Diego County Standards for Private Roads defers to the American
Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTQO) standards for
stopping sight distance requirements. The standards used in this analysis were
obtained from AASHTO’s A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets
(2004).

The Proposed Project would take access to local roads via Hoskings Ranch Road
onto SR78/79 and onto Pine Hills Road via Tenaya Road, which is currently not built.
The analysis encompasses these two access points, as well as a third intersection of
SR-78/79 and Pine Hills Road.

Sight distance is the continuous length of roadway visible to the driver sufficient
enough to assess an oncoming vehicle to avoid collision and perform a maneuver
without requiring through traffic to radically alter their speed. A speed survey was
conducted for vehicles traveling northbound/southbound on Pine Hills Road and
vehicles traveling eastbound/westbound on SR-78/79 at the Proposed Project
access intersections; the analysis can be found in Appendix F of the traffic study. It
was determined that the operational speed on Pine Hills Road at the Proposed
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Project entry is 48 mph for northbound traffic and 47 mph for southbound traffic. For
SR 78/79 at Hoskings Ranch road, the operating speed is 58 mph for both
eastbound and westbound traffic. According to the County of San Diego Public Road
Standards, the minimum intersection sight distance for 47, 48 and 58 mph are 470
feet, 480 feet and 580 feet, respectively. According to AASHTO, the minimum
intersection sight distance for 43, 44 and 58 mph are 520 feet, 530 feet and 640 feet,
respectively.

Table 2-3-5, “Existing Configuration Sight Distance Summary,” summarizes the
results of the sight-distance analysis for the Proposed Project access points, which
are discussed below.

Corner Sight Distance

All movements have adequate corner sight distance except for:
1. Leftturn from Pine Hills Road onto SR-78/79 (Movement “B slows for A”)

2. Right turn from Tenaya Road onto Pine Hills Road (Movement “C slows for
AH)

ue; H H ”
1 1

From the Pine Hills Road looking right (Movement “B slows for A”), a distance of 580
feet of unobstructed visibility is required; the Proposed Project currently has 535 feet
available. The sight distance is potentially restricted by the existing embankment on
the south side of the horizontal curve in the road, as shown in the aerial photograph
that is included in Figure 2-3-3, “Sight Distance Constraints.”. This may be
acceptable because stopping sight distance is adequate for this maneuver.
Hewever,A-adequate corner sight distance is potentially restricted by ean-be-metif
the trees on the south side of the horizontal curve. -were-trimmed-erremeoved-This
would be-required-as a design consideration for the Proposed Project, and would
reduce all impacts to not significant.

From the Tenaya Road looking left (Movement “C slows for A”), a distance of 430
feet of unobstructed visibility is required; the Proposed Project currently has 400 feet
available. The sight distance is potentially restricted by trees on the west side of the
horizontal curve in the road. However, adequate corner sight distance can be met if
the trees on the west side of Pine Hills Road on/adjacent to the applicant’s property
were trimmed or removed, allowing for corner sight distance to increase to 745 feet.
This would be required as a design consideration for the Proposed Project, and
would reduce all impacts to not significant.

Figure 2-3-3, “Sight Distance Constraints,” further analyzed these intersections by
locating a spotter at the appropriate sight distance from the intersection. The graphic
shows the spotter's orange vest is visible from all approaches, indicating that
adequate sight distance exists. While there are no major obstructions, to maintain a
conservative analysis, any vegetation that obstructs sight distance would be
removed .

Stopping Sight Distance

All movements were determined to have adequate stopping sight distance.

Because the listed design considerations would reduce impacts to less than
significant for corner sight distance, and because stopping sight-distance
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requirements are met, guidelines 1 and 3 are not exceeded. No mitigation is
required.

Guideline 2: The project would have a significant traffic operational impact to an
existing transportation design feature and result in potential hazards if the
percentage or magnitude of increased traffic on the road due to the proposed project
may affect the safety of the roadway.

The Proposed Project’s increased traffic on the road would not affect the safety of
the roadway because the roadway would continue to function at a LOS A. Guideline
2 is not exceeded and impacts are not significant. Mitigation is not required.

Guideline 4: The project would have a significant effect to an existing transportation
design feature and result in potential hazards if it does not conform to existing and
proposed roads to the requirements of the private or public road standards.

The Proposed Project roads would be built to private road standards. Guideline 4 is
not exceeded and impacts are not significant. Mitigation is not required.
22.2.62.3.2.6 Hazards to Pedestrians or Bicyclists

Increased traffic generated or redistributed by a proposed project may cause a
significant traffic operational impact to pedestrians or bicyclists and result in potential
hazards.

Guidelines for the Determination of Significance

The Proposed Project would have a significant traffic operational impact on
pedestrians or bicyclists considering the following factors:

o Design features/physical configurations on a road segment or at an
intersection that may adversely affect the visibility of pedestrians or bicyclists
to drivers entering and exiting the site, and the visibility of cars to pedestrians
and bicyclists.

e The amount of pedestrian activity at the project access points that may
adversely affect pedestrian safety.

e The preclusion or substantial hindrance of the provision of a planned bike
lane or pedestrian facility on a roadway adjacent to the project site.

e The percentage or magnitude of increased traffic on the road due to the
proposed project that may adversely affect pedestrian and bicycle safety.

e The physical conditions of the project site and surrounding area, such as
curves, slopes, walls, landscaping or other barriers that may result in
vehicle/pedestrian, vehicle/bicycle conflicts.

¢ Does not conform with existing and proposed roads to the requirements of
the private or public road standards, as applicable.

e The potential for a substantial increase in pedestrian or bicycle activity
without the presence of adequate facilities.

Analysis

Guideline 1: The project would have a significant traffic operational impact on
pedestrians or bicyclists if the design features/physical configurations on a road
segment or at an intersection adversely affect the visibility of pedestrians or bicyclists
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to drivers entering and exiting the site, and the visibility of cars to pedestrians and
bicyclists.

Guideline 5: The project would have a significant effect if the physical conditions of
the project site and surrounding area, such as curves, slopes, walls, landscaping or
other barriers that may result in vehicle/pedestrian, vehicle/bicycle conflicts.

As described in the analysis above, three sight-distance studies were performed at
intersections at or near the Proposed Project. The analysis shows that corner sight-
distance cannot currently be met in two instances:

1. Leftturn from Pine Hills Road onto SR-78/79 (Movement “B slows for A”)

2. Right turn from Tenaya Road onto Pine Hills Road (Movement “C slows for
AH)
Further analysis shown in Figure 2-3-3 shows that no major obstructions exist.
However, the-vegetation which obstructs the view would be trimmed in order to
provide the needed visibility. The Proposed Project is required to remove the

vegetation in these two locations as design considerations. Therefore, no impacts
are anticipated as a result. Guideline 1 is not exceeded. No mitigation is required.

Guideline 2: The project would have a significant traffic operational impact on
pedestrians or bicyclists if the amount of pedestrian activity at the project access
points that may adversely affect pedestrian safety.

Trails do not exist nor are proposed as part of the project. Therefore, pedestrian
activity would be minimal. Additionally, due to the large scale of the Proposed Project
lots, pedestrian traffic along the Proposed Project's access points is not likely to
occur. Therefore, Guideline 2 is not exceeded and impacts are not significant.
Mitigation is not required.

Guideline 3: The project would have a significant traffic operational impact on
pedestrians or bicyclists if the preclusion or substantial hindrance of the provision of
a planned bike lane or pedestrian facility on a roadway adjacent to the project site.

The Proposed Project would not hinder the improvement of existing roadways,
including bike lanes, adjacent to the Proposed Project Site. Adequate right of way is
being dedicated to allow the addition of bike lanes should they be required. No
pedestrian facilities currently exist nor are any proposed on a roadway adjacent to
the Proposed Project Site. Additionally, due to the large scale of the Proposed
Project lots, pedestrian and bicycling traffic along the Proposed Project’s frontage is
not likely to occur. Guideline 3 is not exceeded and impacts are not significant.
Mitigation is not required.

Guideline 4: The project would have a significant traffic operational impact on
pedestrians or bicyclists if the percentage or magnitude of increased traffic on the
road due to the proposed project that may adversely affect pedestrian and bicycle
safety.

The Proposed Project’s increased traffic on the road would not affect the safety of
pedestrians or bicyclists because the roadway would continue to function at a LOS
A. Guideline 4 is not exceeded and impacts are not significant. Mitigation is not
required.
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Guideline 6: The project would have a significant traffic operational impact on
pedestrians or bicyclists if does not conform with existing and proposed roads to the
requirements of the private or public road standards, as applicable.

Proposed Project entry would conform to private road standards. Guideline 6 is not
exceeded and impacts are not significant. Mitigation is not required.

Guideline 7: The project would have a significant traffic operational impact on
pedestrians or bicyclists if the potential for a substantial increase in pedestrian or
bicycle activity without the presence of adequate facilities.

No increase in pedestrian or bicycle activity is anticipated; therefore, adequate
facilities are not required. Due to the large scale of the Proposed Project lots,
pedestrian and bicycling traffic along the Proposed Project’s frontage is not likely to
occur. Therefore, Guideline 7 is not exceeded and impacts are not significant.
Mitigation is not required.

222+42.3.2.7 Project Access and Circulation
Guidelines for the Determination of Significance

The Proposed Project would have a significant effect if:

o The sight-distance at any intersection used or proposed for project access
does not meet minimum requirements established in the County of San Diego
Public Road Standards for project access.

Analysis

Guideline 1: The project would have a significant effect if the sight distance at any
intersection used or proposed for project access does not meet minimum
requirements established in the County of San Diego Public Road Standards for
project access.

The Proposed Project would take access to local roads at two points: Hoskings
Ranch Road at SR 78/79, and Tenaya Road at Pine Hills Road (Tenaya Road is not
yet built).

As described in both previous sections, the traffic study concludes that the two
intersections which do not meet corner sight-distance can be modified, through
vegetation removal to comply with sight-distance requirements. With these design
considerations for the Proposed Project, no impacts are anticipated. Guideline 1 is
not exceeded, and no mitigation is required.

22-32.3.3 Cumulative Impacts

The Proposed Project generates 1,278 daily trips. Some of these trips would use
roadways that were found in the course of the cumulative analysis to operate at
inadequate levels of service. See the traffic impact report Appendix D for an analysis of
cumulative impacts. The Proposed Project would therefore contribute to a significant
cumulative impact (Impact TR-1) and mitigation is required.
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22:42.3.4 Significance of Impacts Prior to Mitigation

22412341 TR-1

In the cumulative condition, the Proposed Project contributes vehicle trips to
roadways that operate at inadequate levels of service. Impacts are significant and
mitigation is required.

2252.3.5 Mitigation

22512351 M-TR-1

The Proposed Project would pay a TIF fee toward improvements to the local
roadway network.

2262.3.6 Conclusion

Analysis of existing roadway segment and peak-hour intersection performance was
conducted by a County-approved consultant. The analysis found that all roadway
segments and intersections are currently operating a LOS C or better. The LOS for road
segments and intersections would continue to operate at this level with the addition of
project traffic. Impacts from Proposed Project traffic are not significant.

Corner sight-distance was found to be inadequate at two intersections.

For the left turn from Pine Hills Road onto SR-78/79, sight distance is restricted by the
existing embankment on the south side of the horizontal curve in the road. This may be
acceptable because stopping sight distance is adequate for this maneuver. However,
adequate corner sight distance can be met if the trees on the south side of the horizontal
curve were trimmed or removed.

For the right turn form Tenaya Road onto pine Hills Road, sight distance is restricted by
trees on the west side of the horizontal curve in the road. However, adequate corner
sight distance can be met if the trees on the west side of Pine Hills Road on/adjacent to
the applicant’s property were removed, allowing for corner sight distance to increase to
745 feet.

Vegetation removal in these two locations would be required as design considerations
for the Proposed Project. No impacts are anticipated, and no mitigation required.

In the cumulative conditions, the Proposed Project contributes vehicle trips to roadways
that operate at inadequate levels of service. Impacts from cumulative traffic are
significant. The County of San Diego has adopted an overarching programmatic
approach to address existing and projected future road deficiencies in the
unincorporated area of San Diego County. This program includes the adoption of a
Transportation Impact Fee (TIF) to fund improvements to roadways in order to mitigate
potential cumulative impacts anticipated by traffic from future development. Mitigation in
the form of a TIF fee would fully mitigate this impact because the fees would be used to
improve area roadways where impacts occur to a level below significance.

HOSKINGS RANCH - DEIR 2-51




TRS CONSULTANTS

This page intentionally left blank

2-52 HOSKINGS RANCH - DEIR




jian B4

=

&
\\o
o )\

v
Washington St

WYI’JQ,la Ry

s

LEGEND

Orinoco Dr

County of San Diego Roadway Classifications

== ssseee 2LlaneRural Collector W
——  Non-Study Segment

(5_

B

2 Lane State Route Project Site

Geomteric Configuration
Traffic Signal /

Stop Sign

SR 78/SR 79 & SR 78/SR 79 &

Washington St Hosking Ranch Rd
} .
| & i
==
—
2 W t
1
SR 78/SR 79 & Tenaya Rd &
Pine Hills Rd Pine Y—mls Rd
. 1
b by b
-
= b -4 b i

Pine Hills Rd

SOURCE

E KOA CORPORATION

L-€-¢
ainbi4

Existing Circulation Network

CONSULTANTS




No Scale ﬁ
. d
N\\a\'\"‘ '
g% ks
Washington St
%y
0,
Wyﬂo,la g
@
LEGEND )
Hoskings Ranch R
115% Mp— Distribution Percentage
49%
30%*
3.5% "47%
Tenaya Rd
39%
NE4% Orinoco Dr
3.5%
Project Site 2o

2in
=

A 4

R KOA CORPORATION
N T

@ Project Trip Distribution (
N G

CONSULTANTS




Southbound traffic on Pine Hills Road (Major Road) approaching
right-turn out from Tenaya Road (Minor Road)

Photo 1: "A" looking to "C"
Minor Road vehicle looking to Major Road vehicle

Photo 2: "C" looking to "A"
Major Road vehicle looking to Minor Road vehicle
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Photo 1 (zoom): "A" looking to "C"
Minor Road vehicle looking to Major Road vehicle

Photo 2 (zoom): "C" looking to "A"
Major Road vehicle looking to Minor Road vehicle
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Westbound traffic on SR-78/79 (Major Road) approaching
left-turn out from the north side of Pine Hills Road (Minor Road)

Photo 1: "A" looking to "B" Photo 2: "B" looking to "A"

Minor Roa_t_j \{ehicle f_ooking to Major Road vehicle  Major Road ehile looking t Mior Road vehicle

Photo 1 (zodnﬁ)i "A" looking to "B" Photo 2 (zoom): "B" looking to "A"
Minor Road vehicle looking to Major Road vehicle  Major Road vehicle looking to Minor Road vehicle
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Source: KOA
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Existing Plus Project Roadway Segment Conditions

LOSE

Roadway Segment Lanes/ Capacit Existing Existing + Project A Av/e Direct CMP
Class pacity ADT ‘ V/C ‘ LOS | ADT ‘ V/C | Los | Traffic Impact? | Impact?
SR-78/79
SR-79/Washington | e 22,000 | 3561 0.156| C | 4393 0.102| C 832 0.036 No No
St to Hoskings Ranch
Hoskings Ranch 25R 22,900 | 4005| 0.179| C | 4,719| 0.206| ¢ 624 0.027 No No
Rd to Pine
Pine Hills Rd
south of SR-78/79 2RC | 16,200 | 1,651 | 0.102| A | 2243 0.138| B 502 | 0037 No No

Note: 2RC: 2-lane Rural Collector; 2SR: 2-lanes State Route.

f

Table

Existing Plus Project Roadway Segment Conditions 5.3
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Existing Plus Project Intersection Conditions

Existi Existing
Peak Xisting + Project A Direct CMP
Intersection Hour A Trips Delay Impact Impact
Delay LOS Delay LOS ? ?
) AM 104 B 10.5 B NA 0.1 No No
1. SR-78 & SR-79/Washington Stt
PM 13.0 B 13.2 B NA 0.2 No No
) AM 9.0 A 9.7 A NA 0.7 No No
2. SR-78/79 & Hoskings Ranch Rd*
PM 9.8 A 10.1 B NA 0.3 No No
. ) AM 10.1 B 10.3 B NA 0.2 No No
3. SR-78/79 & Pine Hills Rd*
PM 104 B 10.6 B NA 0.2 No No
] ) AM 8.8 A 9.5 A NA 0.7 No No
4. Tenaya Rd & Pine Hills Rdt
PM 8.6 A 9.5 A NA 0.9 No No
1 Significance of unsignalized intersections is determined by the number of added project trips to the critical movement.
Note: The change in trips added to the critical movement are only reported for intersections operating at LOS E or F.
§ o | | N Table
Existing Plus Project Intersection Conditions 5-3-4
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Prevailing Existing Sight Distance (feet)
Maneuver Speed Type Evasive Action Needed Available | Adequate?
Hoskings Ranch Road /| SR-78/79
Left turn from Comer BslowsforA  580°/640™ 710 Yes
Hoskings Ranch
Road looking right 58 MPH Stopping B stops for A 540 585 Yes
Right turn from Comer Cslowsfor A 580°/640™ 985 Yes
Hoskings Ranch
Road looking left S8 MPH | Stopping C stops for A 540 750 Yes
EB Through on SR- Comer - - — —
78/79 looking east S8 MPH | Stopping B stops for D 540 750 Yes
Pine Hills Road /| SR-78/79
Left turn from Pine Comer BslowsforA  580°/640™ 535 No
Hills Road looking
right S8 MPH | Stopping B stops for A 540 950 Yes
Right turn from Pine Comner C slows for A 580" / 640™ 750 Yes
Hills Road looking left | 58 MPH Stopping C stops for A 540 750 Yes
EB Through on SR- Cormer - o e e
78/79 looking east S8 MPH | Stopping B stops for D 540 750 Yes
Tenaya Road [ Pine Hills Road
Left turn from Tenaya Comer B slows for A 440* / 530™ 665 Yes
Road looking right 48 MPH Stopping B stops for A 400 670 Yes
Right turn from Corner C slows for A 430" 1 520™ 400 Mo
Tenaya Road looking
left 47 MPH Stopping C stops for A 385 745 Yes
Hills Road locking
south 47 MPH Stopping B stops for D 385 725 Yes
* Per County of San Diego guidelines
** Per AASHTO quidelines
§ - o Table
Existing Configuration Sight Distance Summary 2.3.5
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