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DRAFT CEQA FINDINGS REGARDING SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS

DRAFT CEQA FINDINGS REGARDING SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS FOR THE
FOREST CONSERVATION INITIATIVE LANDS GPA
SCH # 2012081082

The following Findings are made for the Forest Conservation Initiative Lands GPA (Project).
The project is recommended for approval by staff based on consideration of the alternatives,
Project objectives, Project benefits, environmental impacts, stakeholder input, Planning
Commission hearings, Board of Supervisor hearings, and numerous other factors. The
environmental effects of the Project are addressed in the Supplemental Environmental Impact
Report (SEIR) dated October of 2016, which is incorporated by reference herein. As is permitted
by California Public Resources Code Section 21094(a), the Project tiers from the San Diego
County General Plan and the General Plan Update Program EIR (PEIR) adopted on August 3,
2011.

The Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) prepared for the“Project consists of three
volumes: -
Volume 1. Draft Final Supplemental EIR evaluating the

range of alternatives
Volume 2: Summary of Changes to the Draft
Comments on the Draft EIR

Volume 3:  Amendment to the EIR, Descriptioniof the.Recommended Project
cant effects for the following environmental areas of
potential concern: 1) Aesthetics; AgriceL)ural andy Forestry Resources; 3) Air Quality; 4)
Biological Resources; 5) Cultural And Paletntological \Resources; 6) Hazards and Hazardous
Materials; 7) Hydrology and“Water Quality; 8) Land_Use; 9) Mineral Resources; 10) Noise; 11)
Public Services; 12) creationy, 13) nsportation and Traffic; 14) Utilities and Service
Systems, and 15) Global Climate Change. Rotential impacts with regard to Geology/Soils and
Population/Housing are identified ag Effects Found Not to be Significant (and discussed in
Section 3.2 of Volume 1 of\the F ), similar to the determinations made in the General Plan
Update PEIR for these issues:.

oposed Project'and a reasonable

IR, Comment Letters and Responses to

The FEIR evaluated potentially signi

Of these fifteen environmental subject areas, the County Board of Supervisors (Board) concurs
with the conclusions in the FEIR that the environmental issues evaluated will include impacts
that are significant and unavoidable with the exception of the following three subject areas in
which all impacts will be mitigated below a level of significance: Cultural and Paleontological
Resources, Land Use, and Recreation. For those areas in which environmental impacts will
remain significant and unavoidable, even with the implementation of mitigation measures, the
Board has determined that certain overriding considerations exist which make the impacts
acceptable.

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (California Public Resources Code §21000 et.
seq. and the State CEQA Guidelines (Title 14, California Code of Regulations, 815000 et. seq.)
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require that no public agency shall approve or carry out a project which identifies one or more
significant environmental effects of a project unless the public agency makes one or more
written findings for each of those significant effects, accompanied by a brief explanation of the
rationale for each finding.

The possible findings are:
(1) Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which
mitigate or avoid the significant environmental effects on the environment;
(2) Those changes or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of another
public agency and have been or can or should be adopted by that other agency; or
(3) Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including
considerations for the provision of employment opportunities for highly trained
workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or alternatives identified in the EIR
(CEQA, 821081 (a); Guidelines, §15091(a)).

For each significant effect identified for the Project, one of the above three findings applies.
Therefore, the discussion of significant impacts (and mitigation m/easures where possible), are
organized below by finding rather than by environmental subject area.

“
— S N
Section A — Finding (1) / \ L

Pursuant to Section 15091 (a)(1) of ‘the szgte CEQAXuidelines, the County of San Diego Board
of Supervisors finds that;"for each of'the follo\}(iing significant effects as identified in the FEIR,
changes or alteration§ (Mitigation Measures) have been required in, or incorporated into, the
Project which avoid“gr substantially lessen each of the significant environmental effects as
identified in the FEIR. The significant effects (Impacts) and Mitigation Measures are stated fully
in the FEIR. The followiRg seetion identifies all issue areas in the EIR for which changes or
alternations (Mitigation MeaSures) have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which
avoid or substantially lessen each of the significant environmental effects as identified in the
FEIR. The rationale for this finding for each Impact is as follows:

AESTHETICS

A-1  Significant Effect — Scenic Vistas: The FEIR identifies potentially significant impacts
associated with the potential obstruction, interruption, or detraction of a scenic vista as a
result of future development activity within the former Forest Conservation Initiative (FCI)
lands and approximately 400 acres of unincorporated lands adjacent to the former FCI
lands (herein referred to as the Project areas). This impact of the Project would be
reduced to a less than significant level through implementation of identified General Plan
policies and mitigation measures.
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Mitigation Measures: Aes-1.1 through Aes-1.11.

Facts in Support of Finding: The Project areas contain visual resources affording
opportunities for scenic vistas. Although there are no formally designated scenic vistas,
various areas within the County have identified Resource Conservation Areas that have
aesthetic value. These are described in detail in section 2.1.1.2 of the General Plan
FEIR. Visual access to these resources is available via public roads, parks, and trails. If
future development or infrastructure is developed that is inconsistent with these vistas, it
could detract from the scenic value and would cause a significant impact.

The Project incorporates goals and policies from the General Plan Land Use, Mobility,
and Conservation and Open Space Elements to protect scenje vistas by requiring
development to preserve or conserve scenic features of the®County. The relevant
policies are: LU-6.2, LU-6.3, LU-6.4, LU-6.6, LU-6.7, LU-649, LU-10.1, LU-10.2, M-2.3,
C0OS-11.1, COS-11.2, COS-11.3, COS-11.4, COS-11, 0S-11.6, COS-11.7; COS-
12.1; COS-12.2. These policies direct developmentsaway from undeveloped areas with
intact sensitive natural resources by designatingythese jtpeas for very low-density or
intensity land uses, support conservation-oriented projec€t design wheh consistent the
applicable community plan, require certéin residential, subdivisions to conserve open
space and natural resources, require i corpQ[ation of matural features into proposed
development, require contiguous open \space jareas, require new development to
conform to the natural topography to limit g adirﬁfand‘not significantly alter the dominant
physical characteristics ofsa site, fequire naw residential development to be integrated
with existing neighborhoods, require the location and development of private roads to
minimize visual impaets, andyprotect seenic highways. Adherence to these policies will
reduce potentialObstruction, interruption, or detraction of scenic vistas.

The land use\maps have} been developed to locate land uses of lower density or
intensity on thoseJands that contribute to scenic vistas. In addition, the Project includes
further mitigation asures that will reduce this potentially significant impact to a less
than significant level as follows:

= Aes-1.1 will ensure that lands contributing to scenic vistas will not be developed with
high density or high intensity uses. Therefore, visual impacts will be avoided or
lessened. Visual resources will not be significantly affected by build-out of the
Project.

= Aes-1.2 requires protections of sensitive biological habitats and species through the
Biological Mitigation Ordinance, the Resource Protection Ordinance, Habitat Loss
Permit Ordinance and the Multiple Species Conservation Program. By conserving
natural resources, these regulations also preserve natural open space that contribute
to the quality of many of the County’s scenic vistas.
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= Aes-1.3 will result in updates to Community Plans, which will further ensure that
future development reflects the character and vision of each unincorporated
community. Where scenic resources are a characteristic part of such communities,
development proposals will need to avoid or minimize potential visual impacts.

= Aes-1.4 will result in an improved Design Review process for future development.
This will allow a more current and consistent approach to a subjective issue, thereby
ensuring that surrounding scenic resources are considered during the site design
process to minimize potential impacts.

= Aes-1.5 is the preparation and implementation of a Conservation Subdivision
Program, under which future subdivisions will be encouraged toruse preserve design
standards to conserve resources on site including visual sgénic vistas and minimize
impacts to natural resources. Such a program would guide preservation adjacent to
other open space areas, avoiding impacts to sensitj) including scenic vistas.
Thus, new development pursuant to the plan wij detract value from
scenic resources, minimizing impacts to these fesource

= Aes-1.6 will require community review and specific compatibility findings for
development projects that may have igniﬁgant adverse effects on scenic resources.
These measures will help ensure that project designs are compatible with the
surrounding context, espegially where enif);zsour\ces are in close proximity.

= Aes-1.7 will result in
Agricultural lan

rogra;)s and requlations that preserve agricultural lands.

potential impacts to scenic reseurces.

= Aes-1.8 is direction tofdevelop and improve regulations that protect the County’s
unique topography. “ This measure will minimize potential impacts to steep slopes
and ridgelines that contribute to scenic landscapes in the unincorporated County
because these regulations prohibit the disturbance of these resources.

= Aes-1.9 is the identification of scenic resources in the County through a cooperative
effort among stakeholders. The data collected can then be used to evaluate future
development projects within proximity to areas of specific scenic value and minimize
or mitigate potential impacts.

= Aes-1.10 requires the County to participate in local and regional planning efforts
with other agencies/entities. In so doing, the County will be able to better identify
scenic resources within or near its land use jurisdiction. This effort will facilitate the
protection of such resources because they will be identified and impacts to them can
be avoided when processing development projects.
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A-2

= Aes-1.11 will continue the on-going efforts to require undergrounding of utilities for
projects and to convert existing overhead utilities. This measure will reduce potential
impacts to scenic vistas from overhead utility facilities throughout the County
unincorporated area.

Cumulative Impact — Scenic Vistas: Cumulatively, projects located in the San Diego
region would have the potential to result in a cumulative impact due to obstruction,
interruption, or detraction from scenic vistas. In combination with other ongoing projects,
the Project would have the potential to result in impacts that are cumulatively
considerable. However, the General Plan Update policies and mitigation measures
described above, in combination with the Resource Protection Ordinance and County
Zoning Ordinance would mitigate cumulative impacts to scenje vistas to below a
significant level.

Facts in Support of Fi ding:)he projeGt areas contain many scenic resources
including mountains,-watersheds, scenic geologic features, and Resource Conservation
Areas that haye“been jdentified for protection because of their scenic value. Scenic
resources ar€ often found\in parksy_habitat preserves, reservoirs, and other undeveloped
lands througheut the County, but can also be found in urbanized areas. Future
development would have ghe potential to result in the removal or alteration of scenic
neighborhood or sommunity resources. In addition, development along the two
designated state scenic highways located in the County would have the potential to
detract from the visual quality of the scenic highway.

The Project incorporates goals and policies from the General Plan Land Use, Mobility,
and Conservation and Open Space Elements to protect scenic resources. The relevant
policies are: LU-6.2, LU-6.3, LU-6.4, LU-6.6, LU-6.7, LU-6.9, LU-10.1, LU-10.2, M-2.3,
C0OSs-11.1, COS-11.2, COS-11.3, COS-11.4, COS-11.5, COS-11.6, COS-11.7; COS-
12.1; COS-12.2. These policies direct development away from undeveloped areas with
intact sensitive natural resources by designating these areas for very low-density or
intensity land uses, support conservation-oriented project design when consistent the
applicable community plan, require certain residential subdivisions to conserve open
space and natural resources, require incorporation of natural features into proposed
development, require contiguous open space areas, require new development to
conform to the natural topography to limit grading and not significantly alter the dominant
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physical characteristics of a site, require new residential development to be integrated
with existing neighborhoods, require the location and development of private roads to
minimize visual impacts, and protect scenic highways. Adherence to these policies will
minimize potential removal or alteration of scenic resources.

The Project has been developed to locate land uses of less density or intensity on those
lands that contribute to scenic resources. In addition, the Project includes further
mitigation measures that will reduce this potentially significant impact as follows:

= Aes-1.1 will ensure that lands contributing to scenic vistas will not be developed with
high density or high intensity uses. Therefore, visual impacts will be avoided or
lessened. Visual resources will not be significantly affected- by build-out of the
Project.

Permit Ordinance, and the Multiple Species nserva/tign Program
natural resources, these regulations also preserve _scehic resources.

g scenic resources are considered during the site design
process to mimimize potential impacts.

» Aes-1.5 is the preparation and implementation of a Conservation Subdivision
Program, under which future subdivisions will be encouraged to use preserve design
standards to conserve resources on site including visual scenic vistas and minimize
impacts to natural resources. Such a program would guide preservation adjacent to
other open space areas, avoiding impacts to sensitive areas, including scenic vistas.
Thus, new development pursuant to the plan will be less likely to detract value from
scenic resources, minimizing impacts to these resources.

= Aes-1.6 will require community review and specific compatibility findings for
development projects that may have significant adverse effects on scenic resources.
These measures will help ensure that project designs are compatible with the
surrounding context, especially where scenic resources are in close proximity.
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= Aes-1.7 will result in programs and regulations that preserve agricultural lands.
Agricultural lands are often key components of scenic vistas and an integral part of
community character. Therefore, preservation of these lands will help to minimize
potential impacts to scenic resources.

= Aes-1.8 is direction to develop and improve regulations that protect the County’s
unique topography. This measure will minimize potential impacts to steep slopes
and ridgelines that contribute to scenic landscapes in the unincorporated County
because these regulations can prohibit the disturbance of these resources.

= Aes-1.9 is the identification of scenic resources in the County through a cooperative
effort among stakeholders. The data collected can then be used to evaluate future
development projects within proximity to areas of specific nic value and minimize
or mitigate potential impacts.

= Aes-1.10 requires the County to participate in<local and regignal planning efforts
with other agencies/entities. In so doing, the\County will be able _to better identify
scenic resources within or near its land use jurisdiction. This effort will facilitate the
protection of such resources becausgflocal agencies will be able to consider scenic
resources adjacent to their juri ictiQQS when{planning development and
infrastructure. D

impacts to scenie-resourges from-overhead utility facilities throughout the County
unincorporatéd area,

Cumulative 1
Diego region w

act — Scenic Resources: Cumulatively, projects located in the San
Id have' the potential to result in a cumulative impact to scenic
resources due to removal or substantial adverse change of one or more features that
contribute to the valued visual character or image of a neighborhood, community, State
scenic highway, or localized area. In combination with other ongoing projects, the
Project would have the potential to result in impacts that are cumulatively considerable.
However, the General Plan policies and mitigation measures described above
incorporated into the Project, in combination with the Resource Protection Ordinance
and County Zoning Ordinance, would mitigate cumulative impacts to scenic vistas to
below a significant level.

AGRICULTURE

Significant Effect — Land Use Conflicts: The FEIR identifies potentially significant
impacts related to land use conflicts with Williamson Act contract lands or conflict with
zoning for agricultural use. This impact of the Project would be reduced to a less than
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significant level through implementation of identified General Plan policies and mitigation
measures.

Mitigation Measures: Agr-2.1

Facts in Support of Finding: The Project area has a total of approximately 33,285
acres of Agricultural Preserves and approximately 21,598 acres of land under
Williamson Act Contracts. As 2011 General Plan Implementation measure 5.3.1.E was
implemented in the entire unincorporated area, including FCI lands, the “A” Special Area
Designator would be removed from approximately 10,855 acres of non-contracted land
within the Project area as a result of 2011 General Plan Implementation. Removal of
non-contracted land from Agricultural Preserves and the associated “A” Zoning
Designators on land adjacent to Williamson Act Contracts e6buld allow incompatible
development and result in the potential conversion of Williamson Act contracted lands.
under Williamson Act
ricultural lands and
incompatible adjacent land uses would occur begause removal of the “A” Designator
t of/f:aw incompatible land uses
ds, Agricultural Preserves, or
agricultural operations. Development of land uses incompatible Williamson Act Contracts
could result in potential indirect convegsion these lands. As a result, future

' uld“havethe potential to result in potentially
to a%cultural

oning and/or lands under Williamson Act
The Project inebrporates goals, and policies from the General Plan Land Use and
Conservatiof, and Open\Space “Elements that would reduce agricultural land use
conflicts. The felevant poligies are LU-7.1 and COS-6.3. These policies require lower
density development desighations, and siting of compatible recreational and open space
uses in agriculturalareas. Adherence to these policies will reduce potential land use
conflicts with Williamsen Act Contract lands because it will ensure that lands adjacent to
Contract lands will either have low intensity development, or open space uses.
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significant impacts relate
Contracts.

In addition, the Project includes a mitigation measure which will mitigate potentially
significant impacts to a less than significant level as follows:

= Agr-2.1 requires that prior to approval of any Zoning Ordinance Amendment an
impact analysis be completed for each land area proposed to be removed from
Agricultural Preserve. The analysis will determine whether or not the action will have
indirect effects on Williamson Act Contract lands and the Agricultural Preserve
disestablishment. If potential impacts are identified, then removal of the preserve
status (i.e., the Zoning Ordinance Amendment) will not take place. This will ensure
that potential land use conflicts with Williamson Act Contract lands are avoided.
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Cumulative Impact — Land Use Conflicts: Within the Project area, cumulative projects
would not result in conflicts with existing agricultural zoning or Williamson Act Contracts
since regulations are in place to prevent such conflicts. Implementation of these
regulations would reduce the potential for cumulative projects resulting in conflicts with
adjacent lands that are zoned for agricultural use or Williamson Act Contracts. As a
result, a potentially significant cumulative impact would not occur from the combined
impacts of other cumulative projects. Therefore, the Project would not contribute to a
potentially significant cumulative impact.

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

A-4

Significant Effect — Federally Protected Wetlands: The FEIR~identifies potentially
significant impacts to federally protected wetlands as defined“by Section 404 of the
Clean Water Act. This impact of the Project would be redueed to a less than significant
level through implementation of identified Generale licies and mitigation
measures.

Mitigation Measures: Bio-1.1, Bio-1.5, Bio-1.6, Bio-1,7, Bio-2.2, Bio-2.3, and Bio-2.4.

Facts in Support of Finding: Impacts to fed\erally protected wetlands would occur if
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, @r othersdisturbanees of wetlands would result
i S ﬁding\ and excavation) in previously
es approximately 2,090 acres of wetlands
ted in Central Mountain, North Mountain,
and Alpine Project-areas. nsistent.with the approach taken in the General Plan
Update PEIR, tHis acreage is ‘gonservative in that it is inclusive of, but not limited to
federally protected wetlangs.

with the majority of the wi

The Project includes poligies from the General Plan Conservation and Open Space
Element which would réduce the potential for adverse impacts to federally protected
wetlands. The relevant policies are: COS-3.1 and COS-3.2. Adherence to these policies
will reduce direct impacts to federally protected wetlands from future development
because they require new development to protect and avoid wetland areas and where
impacts do occur they require a no-net loss of wetland habitats.

In addition, the Project includes mitigation measures which will mitigate potentially
significant impacts to a less than significant level as follows:

*= Bio-1.1 requires the preparation and implementation of a Conservation Subdivision
Program, under which future subdivisions will use preserve design standards to
conserve sensitive habitat on site and minimize impacts to natural resources. This
program will prevent direct impacts to federally protected wetlands located on
subdivision sites.
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* Bio-1.5 requires the use of GIS and other tools to identify sensitive resources, such
as wetlands, on Project sites at time of project processing. It also requires
application of the County Guidelines for Determining Significance for Biological
Resources during project review to avoid or mitigate potential impacts to sensitive
biological resources, including federally protected wetlands.

= Bio-1.6 requires application of County ordinances to projects for the purpose of
protecting important biological resources. This includes the Resource Protection
Ordinance, the Biological Mitigation Ordinance, and the Habitat Loss Permit
Ordinance. Sensitive resources protected under these regulations include wetlands,
wetland buffers, sensitive habitat lands, biological resource core areas, linkages,
corridors, high-value habitat areas, subregional coastal sage ub focus areas, and
populations of rare, or endangered plant or animal species.Under these regulations,
impacts to federally protected wetlands are either avoided or mitigated to the
standard of no-net-loss to wetlands.

= Bio-1.7 requires application of other County o inance;)hat minimize indirect effects
to biological resources. Such regulations include the Noise Ordinance, the
Groundwater Ordinance, Landscapi (currently part of the Zoning
Ordinance), and the County Waters orm Water Management, and

impacts to federally protected wetlands ‘are firtherminimized or avoided.

* Bio-2.2 requires that
issued by the California

ts obtain CWA Section 401/404 permits
gional Water Quality Control Board and U.S. Army Corps
t-related disturbances of waters of the U.S. and/or

Section 16Q2 Streambed Alteration Agreements from the California Department of
Fish and Gamg for all project-related disturbances of streambeds. These permitting
processes requite that impacts are avoided or mitigated to the satisfaction of the
state and federal agencies.

» Bio-2.3 requires that wetlands and wetland buffer areas be adequately preserved
whenever feasible to maintain biological functions and values. This standard shall
be applied to private and public projects and to minimize potential impacts to
federally protected wetlands.

» Bio-2.4 requires implementation of the Watershed Protection, Storm Water
Management, and Discharge Control Ordinance to protect wetlands. By reducing
polluted runoff and improving the water quality of receiving waters, this ordinance
shall further minimize potential impacts to federally protected wetlands.

Cumulative Impact — Federally Protected Wetlands: Cumulatively, projects located in
the San Diego region would have the potential to result in a cumulative impact to
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federally protected wetlands. However, individual projects will be required to mitigate
their impacts to the extent feasible to meet the no-net-loss standard. Existing
regulations and policies noted above would ensure that a significant cumulative impact
associated with federally protected wetlands would not occur. Therefore, the Project
would not contribute to a significant cumulative impact.

CULTURAL RESOURCES

A-5

Significant Effect — Historical Resources: The FEIR identifies potentially significant
impacts to historical resources as defined in Section 15064.5 of the state CEQA
Guidelines or the County’s Resource Protection Ordinance. This impact of the Project
would be reduced to a less than significant level through implementation of identified
General Plan policies and mitigation measures.

Mitigation Measures: Cul-1.1 through Cul-1.8

Facts in Support of Finding: Impacts to istorica}/resource ~would occur if
development resulted in physical demolition, destrugtion,relocation, or alteration of the
resource or its immediate surroundings® such that the significance of an historical
resource would be materially impaired. Both\direct and,_indirect impacts to historical
resources may result from development under tE;e,Project.

.

The Project includes a icy from the Geperal Plan Conservation and Open Space
Element which would reduce the potential f@r adverse impacts to historical resources.

d scale of older structures and neighborhoods. Adherence

ect impacts to historical resources from future development
because the preservation or adaptive reuse of historic sites, structures, and landscapes
will be encouraged.

In addition, the Project includes mitigation measures which will mitigate potentially
significant impacts to below a level of significance as follows:

= Cul-1.1 is the utilization of regulations such as the Resource Protection Ordinance,
CEQA Guidelines, the Grading and Clearing Ordinance, and the Zoning Ordinance
to identify and protect important historic and archaeological resources. This will be
accomplished by requiring appropriate reviews to identify historic resources and
requiring avoidance or mitigation to when impacts are significant.

= Cul-1.2 requires the County to provide incentives through the Mills Act to encourage
the restoration, renovation, or adaptive reuse of historic resources. This will
minimize potential direct and indirect impacts to historical resources since property
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owners will be encouraged to maintain those resources, and will obtain tax benefits
from doing so.

= Cul-1.3 will result in a new effort to identify and catalog historic and potentially
historic resources within unincorporated San Diego County. This will ensure that
landowners are better informed of potential resources on their properties as well as
the options available to them under the State/National Register or the Mills Act. In
some cases, properties may be zoned with a special area designator for historic
resources, thereby restricting demolition/removal and requiring a Site Plan permit for
proposed construction which will be reviewed by the Historic Site Board. This
measure will ameliorate on-going impacts as well as potential impacts that may
result from development under the Project.

= Cul-1.4 requires the County to support the Historic Site Board in their efforts to
provide oversight for historic resources. This
provides recommendations to decision makers

of existing resources and minimigze Nentlal direct or indirect effects from

= Cul-1.5 requires land
so doing, the County awareness and prevent potential impacts
that would otherwi [

ining Significance for Cultural Resources. These guidelines apply to all
discretionary“actions and require identification and minimization of adverse impacts
to historic and archaéological resources.

= Cul-1.7 requires the County to identify potentially historic structures within the County
through the use of surveys, input from the Historic Site Board, information from the
Save Our Heritage Organization as well as from planning groups and other
jurisdictions.  Once identified, the County will keep these records in the property
database and monitor their status with updates every five years. This information will
be used to help avoid potential impacts as described in Cul-1.6 above.

= Cul-1.8 is the revision of the Resource Protection Ordinance to apply to the
demolition or alteration of identified significant historic structures.

Cumulative Impact — Historical Resources: Cumulatively, projects located in the
southern California region would have the potential to result in a cumulative impact
associated with the loss of historical resources through the physical demolition,
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A-6

destruction, relocation, or alteration of a resource or its immediate surroundings such
that the significance of a historical resource would be materially impaired. Past projects
involving development and construction have already impacted historical resources
within the region. Additionally, the Project would result in a potentially significant
cumulative impact prior to mitigation. However, the policies and mitigation measures
identified above would mitigate potentially significant cumulative impacts identified for
the Project to a less than significant level. All projects within the unincorporated County
are required to be consistent with local and state regulations regarding the protection,
preservation and rehabilitation of historical resources, including projects within and
outside of the FCI project areas.

Significant Effect — Archaeological Resources: The FEIR sidentifies potentially
significant impacts to archaeological resources from potential gréund-disturbing activities
associated with future development and indirect impacts resulting from land
development activities. This impact of the Project w be reduced to a less than
significant level through implementation of identified.General Plan pelicies and mitigation

measures. /

Mitigation Measures: Cul-1.1, Cul-1.6,

Facts in Support of Finding: Impactsyto é?}haeologic | resources would occur if
development resulted in a .stbstantial advefse change in the significance of an
archaeological resource as defined by Pullic Resources Code Section 21083.2 and
State CEQA Guidelines Section ],?(j)64.5(a). Indirect impacts may also occur from land
use development t increase erosion, fugitive dust, or the accessibility of a
surface or subsurface resource:

The Project includes policies from the General Plan Conservation and Open Space
Element which ‘would reduce the potential for adverse impacts to archaeological
resources. The relevant policies are: COS-7.1, COS-7.2, COS-7.3, and COS-7.4.
These policies describe how archaeological resources should be protected, require new
development to include appropriate mitigation to protect the quality and integrity of
important archaeological resources, promote avoidance of archaeological resources and
protection of them in open space easements whenever possible, require appropriate
treatment and preservation of collected archaeological resources, and require
consultation with local Native American tribes concerning the preservation and treatment
of tribal archaeological resources and support of appropriate signage. Adherence to
these policies will reduce direct impacts to archaeological resources from future
development.

In addition, the Project includes mitigation measures which will mitigate potentially
significant direct and indirect impacts to a less than significant level as follows:
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= Cul-1.1 is the utilization of regulations such as the Resource Protection Ordinance,
CEQA Guidelines, the Grading and Clearing Ordinance, and the Zoning Ordinance
to identify and protect important historic and archaeological resources. This will be
accomplished by requiring appropriate reviews to identify historic resources and
requiring avoidance or mitigation to resources when impacts are significant.

= Cul-1.6 is the implementation, and update as necessary, of the County’s Guidelines
for Determining Significance for Cultural Resources. These guidelines apply to all
discretionary actions and require identification and minimization of adverse impacts
to historic and archaeological resources.

= Cul-2.1 requires that the County develop management and.restoration plans for
identified and acquired properties with archaeological resaurces. Such plans will
prevent or ameliorate adverse changes in the significanCe of known archaeological
resources. -

= Cul-2.2 is the identification and acquisiti
collaboration with agencies, tribes, and instit
Information Center (SCIC), while mai
information. Such acquisitions woul
preventing disclosure of the locations

of important resources through
ions, such as the South Coast
nfidentiality of sensitive cultural
preserve resourges in their existing sites while

the/g}neral pubtic.
= Cul-2.3 requires County support of dedication of easements that protect important
cultural resources throtigh a variety of funding methods, such as grants or matching

funds, or funds-from phyate organizations. Such easements preserve cultural
' ite locations and thus, help to minimize potential direct or

= Cul-2.4 is the,on-going regional coordination and consultation with the NAHC and
local tribal governments, including SB-18 review. These cooperative efforts ensure
that significant sites are identified and preserved to the satisfaction of all parties.

= Cul-2.5 requires grading monitoring by a qualified archaeologist and a Native
American monitor during ground disturbing activities in the vicinity of known
archaeological resources and during initial surveys. The use of monitors prevents
direct impacts to archaeological resources.

= Cul-2.6 requires identification and acquisition of important resources through regional
coordination with agencies and institutions such as the South Coast Information
Center (SCIC). It further requires consultation with the Native American Heritage
Commission (NAHC) and local tribal governments, including SB-18 review. These
steps would ensure that identified archaeological resources are protected in place.
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Cumulative Impact — Archaeological Resources: Cumulatively, projects located in the
southern California region would have the potential to result in a cumulative impact
associated with the loss of archaeological resources through development activities that
could cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological
resource. Past projects involving development and construction have already impacted
archaeological resources within the region. Additionally, the Project would result in a
potentially significant cumulative impact prior to mitigation. However, the General Plan
policies and mitigation measures identified above would mitigate the Project’s potentially
significant direct and cumulative impacts related to archaeological resources to a less
than significant level. The overall cumulative effects will also be reduced by the
implementation of General Plan policies and mitigation measures which are applied to all
projects within the unincorporated County, inside and outside of the FCI Lands project
areas.

Significant Effect — Paleontological Resources: | identifies potentially
significant impacts to paleontological resources fromsfuture development activities. This
impact of the Project would be reduced to less th significant level through
implementation of identified General Plan policies and mitigation measures.

Mitigation Measures: Cul-3.1 and Cul-3}

~
Facts in Support of Finding:Paleontologigal éourcas are found in sedimentary strata
of the County, which primarily underlies the goastal plain, the desert and some mountain
valleys. Impacts to pale ntologijal resourg@es would occur if development activities
directly or indirectly-destroy“a unique-paleontological resource or site. Such impacts
usually result frém the_physical destruction of fossil remains by excavation operations
that cut into geologic formations.

The Project includes one goal and policy from the General Plan Conservation and Open
Space Element thatwould protect paleontological resources. The relevant goal is COS-
9 and the relevant policy is COS-9.1, which requires the salvage and preservation of
unique paleontological resources when exposed to the elements during excavation,
grading activities, or other development practices. Adherence to this policy will reduce
direct impacts to paleontological resources from future development.

In addition, the Project includes mitigation measures which will mitigate potentially
significant impacts to a less than significant level as follows:

= Cul-3.1 implements the County Grading Ordinance and CEQA guidelines which
require a paleontological resources monitor during grading when appropriate, to
avoid or minimize impacts to resources, and to apply appropriate mitigation when
impacts are significant (e.g., salvage, curation, data collection, etc.). These
measures would prevent significant losses of unique paleontological resources.
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= Cul-3.2 requires the County to implement, and update as necessary, the County’s
Guidelines for Determining Significance for Paleontological Resources to identify and
minimize adverse impacts to paleontological resources. These guidelines apply to
discretionary actions and development projects under the Project and result in
identification of resources and avoid or mitigate significant impacts.

Cumulative Impact — Paleontological Resources: Cumulatively, projects located in
the southern California region would have the potential to result in a cumulative impact
associated with paleontological resources from extensive grading, excavation or other
ground-disturbing activities. Additionally, the Project would result in a potentially
significant cumulative impact prior to mitigation. However, the proposed General Plan
Update policy and mitigation measure identified in Section 2.5.6.3 would mitigate
project’s potentially significant direct and cumulative impacts s€lated to paleontological
resources to a less than significant level.

Significant Effect — Human Remains: The F identifies
impacts to human remains from future developmenRt activities: This i
would be reduced to a less than significant level throug

General Plan policies and mitigation measures. \

tentially significant
act of the Project
implementation of identified

N
Mitigation Measures: Cul-1.1, Cul-1.6, and Cul-4:1

Facts in Support of Finding: Arghaeological investigations within the unincorporated
County have identified man ;Zmains fr@m prior human occupations, which are
important cultural resourcesThe disturbance of human remains, Native American or
otherwise, inclufling those interred outside of formal cemeteries, is considered a
significant i

Ground disturbing, impactss including grading, excavation, and utilities installation during
construction, would have the potential to cause adverse impacts to currently
undiscovered human“emains. The potential for disturbance may be reduced through
surveying a site to determine the likelihood that human remains are present, review of
archaeological records to determine if human remains are known to occur in the area,
and then designing future development to avoid areas where burials may be present.

The Project includes one policy from the General Plan Conservation and Open Space
Element that addresses human remains. The relevant policy is COS-7.5. Adherence to
this policy will reduce direct impacts to human remains from future development
because it requires that where human remains are encountered, they be treated in a
dignified manner.

In addition, the Project includes mitigation measures which will mitigate potentially
significant impacts to a less than significant level as follows:
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= Cul-1.1 is the utilization of regulations such as the Resource Protection Ordinance,
CEQA Guidelines, the Grading and Clearing Ordinance, and the Zoning Ordinance
to identify and protect important historic and archaeological resources. This will be
accomplished by requiring appropriate reviews to identify historic resources and
requiring avoidance or mitigation to when impacts are significant.

= Cul-1.6 is the implementation, and modification as necessary, of the County’'s
Guidelines for Determining Significance for Cultural Resources. These guidelines
are used in conjunction with permitting processes to identify and minimize adverse
impacts to historic and archaeological resources, including human remains.

= Cul-4.1 requires that all land disturbance and archaeologieal-related programs
include regulations and procedures that address what to if human remains are
discovered. These procedures will promote pres ation and include proper
handling and mitigating actions. They will also re coordination with applicable
Native American groups.

Cumulative Impact — Human Remains: Cumulative projects located in the southern
California region would have the potentidl to result insimpacts associated with human
remains due to grading, excavation or other g{gund—distu ing activities. Additionally, the
Project would result in a potentially significant eumulative impact prior to mitigation.

te ‘b/;icr~and mitigation measure identified
direct and cumulative impacts related to
human remains to a less'than significant leyel. All projects within the unincorporated
County are required-to be ‘gonsistent. with local and state regulations regarding the
protection of an remains, including projects within and outside of the FCI Lands
GPA project@reas.

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS TERIALS

A-9

Significant Effect — Rrivate Airports: The FEIR identifies potentially significant safety
hazard impacts associated with development near private airports. This impact of the
Project would be reduced to a less than significant level through implementation of
identified General Plan policies and mitigation measures.

Mitigation Measures: Haz-1.1 through Haz-1.5, Haz-2.1

Facts in Support of Finding: Within the unincorporated County, four private airports in
the communities of Alpine (U.S. Forest Service), and North Mountain (Ward Ranch,
Warner Springs, and Loma Madera Ranch) would be affected by the Project. Caltrans’
Division of Aeronautics controls private and special-use airports through a permitting
process, and is also responsible for regulating operational activities at these airports.
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The Project includes policies from the General Plan Land Use Element, Safety Element
and Mobility Element that would reduce safety hazards associated with private airports.
The relevant policies are LU-4.7, M-7.1, S-15.1, S-15.2, S-15.3, and S-15.4. These
policies require coordination with the Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) and support
review of Airport Land Use Compatibility Plans for development within Airport Influence
Areas, require that airport facilities be operated and improved to meet transportation in a
manner consistent with the ALUP, require land uses surrounding airports to be
compatible with the operation of each airport, require operational plans for new
public/private airports and heliports to be compatible with existing and planned land uses
that surround the airport facility, restrict potentially hazardous obstructions or other
hazards to flight located within airport approach and departure areas, and discourage
uses that may impact airport operations or do not meet federal or State aviation
standards. In addition, Policy S-15.4 would locate private airstiips and heliports outside
of safety zones and flight paths for existing airports and in.& manner to avoid impacting
public roadways and facilities compatible with surrounding ‘established and planned land
uses. Adherence to these policies will reduce safety hazard impacts associated with

private airports. /

which will mitigate potentially

In addition, the Project includes mitigation measur
significant impacts to a less than significant Ievgl as follo

N
¥ to apply the Gﬁideﬁnes for Determining Significance,
Airport Hazards, whenefeviewiRg new development projects to ensure compatibility
with surrounding airpors and,ﬁnd uses.\ It also requires application of appropriate
mitigation, such-as desigg/construction standards and avigation easements, when

= Haz-1.1 requires the Co

= Haz-1.2 is the participation in the development of ALUCPs and future revisions to the
ALUCPs to ensure.the compatibility of land uses and airport operations. By working
closely with the San Diego County Regional Airport Authority (SDCRAA), potential
land use conflicts and safety hazards can be prevented by locating new airport
facilities in areas that avoid conflicts with development. .

= Haz-1.3 requires that the Air Installation Compatible Use Zone (AICUZ) Program be
considered when reviewing new development within the influence area. Such
development projects must be consistent with the land use compatibility and safety
policies within the AICUZ in order to minimize potential safety hazards.

» Haz-1.4 entails close coordination between DPW and DPLU staff when planning new
airports or operational changes to existing airports when those changes would
produce new or modified airport hazard zones. This will help to minimize land use
compatibility issues, and thereby identify and prevent potential safety hazards.
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= Haz-1.5 requires close coordination with the SDCRAA and County Airports for issues
related to airport planning and operations. This will further help to minimize land use
compatibility issues, and will ensure that the County identifies and avoids potential
safety hazards.

= Haz-2.1 is the implementation of the Zoning Ordinance, which requires Major Use
Permits for private airports and heliports. The Major Use Permit findings and
requirements will help to minimize potential land use compatibility conflicts and
safety hazard issues for development near private airports. Projects that cannot be
found to be compatible would be denied.

Cumulative Impact — Private Airports: Cumulative projects,
surrounding jurisdictions or developments on tribal lan

uch as general plans in
or within Mexico, would

irport ;3/r9jects would each be subject
to safety regulations, such as FAA standards, DOD Standards and the State Aeronautics
to below a level of significance.
significant cumulative impact.
contribute to a potentially

As such, these projects would not resu
Therefore, the proposed General Plan
significant cumulative impact. " “~

Significant Effect — E ergen;g/ Respofnse and Evacuation Plans: The FEIR

emergency response-.plans emergency evacuation plans that may not have
pact of the Project would be reduced to a less than

measures.
Mitigation Measures®Haz-3.1 through Haz-3.3

Facts in Support of Finding: The proposed Project would increase development in
areas that may not have accounted for this growth in their existing Emergency Response
and Evacuation plans. For example, construction activities associated with future
development under the proposed Project would have the potential to interfere with
emergency plans and procedures if authorities are not properly notified, or multiple
projects are constructed during the same time and multiple roadways used for
emergency routes are concurrently blocked. This could cause an inadvertent impairment
to the existing emergency response plans and policies, which could increase the risk to
loss of life and property in the event of an emergency; however, these potentially
significant direct impacts resulting from implementation of the proposed Project would be
reduced to below a level of significance by the same regulations, implementation
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programs (2011 General Plan goals/policies) and mitigation measures from the General
Plan Update PEIR below.

The Project includes policies from the General Plan Safety Element and Mobility
Element that address potential interference with adopted emergency response and
evacuation plans. The relevant policies are S-1.3, M-1.2, M-3.3, M-4.3. These policies
support efforts and programs that address reducing the risk of natural and man-made
hazards and the appropriate disaster response, provide for an interconnected public
road network with multiple connections that improve efficiency, provide both primary and
secondary access/egress routes that support emergency services during fire and other
emergencies, require new development to provide multiple access/egress routes, and
require public and private roads to allow for necessary access fire apparatus and
emergency vehicles accommodating outgoing vehicles fromi evacuating residents.
Adherence to these policies will reduce direct impacts emergency response and
evacuation plans from future development.

In addition, the Project includes mitigation me
significant impacts to a less than significant level as

ures yp-ith will mitigate potentially

[lows:

» Haz-3.1 requires coordination betwegn DF.’\I:U and the Office of Emergency services
to implement and periodically update\the ?zard Mitigation Plan. This will ensure

' t affect future development while OES staff

pediments to emergency response and

» Haz-3.2 redUires .the County to implement the Guidelines for Determining
Significafce, Emergency Response Plans, to ensure that discretionary projects do
not adversely impact efnergency response or evacuation plans. It also requires the
County to apply Publi¢'and Private Road Standards to projects. These steps will
avoid potential conflicts with adopted emergency response and evacuation plans.

= Haz-3.3 is the preparation of Fire Access Road network plans and incorporation into
Community Plans or other documents as appropriate. It also requires the County to
implement the Consolidated Fire Code and to require fire apparatus access roads
and secondary access in development projects. These measures will ensure that
projects are consistent with adopted emergency and evacuation plans.

Cumulative Impact — Emergency Response and Evacuation Plans: Cumulative
projects, such as development consistent with surrounding jurisdictions general plans,
energy projects, or private projects, would have the potential to impair existing
emergency and evacuation plans. This could occur from any of the following: 1) an
increase in population that is induced from cumulative projects which are unaccounted
for in emergency plans; 2) an increase in population that emergency response teams are
unable to service adequately in the event of a disaster; or 3) evacuation route
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impairment if multiple development projects concurrently block multiple evacuation or
access roads. However, cumulative projects would be required to comply with applicable
emergency response and evacuation policies outlined in regulations such as the Federal
Response Plan, the California Emergency Services Act, and local fire codes. As such,
cumulative projects would not result in a significant cumulative impact. Therefore, the
proposed General Plan Update, in combination with other cumulative projects, would not
contribute to a significant cumulative impact.

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

A-11 Significant Effect — Erosion or Siltation: The FEIR identifies potentially significant
impacts associated with alteration of drainage patterns that would-result in substantial
erosion or siltation. This impact of the Project would be 4€duced to a less than
significant level through implementation of identified General*Plan policies and mitigation
measures.

Mitigation Measures: Hyd-1.2, Hyd-1.3, Hyd-1.5, yd—3.1/,)7ryd—3.2, d Hyd-3.3.

Facts in Support of Finding: Constrlction activities, such as the grading and
excavation of land for construction of ngw bujlding foundations, roads, driveways, and
trenches for utilities, and impervious surfage areas that will result from implementation of
the Project can alter drainag ! ténsporaaily or permanently. As such, the
magnitude and frequency @f stream flows can be affected, thereby increasing deposition
of pollutants and sedimentip County watersheds.

The Project ineludes policies\from the "General Plan Land Use Element and the
Conservatioi_and Open\Space “Element that address potential erosion or siltation
associated with alteration of drainage patterns. The relevant policies are LU-6.5, LU-6.9,
and COS-5.3. ese poligles ensure that development minimize the use of impervious
surfaces, use Lows Impact Development techniques, incorporate best management
practices, require new.development to conform to the natural topography of the site to
utilize natural drainage and topography in conveying stormwater, ensure the protection
and maintenance of local watersheds, and require new development to protect
downslope areas from erosion. Adherence to these policies will reduce erosion/siltation
impacts from future development.

In addition, the Project includes mitigation measures which will mitigate potentially
significant impacts to a less than significant level as follows:

= Hyd-1.2 requires the County to implement and revise as necessary the Watershed
Protection Ordinance. This Ordinance requires projects to reduce polluted runoff,
encourages the removal of invasive species in natural drainages, and help to restore
drainage systems to their natural composition and flow rates, thus lowering the
amount of erosion and siltation in watersheds.
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= Hyd-1.3 requires preparation and implementation of LID standards for new
development. These standards minimize runoff and maximize infiltration.

» Hyd-1.5 is the utilization of County Guidelines for Determining Significance for
Surface Water Quality, Hydrology, and Groundwater Resources to identify adverse
environmental effects. If such impacts are identified, appropriate mitigation
measures are then included in the action.

» Hyd-3.1 requires the County to implement, and revise as necessary, ordinances that
require new development to be located down and away from ridgelines, conform to
the natural topography, not significantly alter dominant physicaleccharacteristics of the
site, and maximize natural drainage and topography when" conveying stormwater.
As these restrictions are applied to new projects, Inage patterns will not be
adversely affected in ways that lead to erosion and siltation.

= Hyd-3.2 requires the County to implement and revise .as necessary the Resource
Protection Ordinance to limit development on stegp sT(/);:s. It also incorporates the
Hillside Development Policy into the#Resource Pratection Ordinance to the extent
that it will allow for one comprehensive ~@proach e, steep-slope protections. By
minimizing development on steep s pes}erosion and siltation impacts will be
avoided.

-

= Hyd-3.3 is the implem tation)le Grading, Clearing and Watercourses Ordinance to
protect development site§ _against-erosion and instability. This ordinance includes
many requiréments_to avold erosion and siltation, such as: removal of loose dirt;
installatiagn of erosiory controlNor drainage devices; inclusion and maintenance of
sedimentation basins; planting requirements; slope stabilization measures; provision
of drainage calculations; proper irrigation systems; etc.

Cumulative Impact Erosion or Siltation: Cumulative projects identified in this
analysis would result in multiple developments that would potentially alter existing
drainage patterns in a manner that would result in substantial erosion or siltation. It is
reasonably foreseeable that some cumulative projects would occur simultaneously,
which would compound the impacts of erosion and siltation and therefore create a
significant cumulative impact. Additionally, the Project would result in a potentially
significant cumulative impact associated with erosion or siltation. However,
implementation of the General Plan policies and mitigation measures, in addition to
compliance with applicable regulations, would mitigate the project’'s direct and
cumulative impacts to below a level of significance. All projects within the unincorporated
County are required to be consistent with local and state regulations to avoid and
minimize erosion and siltation, including projects within and outside of the FCI project
areas.

Forest Conservation Initiative Lands GPA SEIR County of San Diego
October 2016 DRAFT Findings-23



DRAFT CEQA Findings Regarding Significant Effects

A-12 Significant Effect — Flooding: The FEIR identifies potentially significant impacts to
drainage patterns from future development activities that could result in flooding. This
impact of the Project would be reduced to a less than significant level through
implementation of identified General Plan policies and mitigation measures.

Mitigation Measures: Hyd-1.1 through Hyd-1.5, Hyd-2.5, and Hyd-4.1 through Hyd-4.3

Facts in Support of Finding: Construction activities and development that will result
from implementation of the Project can alter drainage patterns, either temporarily or
permanently. Such alterations could substantially increase the rate and amount of
surface runoff to streams and rivers in a manner which would result in flooding.

The Project includes policies from the General Plan Land
Element that address impacts associated with flooding. e relevant policies are LU-
6.5, LU-6.10, S-9.2, S-10.2, S-10.3, S-10.4, S-10,60 Thesey policies ensure that
development minimizes the use of impervious surfaeés, apply LowYmpact Development
techniques and best management practices, requife new dexelopmentto be located and
designed to protect property and residents from hagard  risks, require minimization of
new development in floodplains requir e use of natural channels for County flood
control facilities, require flood control fa ities{[\o be adequately sized and maintained to
operate effectively, require new development togcorporate easures to minimize storm
water impacts, and ensure aintains the existing area’s hydrology.
Adherence to these polici

e Element and Safety

In addition, the Proeject includes mitigation measures which will mitigate potentially
significant impaets to aless than significant level as follows:

» Hyd-1.1 requires the County to update and implement the County of San Diego’s
Jurisdictional\ Urban ARunoff Management Program (JURMP). This program
addresses discharge volumes as well as pollutants to help minimize flooding
problems.

= Hyd-1.2 requires the County to implement and revise as necessary the Watershed
Protection Ordinance. This will reduce polluted runoff, encourage the removal of
invasive species in natural drainages, and help to restore drainage systems to their
natural composition and flow rates.

» Hyd-1.3 requires preparation and implementation of LID standards for new
development. These standards minimize runoff and maximize infiltration, thereby
avoiding potential flooding issues.

= Hyd-1.4 requires that the County revise and implement the Stormwater Standards
Manual. This document recommends best management practices for land use with
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a high potential to contaminate surface water or groundwater resources. This will
help reduce flooding as well as improve water quality.

= Hyd-1.5 is the utilization of County Guidelines for Determining Significance for
Surface Water Quality, Hydrology, and Groundwater Resources to identify adverse
environmental effects. If such impacts are identified, appropriate mitigation
measures are then included in the action to avoid alteration of existing drainage
patterns and/or to alleviate potential flooding on or near Project sites.

= Hyd-2.5 requires the County to implement and revise as necessary the Resource
Protection Ordinance and Policy I-68 Proposed Projects in Flood Plains / Floodways
to restrict development in flood plains / floodways. This will lelp prevent potential
flooding issues from development activities that would 6therwise alter existing
drainage patterns.

» Hyd-4.1 requires the County to implement the El6od Damage Ptevention Ordinance
(Regulatory Code 91.1.105.10) to reduce flopd losses" in specified areas. This
ordinance regulates development within all areas.of special flood hazards and areas
of flood-related erosion hazards, ang“establishes olicies that minimize public and
private losses due to flood conditions

prer: floodingassociated with development projects.

to updéfé and implement the following Board Policies:

control and drainage’facilities by the private sector when there is a demonstrated and
substantial public,sprivate or environmental benefit. These policies further minimize
potential impacts from flooding by regulating activities in flood-prone areas.

Cumulative Impact — Flooding: Cumulative projects would result in land uses and
development that would convert permeable surfaces to impermeable surfaces, such as
through the construction of buildings, parking lots, and roadways. New development
proposed under cumulative projects would have the potential to alter existing drainage
patterns, increase the amount of runoff and potentially increase flooding in the San
Diego region. Additionally, the Project would result in a potentially significant cumulative
impact associated with flooding. However, implementation of the General Plan policies
and mitigation measures, in addition to compliance with applicable regulations, would
mitigate the Project’s direct and cumulative impacts to below a level of significance. All
projects within the unincorporated County are required to be consistent with local and
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state regulations regarding the protection of people and structures from the impacts of
flooding, including projects within and outside of the FCI project areas.

Significant Effect — Capacity of Stormwater Systems: The FEIR identifies potentially
significant impacts to stormwater systems and impacts from additional sources of
polluted runoff from future development activities. This impact of the Project would be
reduced to a less than significant level through implementation of identified General Plan
policies and mitigation measures.

Mitigation Measures: Hyd-1.1, Hyd-1.2, Hyd-1.3, Hyd-1.4, Hyd-1.5, Hyd-2.5, Hyd-3.1,
Hyd-4.1, Hyd-4.2, and Hyd-4.3

Facts in Support of Finding: Drainage facilities are designed to prevent flooding by
collecting stormwater runoff and directing flows to natural dr@inage courses and/or away
from urban development. If the capacity of existing fagilities is 8xceeded, flooding can
s surfaces that can

and Open Space Element,
system capacity. The re
and S-10.2 through S-10.
of impervious s
management

/ant policies areyLU-6.5, LU-6.9, COS-4.3, COS-5.2, S-9.2,

j sure that development minimizes the use
ly Low. Impact Development techniques and best
new development to utilize natural drainage and
topography ter, require development to maximize stormwater
filtration and the natural drainage patterns, require new development to minimize the use
of directly connegted impervious surfaces, require minimization of new development in
floodplains, require‘the Use of natural channels for County flood control facilities, require
flood control facilitiescto be adequately sized and maintained to operate effectively,
require new development to minimize storm water impacts, require new development to
provide necessary on-site and off-site improvements to storm water runoff and drainage
facilities, and ensure that new development maintains the existing area’s hydrology.
Adherence to these policies will reduce direct impacts to stormwater systems from future
development.

In addition, the Project includes mitigation measures which will mitigate potentially
significant impacts to a less than significant level as follows:

» Hyd-1.1 requires the County to update and implement the County of San Diego’s
Jurisdictional Urban Runoff Management Program (JURMP). This program
addresses discharge volumes as well as pollutants to help minimize impacts to
stormwater systems and avoid flooding problems.
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= Hyd-1.2 requires the County to implement and revise as necessary the Watershed
Protection Ordinance. This will reduce polluted runoff and help to restore drainage
systems to their natural composition and flow rates. As such, the capacity of
stormwater drainage systems will not be exceeded.

= Hyd-1.3 requires preparation and implementation of LID standards for new
development. These standards minimize runoff and maximize infiltration, which will
further alleviate impacts on stormwater drainage facilities.

= Hyd-1.4 is the revision and implementation of the Stormwater Standards Manual, a
guidance document for land use activities with a high potential to contaminate
surface water or groundwater resources. Application of thesmeasures and practices
within the manual will alleviate burdens on existi stormwater systems and
minimize sources of polluted runoff.

= Hyd-1.5 is the utilization of County GuideliRes for/l;)eterminin _ Significance for
Surface Water Quality, Hydrology, and Groundwater‘Resources to identify adverse

environmental effects. If such

site, and maximize natural drainage and topography when conveying stormwater.
As such, this will minimize stormwater runoff volumes and pollutant sources caused
by new development.

= Hyd-4.1 requires the County to implement the Flood Damage Prevention Ordinance
(Regulatory Code 91.1.105.10) to reduce flood losses in specified areas. This
ordinance regulates development within flood-prone areas, thereby reducing
potential overloading of stormwater systems.

= Hyd-4.2 requires the County to implement the Grading, Clearing and Watercourses
Ordinance to limit activities affecting watercourses. This ordinance includes
requirements to minimize runoff and improve water quality.
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= Hyd-4.3 requires the County to update and implement the following Board Policies:
Policy 1-68, Policy I-45, and Policy I1-56. These policies work to minimize impacts to
floodways, apply flood-control measures, and regulate flood control and drainage
facilities, respectively. As such, exceedance of stormwater systems from increased
runoff would be further reduced or avoided.

Cumulative Impact — Capacity of Stormwater Systems: Many of the cumulative
projects included in the analysis are proposed to accommodate the expected population
growth within the region. Impermeable surfaces, constructed under implementation of
cumulative projects, would have the potential to contribute substantial quantities of runoff
which would exceed the capacity of existing stormwater drainage systems, while
contributing to substantial additional sources of polluted runoff. Hawever, the majority of
cumulative projects would be subject to CEQA and/or PA review, and local
regulations that require development to construct or rétrofit stormwater drainage
systems so that they would not cause flooding. A sigs ulative impact would
not occur. Therefore, the Project, in combination with the identifiedscumulative projects,
would not contribute to a significant cumulative i ciated with the capacity of
stormwater systems.

Significant Effect — Dam Inundatio zards: The FEIR identifies
potentially significant impacts associated Wwith t?}, exposure-of people or structures to a
significant risk of loss, injury ordeath involving“flooding, including flooding as a result of
the failure of a levee or dam. This\impact ofithe Project would be reduced to a less than
significant level through im lemen,étion of identified General Plan policies and mitigation
measures. ~

and\ Flood

Mitigation Measures: H
Hyd-8.1, and

d-1.5, Hyd-2.5, Hyd-4.1, Hyd-4.2, Hyd-4.3, Hyd-6.1,

Facts in Support of Finding: Within the unincorporated County there are approximately
13 dams that pose inundation risk in the event of a breach or failure. Approximately
34,000 acres of land within the Project area would be subject to flooding and inundation
as a result of dam failure.

The Project includes policies from the General Plan Conservation and Open Space
Element and the Safety Element that address development within flood hazard areas
and dam inundation zones. The relevant policies are COS-5.1, S-9.1 through S-9.3, S-
9.6, and S-10.1. These policies restrict development in floodways and floodplains,
manage development based on Federal floodplain maps, require minimization of new
development in floodplains, require new development within mapped flood hazard areas
be sited and designed to minimize on-site and off-site hazards, prohibit development in
dam inundation areas that may interfere with the County’'s emergency response and
evacuation plans, and limit new or expanded land uses within floodways. Adherence to
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these policies will reduce potential impacts from the placement of future development in
flood hazard areas and/or dam inundation areas.

In addition, the Project includes mitigation measures which will mitigate potentially
significant impacts to a less than significant level as follows:

= Hyd-1.2 requires the County to implement and revise as necessary the Watershed
Protection Ordinance. Application of this ordinance requires measures to avoid
flooding and would minimize potential exposure of people or structures to flood
hazards.

= Hyd-1.5 is the utilization of County Guidelines for Determining Significance for
Surface Water Quality, Hydrology, and Groundwater Resgurces to identify adverse
environmental effects. This would include the identification of potential exposure of
people or structures to floods or inundation. If sach a situation were identified,
appropriate mitigation measures would then included in“the action to avoid
potential risk of loss. /

= Hyd-2.5 requires the County to implement and revise as necessary the Resource
Protection Ordinance and Policy —68:~\Propose Projects in Flood Plains /
Floodways, to restrict development inyflood plains / floedways. These regulations,
therefore, also minimize ential expdsure” of peeple or structures to flooding and

inundation. )

= Hyd-4.1 requires-the County to implement the Flood Damage Prevention Ordinance
(Regulatory«Code 91.1.10540). This ordinance regulates development within flood-
prone aréas and minimizes potential risks to people and structures from flooding or
inundationhazards.

= Hyd-4.2 requires the County to implement the Grading, Clearing and Watercourses
Ordinance. The provisions of this ordinance require that flood hazard areas or areas
of inundation be avoided, or otherwise made safe, prior to grading/clearing for
development. This would further minimize exposure of people or structures to
flooding and inundation.

= Hyd-4.3 requires the County to update and implement the following Board Policies:
Policy 1-68, Policy 1-45, and Policy I-56. These policies include provisions to
minimize impacts to floodways, apply flood-control measures, and regulate flood
control and drainage facilities, respectively. Continuation of these policies will further
minimize potential flooding and dam inundation hazards.

= Hyd-6.1 requires that the County implement the Resource Protection Ordinance to
prohibit development of permanent structures for human habitation or employment in
a floodway and require planning of hillside developments to minimize potential sail,
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geological and drainage problems. As such, this ordinance limits development that
would expose people or structures to flooding or inundation.

= Hyd-8.1 requires the County to perform regular inspections and maintenance of
County reservoirs to prevent dam failure. This measure would minimize the potential
for inundation of the surrounding area or zone and prevent losses or injuries.

» Hyd-8.2 requires that the County review discretionary projects for dam inundation
hazards through application of the County’s Guidelines for Determining Significance
for Hydrology and Guidelines for Determining Significance for Emergency Response
Plans. These guidelines help identify potential flooding and inundation hazards and
apply methods for avoiding or mitigating those hazards.

Cumulative Impact — Dam Inundation and Flood #azards: It is reasonably
foreseeable that cumulative projects would place hou: tructures within dam
inundation areas, thereby increasing the potential a significant isk of loss, injury or
death involving flooding. However, multiple regulations exj/sy,fsuch as the National Flood
Insurance Act, National Flood Insurance Refo Act, Cobey-Alquist Floodplain
Management Act, and local regulations that would be expected to mitigate any potential
impacts to below a level of significance. significantycumulative impact would not
occur. Therefore, the Project, in combifation With the identified cumulative projects,
would not contribute to a sigpificant cumulative” impaet. associated with dam inundation
and flood hazards. '

Significant Effect.—Seiche, Tsunami and Mudflow Hazards: The FEIR identifies
potentially signifitant impacts that would expose people or structures to a significant risk
of loss, injufy, or death from mudflow hazards. This impact of the Project would be
reduced to a less than significant level through implementation of identified General Plan
policies and mitigation megsures.

Mitigation Measures*Hyd-3.1, Hyd-3.2, and Hyd-3.3

Facts in Support of Finding: Potential impacts associated with tsunamis or seiches are
considered to be less than significant for the Project. However, mudflows are the most
common disasters in San Diego, and the Project area is particularly susceptible to flash
floods and debris flows during rainstorms. Residential, commercial and industrial land
uses, as designated under the Project, increase the risk of exposing people or structures
to damage in the event of a mudflow.

The Project includes policies from the General Plan Conservation and Open Space
Element and the Safety Element that address potential mudflow hazards. The relevant
policies are COS-5.1, S-8.1, S-8.2, S-9.3, and S-9.6. These policies restrict development
in floodways and floodplains, reduce landslide risks to development, prohibit
development from contributing or causing slope instability, require minimization of
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development in flood hazard areas, and prohibit development in dam inundation areas.
Adherence to these policies will reduce impacts to people or structures from mudflows.

In addition, the Project includes mitigation measures which will mitigate potentially
significant impacts to a less than significant level as follows:

= Hyd-3.1 requires the County to implement and revise as necessary ordinances to
require new development to be located down and away from ridgelines, conform to
the natural topography, not significantly alter dominant physical characteristics of the
site, and maximize natural drainage and topography when conveying stormwater.
These provisions will minimize development that exposes people and property to
mudflow hazards.

» Hyd-3.2 requires the County to implement and revise. s necessary the Resource
Protection Ordinance to limit development on steep es. 1t also incorporates the
Hillside Development Policy into the Resource«Protection Ordipance to the extent
that it will allow for one comprehensive appfgach to/s«teep—slop _protections. By
minimizing development on steep slopes, risks ofioss; injury or death from mudflows
will be prevented. :

N
» Hyd-3.3 is the implementation the Grading, Clearing and Watercourses Ordinance to

protect development sites#against erosionand instability. These protections will
reduce potential mudflg® and structures.

Cumulative Impact—-Seiche, Tsunami and Mudflow Hazards: Cumulative projects in
surrounding jugisdictions on théicoast have the potential to expose people or structures
to loss, injury or death invelving inundation of a tsunami, due to the inherent risk involved
with coastal deyelopment. However, the Project has no risk of tsunami and so it would
not contribute to‘a cumulative impact. Additionally, cumulative projects would be located
in the vicinity of natural water bodies that have the potential to be affected by a seiche,
thereby exposing people and structures to flooding from this natural disaster. Mudflows
would also potentially affect cumulative projects, especially in surrounding jurisdictions
that have been affected by the extreme wildfire events in the recent past. However, the
majority of cumulative projects would be subject to CEQA and/or NEPA review, in
addition to compliance with applicable regulations such as the National Flood Insurance
Act, National Flood Insurance Reform Act, Cobey-Alquist Floodplain Management Act
and local regulations, and impacts would be reduced to a level below significant. A
cumulative impact would not occur. Therefore, the Project, in combination with the
identified cumulative projects, would not contribute to a significant cumulative impact
associated with seiche, tsunami, and mudflow hazards.

LAND USE
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A-16 Significant Effect — Physical Division of an Established Community: The FEIR
identifies potentially significant impacts associated with the physical division of an
established community. This impact of the Project would be reduced to a less than
significant level through implementation of identified General Plan policies and mitigation
measures.

Mitigation Measures: Lan-1.1 through Lan-1.3

Facts in Support of Finding: Implementation of the proposed Project would result in
the expansion through reclassification of one road segment in the Alpine CPA; but would
not result in the planning for or construction of alternative transportation routes or
associated large structures; or, establishment of any new large areas of open space that
would have the potential to physically divide an established community. However,
considering circulation impacts in the Alpine CPA as a result of the proposed Project
would rely on roadway improvements and expansion in the General Plan
Update PEIR, the potentially significant impact determination identified in the General
Plan Update PEIR related to dividing an established com}uanity would still apply to the
proposed Project.

The Project includes policies from th GeQeral Plan\Land Use Element, Mobility

LU-2.5, LU-4.1, LU-4.2,
These policies require
consistent with the-character of an. established community, require road design
considerations 4fat avojd bisecting communities or town centers, support conservation-
oriented project design when corisistent the applicable community plan, require certain
residential suhldivisions t@ conserve open space and natural resources, require
incorporation of matural features into proposed development, require contiguous open
space areas, requite néw development to conform to the natural topography, require
new residential develepment to be integrated with existing neighborhoods, and require
the location and development of private roads to minimize visual impacts. Adherence to
these policies will reduce potential impacts associated with physical division of
established communities from future development and infrastructure.

In addition, the Project includes mitigation measures which will mitigate potentially
significant impacts to a less than significant level as follows:

= Lan-1.1 requires coordination with adjacent cities and other agencies regarding
planning efforts and resource protection. It specifically requires coordination with
SANDAG during updates to the Regional Transportation Plan to ensure that regional
roads are properly planned, sited, and designed. Consultation and coordination with
this and other agencies will allow better planning of infrastructure and prevent
significant impacts to communities from incompatible facilities.
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= Lan-1.2 requires coordination with land owners, other departments, and community
groups to ensure that both public and private development projects and associated
infrastructure minimize impacts to established communities. This involves community
input and General Plan conformance reviews on County road projects to insure that
County road planning and development is consistent with the General Plan. This also
includes analysis of potential environmental impacts for public and private road
projects and application of mitigation measures pursuant to CEQA. Department of
Public Works policies and procedures shall be evaluated to ensure that such reviews
are conducted and that issues regarding potential division of communities are
identified and addressed. General Plan Amendments that propose changes to the
circulation network shall be kept consistent with the General Plan Goals and Policies,
and such proposals will also be reviewed by the commuaities. In addition, Board
Policy 1-63, which contains provisions for General#Plan Amendments, and/or
department procedures will be updated to meet this standard.

= Lan-1.3 requires the County to maintain plans and st;pdards for\infrastructure and
roads so that divisions of communities do not oceur. “This will include: 1) updates to
County Road Standards to ensurehat roads are designed and built in a safe
manner consistent with the General Ian.\gnd community context; 2) adherence to
Community Plans to guide infrastru tureO?anning in* the individual and unique
communities of the Co y'; 3) evaluati andy. if necessary, revisions to the
re project designs, and corresponding

community charaeter; 4)“preparation of local public road network plans to improve
fety; and 5) preparation of community road standards

Cumulative Impact = Physical Division of an Established Community: Cumulative
projects would include the construction of new or widened roadways, airports, railroad
tracks, open space areas, or other features that would individually have the potential to
physically divide an established community. In addition to these larger projects, smaller
cumulative projects could have the effect of providing a barrier to access that would
physically divide a community. Such impacts would generally be limited to an individual
community. Multiple projects in the same community could combine to result in a
cumulative effect to the division of that community. The General Plan Update has the
potential to contribute to this cumulative impact only as it pertains to new roads, road
extensions and roadway widenings because other land uses that could divide a
community, such as a railroads and airports are not proposed in the General Plan
Update and, large open space areas are not proposed in areas that would affect
established communities. Implementation of the proposed General Plan Update policies
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and mitigation measures described above would mitigate the cumulative impacts to
below a level of significance.

NOISE

A-17 Significant Effect — Excessive Noise Levels: The FEIR identifies potentially significant
impacts related to the exposure of any existing or reasonably foreseeable future noise
sensitive land uses to exterior or interior noise, including existing and planned Mobility
Element roadways, railroads, and all other noise sources. This impact of the Project
would be reduced to a less than significant level through implementation of identified
General Plan policies and mitigation measures.

Mitigation Measures: Noi-1.1 through Noi-1.9

uses near these noise sources to increas&d noise:levels. The greatest increase in traffic
associated with the proposed~Project, and theftefore“increases noise levels, would be
concentrated in the Com portion of Alpine Boulevard, West Willows
Road, and East Willows.

m the General Plan Land Use Element, the Mobility
that address excessive noise level impacts. The
relevant polici
4.2, N-4.5, N-4. 75 and N-48. These policies require preparation of an acoustical study
where developmenthasthe potential to directly result in noise sensitive land uses being
subject to excessivenoise levels, require a solid noise barrier be incorporated into
development design when the exterior noise level on patios or balconies would be
excessive, ensure that increases in average daily traffic do not substantially increase
cumulative traffic noise to noise sensitive land uses, require inclusion of traffic calming
design that minimizes traffic noise; promote the location of new or expanded roads
where the impact to noise sensitive land uses would be minimized, require coordination
with other agencies to minimize impacts to noise sensitive land uses from railroad
operations, promote establishment of train horn “quiet zones,” require measures that
minimize significant impacts to surrounding areas from uses or operations that cause
excessive noise, and incorporate buffers or other noise reduction measures into the
siting and design of roads located next to sensitive noise receptors. Adherence to these
policies will reduce exposure of noise sensitive land uses to exterior and interior noise
impacts.
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In addition, the Project includes mitigation measures which will mitigate potentially
significant impacts to a less than significant level as follows:

= Noi-1.1 requires an acoustical analysis whenever development may result in any
existing or future noise sensitive land uses being subject to on-site noise levels of 60
dBA (CNEL) or greater, or other land uses that may result in noise levels exceeding
the “Acceptable” standard in the Noise Compatibility Guidelines. The analysis will
determine whether significant impacts may occur and incorporate attenuation
measures within the Project to meet the compatibility guidelines.

* Noi-1.2 is the revision of Guidelines for Determining Significance - Noise for new
developments where the exterior noise level on patios or balgonies for multi-family
residences or mixed-use development exceeds 65 dBA (CNEL); a solid noise barrier
is incorporated into the building design of balconies and“patios for units that exceed
65 dBA (CNEL) while still maintaining the openneg the ‘patio or balcony. This
measure will alleviate excessive noise level impacts on residents while meeting
compatibility guidelines. /

. done for projects proposing
ment and/or Mobility Element

= Noi-1.3 requires that an acousti study b
amendments to the County General Rlan Lgnd Use
when a significant increase to the a eragé)daily traffic is proposed compared to
traffic anticipated in the Gerferal Plan. This‘measure will identify unanticipated noise
level increases for semSitive land uses\and allow appropriate project revisions or
mitigation to be identifi j

* Noi-1.4 is _the revision of\the Gui\d“élines for Determining Significance - Noise

standard{mitigation and project design considerations to promote traffic calming
design, traffic control measures, and low-noise pavement surfaces that minimize
motor vehiclé traffic noise. These mitigation and design standards will minimize

potential noise impacts on noise-sensitive land uses.

= Noi-1.5 requires coordination with Caltrans and SANDAG as appropriate to identify
and analyze appropriate route alternatives that may minimize noise impacts to noise
sensitive land uses within the unincorporated areas of San Diego County.

= Noi-1.6 requires coordination with SANDAG, MTS, California High-Speed Rail
Authority as appropriate, and passenger and freight train operators to install noise
attenuation features to minimize impacts to adjacent residential or other noise
sensitive land uses.

* Noi-1.7 requires coordination with project applicants during the scoping phase of
proposed projects to take into consideration impacts resulting from on-site noise
generation to noise sensitive land uses located outside the County’s jurisdictional
authority. The County will notify and coordinate with the appropriate jurisdiction(s) to
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determine appropriate project design techniques and/or mitigation. This will prevent
cumulatively considerable noise impacts to surrounding jurisdictions.

= Noi-1.8 is the implementation of procedures (or cooperative agreements) with
Caltrans, the City of San Diego, and other jurisdictions as appropriate to ensure that
a public participation process or forum is available for the affected community to
participate and discuss issues regarding transportation generated noise impacts for
new or expanded roadway projects that may affect noise sensitive land uses within
the unincorporated areas of San Diego County.

* Noi-1.9 is the coordination with Caltrans, the County Landscape Architect, and
community representatives (e.g., Planning or Sponsor Group) to determine the
appropriate noise mitigation measures (planted berms, nojsé attenuation barriers or
a combination of the two) to be required as a part gi“the proposals for roadway
improvement projects. It also requires that th ounty's Five Year Capital
Improvement Program and Preliminary Engine
and include appropriate mitigation measures f
affecting the unincorporated area of the County.

impacts to g level
Significant Effect — Excegsive Groundborne Vibration: The FEIR identifies potentially
significant impacts elated to the exposure of vibration sensitive uses to ground-borne
vibration and noise egual to or in excess of established levels, or if new sensitive land
uses would be located in the vicinity of ground-borne vibration inducing land uses such
as railroads or mining operations. This impact of the Project would be reduced to a less
than significant level through implementation of identified General Plan policies and
mitigation measures.

Mitigation Measures: Noi-1.7, and Noi-2.1 through Noi-2.4

Facts in Support of Finding: The operation of heavy construction equipment,
construction activities such as pile driving or blasting, mining/mineral extraction activities,
and railroad operations are all typical sources of groundborne vibration. Sensitive
receptors, including residences, in proximity of these groundborne vibration sources can
experience vibrations in a manner ranging from no perceptible effects at the lowest
levels, low rumbling sounds and perceptible vibrations at moderate levels, and slight
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damage at the highest levels. Future development under the proposed Project in the
buildout scenario would potentially result in development that would experience
excessive groundborne vibration associated with construction projects, mining/mineral
extraction or railroad activities.

The Project includes policies from the General Plan Noise Element that address
groundborne vibration impacts. The relevant policies are N-3.1, N-4.7, N-5.2, N-6.3, and
N-6.4. These policies require the use of Federal Transit Administration and Federal
Railroad Administration guidelines to limit the extent of exposure that sensitive uses
have the potential to have to groundborne vibration from potential sources, require the
County to work with SANDAG, Metropolitan Transit Services and passenger and freight
rail operators to minimize impacts to residential and other sensitive land uses, require
location of industrial facilities in areas that would minimize impacts to sensitive land
uses, require development to limit the frequency of use igh-noise equipment, and
require development to limit the hours of operation aseappropriate for non-emergency
noise-producing activities such as: construction, .maintenance, sh collection, and
parking lot sweeper activity. Adherence to thése policies will reduce exposure of
vibration sensitive land uses to sources of groundborqe vibration.

In addition, the Project includes mitig
significant impacts to a less than significa

ion «Mmeasures
Ieve‘l/fas follows:

-

hich will mitigate potentially

» Noi-1.7 requires coordihation ‘with projéct applicants during the scoping phase of

proposed projects to take in;)lconsider tion impacts resulting from on-site noise
generation to noi itive land-uses located outside the County’s jurisdictional
authority. Th& County will natify and coordinate with the appropriate jurisdiction(s) to
determin€ appropriatesproject'design techniques and/or mitigation. This will prevent

cumulatively consideralile noise and vibration impacts to surrounding jurisdictions.

= Noi-2.1 requires,_a ground-borne vibration technical study for projects that are in
certain land use designations and within a certain distance of the Sprinter Rail Line.
The specific screening criteria are provided in Table 4 of the County of San Diego
Guidelines for Determining Significance - Noise. If significant impacts are
determined based on the technical study, mitigation measures or design features will
be required as part of the Project.

= Noi-2.2 requires revisions to the County of San Diego Guidelines for Determining
Significance - Noise to reflect limits in the Noise Compatibility Guidelines and Noise
Standards [Policy N-3.1] from the General Plan Update. This measure also requires
the County to periodically review the Guidelines to incorporate standards for
minimizing effects of groundborne vibration during Project operation or construction.

= Noi-2.3 requires that industrial facility projects be reviewed to ensure they are
located in areas that would minimize impacts to noise-sensitive land uses. It further
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requires revisions to the County of San Diego Guidelines for Determining
Significance - Noise to incorporate appropriate noise attenuation measures for
minimizing industrial-related noise.  This will prevent direct and cumulative
groundborne vibration impacts to sensitive land use types.

= Noi-2.4 requires that an acoustical study accompany extractive mining projects that
may affect noise-sensitive land uses. Similarly, it requires an acoustical study for
noise-sensitive land use projects proposed near existing extractive land use facilities.
The results of the acoustical study may require a “buffer zone” or other mitigating
features to ensure that potential vibration impacts are not significant.

Cumulative Impact — Excessive Groundborne Vibration: A cumulative ground-borne
vibration impact would occur if one or more cumulative projects would exceed the FTA
and Federal Railroad Administration guidelines for groundborne vibration and noise.
However, there are no specific plans or time scales fogsindividual construction projects.
Therefore, it is not possible to determine exact vibration levels, locations, or time periods
for construction. Potential vibration impacts ffom coastvruction uld need to be
analyzed on a case-by-case basis. Therefore, cumtlativé projects have the potential to
result in a significant cumulative impactqf they were lgcated in close proximity to one
another and construction of multiple cum Iativgprojects ere to occur at the same time.
In addition, the project would have the patential'to contribute to a potentially significant
cumulative impact associ " with e essf\{eo groundborne vibration. However,
implementation of the Gepéral Plan policies,and mitigation measures would reduce the
project’s potential direct i
significant level. —

increase in ambient noisedevels during construction which, together with noise from all
sources, would exceed the standards listed in San Diego County Code Sections 36.408
and 36.409. This impact of the Project would be reduced to a less than significant level
through implementation of identified General Plan policies and mitigation measures.

Mitigation Measures: Noi-4.1 and Noi-4.2

Facts in Support of Finding: Future development under the Project would necessitate
construction activities, such as site grading, truck/construction equipment movement,
engine noise, rock excavation, rock crushing, and blasting. Noise generated from these
activities, when combined with all other noise in the given area, has the potential to
exceed Noise Ordinance standards.

The Project includes policies from the General Plan Noise Element that address
temporary and/or nuisance noise. The relevant policies are N-6.1 through N-6.6.
Adherence to these policies will reduce impacts related to temporary or periodic
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increases in ambient noise levels by enacting ordinances to regulate impacts from noise
and enforce noise regulations to ensure no violations of noise standards occur.

In addition, the Project includes mitigation measures which will mitigate potentially
significant impacts to a less than significant level as follows:

= Noi-4.1 requires Noise Ordinance and Zoning Ordinance review and revision as
necessary to ensure appropriate restrictions for intermittent, short-term, or other
nuisance noise sources. This will ensure that mechanisms are in place to enforce
limits on temporary noise impacts.

= Noi-4.2 requires that the County maintain staff and equipmgnt as appropriate to
facilitate enforcement of the Noise Ordinance. This will ensdre that temporary noise
impacts can be regulated immediately when identified.

Cumulative Impact — Temporary Increase in Ambient Noise Levels: A cumulative
noise impact would occur if construction associated with gae or more_projects in close
proximity to one another would result in combined ois{iﬁels that would temporarily
increase ambient noise levels beyond the standardsin the County Noise Ordinance.
However, since there are no specific plaRs on.;i\me scalesfor individual projects, it is not
possible to determine exact noise levels, locatigns, or time periods for construction.
Additionally, projects would e to be co strtﬁzd in.close proximity to each other to
result in a cumulative impact. Comstruction, projects in incorporated jurisdictions would
be subject to noise standards anﬁimits for the jurisdiction in which they are proposed.
i try of Mexico along the U.S./Mexico international border
subject to County of San Diego noise regulations and
truction noise-related impacts in these areas would
be temporary and limited tp the area immediately surrounding the Project. Similarly, a
cumulative nuisance noisefimpact would occur if noise associated with one or more land
uses in an area would result in combined noise levels that would temporarily increase
ambient noise levels Beyond the standards in the County Noise Ordinance. However,
these events would be short-term and event-specific in nature. Therefore, a potentially
significant cumulative impact associated with temporary increase in ambient noise levels
would not occur. The Project would not contribute to a significant cumulative impact.

Significant Effect — Excessive Noise Exposure from a Public or Private Airport:
The FEIR identifies potentially significant impacts related to the exposure of people
residing or working in the Project area to excessive noise levels from a public airport or
private. This impact of the Project would be reduced to a less than significant level
through implementation of identified General Plan policies and mitigation measures.

Mitigation Measures: Noi-5.1 through Noi-5.3
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Facts in Support of Finding: Future development under the proposed Project in the
buildout scenario would result in excessive noise exposure from a public or private
airport due to construction of new land uses and infrastructure in areas subject to public
or private airport noise exposure.

The Project includes policies from the General Plan Noise Element and Safety Element
that address noise exposure from public or private airports. The relevant policies are N-
49, S-15.1, S-15.2, and S-15.4. These policies assure the noise compatibility of
development that would have the potential to be affected by noise from public or private
airports and helipads during project review, require land uses surrounding airports to be
compatible with airport operations, require operational plans for new and existing
airports to be compatible with land uses that surround the airpast facility, ensure that
private airstrips and heliports are located outside of the safetyZones and flight paths of
existing airports, and require land uses surrounding airports«0 be compatible with airport
operations. Adherence to these policies will reduce exeeSsive ngise impacts to people
in the project area from public and private airports.

In addition, the Project includes mitigation meastres Which will mifigate potentially

irpo\F}and Use €ompatibility Plan’s (ALUCP)
eview-af projects that are planned within
an Airport Influence Are€a (AIA) In addition, any projects that are within the AIA are
required to be submitted to }De SDCR for review. This will help ensure that

airports.

* Noi-5.2 regquires that Jprivate airport or heliport uses proposed in the County
unincorporated are ewaluated for potentially significant noise impacts and for
consistency with thé FAA standards. This will minimize potential noise exposure
associated with private airports.

» Noi-5.3 requires that the County consult with the FAA standards and the County
Noise Ordinance as a guide for assessing noise impacts from private airports and
helipads. This will minimize potential noise exposure associated with private airports
and helipads.

Cumulative Impact — Excessive Noise Exposure from a Public or Private Airport: A
cumulative noise impact would occur if construction and operation associated with
cumulative regional land use projects, such as those identified in adjacent city and
county general plans and regional transportation plans, when combined would result in
the exposure of noise sensitive land uses to excessive noise from a public or private
airport. Even though required regulations would minimize the cumulative impact of
projects in the U.S, development in Mexico along the U.S./Mexico international border or
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on tribal lands within the vicinity of existing noise sensitive land uses would not be
required to comply with the same noise standards and a potentially significant
cumulative impact to would occur. In addition, the Project would have the potential to
contribute to a potentially significant cumulative impact associated with excessive noise
exposure from airports. However, implementation of the General Plan policies and
corresponding implementation projects, in addition to compliance with the 1990
California Airport Noise Standards and applicable ALUCPs, would reduce potential
cumulative impacts to a less than significant level.

PUBLIC SERVICES

A-21 Significant Effect — Fire Protection Services: The FEIR «identifies potentially
significant impacts related to the provision of new or physically altered governmental
facilities, the construction of which could cause signific environmental impacts, in
order to maintain acceptable service ratios, respon; r other performance
objectives for fire protection. This impact of the Prgjéct would be reduced to a less than
significant level through implementation of identifi Gene’r}JfPIan polieies and mitigation
measures.

Mitigation Measures: Pub-1.1 through Pub~—\1\.9, as well as other measures listed in
Sections 2.1 through 2.15 of the SEI relif/éd to specific resources that may be
adversely affected by construgtion of fire pretection facilities.

Facts in Support of F ding:),lnder the proposed Project, the travel times for
emergency fire respense wolld be required to achieve standards provided in the Safety
Element of the &eneral Plan, ahd acceptable service ratios would need to be maintained
for the variods fire districts. To c@nsistently meet such standards during build-out, the
construction okexpansion jof new fire facilities will be required, which would have the
potential to resultyn substahtial adverse impacts to the environment.

The Project includes“policies from the General Plan Land Use Element and Safety
Element that address fire protection services. The relevant policies are LU-1.4, LU-6.4,
LU-6.11, LU-12.3, LU-12.4, S-3.4, S-5.1, S-5.2, and S-6.1 through S-6.5. Adherence to
these policies will minimize deterioration of fire agency response times and will ensure
that environmental impacts related to the construction or expansion of additional facilities
will be mitigated.

Mitigation measures identified in Chapters 2.1 through 2.15 of the SEIR would also
mitigate direct and cumulative impacts related to the construction or expansion of fire
protection facilities. Mitigation measures listed in these sections require that the
development of new or expanded facilities be evaluated pursuant to the environmental
resource(s) potentially affected. In addition, the following mitigation measures would also
contribute to reducing impacts related to the construction or expansion of fire protection
facilities to a less than significant level:
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= Pub-1.1 is the participation in interjurisdictional reviews to gather information on and
review and provide comments on plans for new or expanded governmental facilities
in the region. This will ensure that potential environmental impacts associated with
new or expanded public services are identified and adequately mitigated and will
ensure that new or expanded facilities are appropriately located.

= Pub-1.2 requires that the County plan and site governmental facilities that are
context-specific according to their location in village, semi-rural, or rural lands. This
will minimize potential environmental effects that result from incompatible uses (e.qg.,
visual impacts, noise impacts, groundwater impacts, etc.).

= Pub-1.3 is the revision of Board Policy 1-63 to minimize leapfrog development and to
establish specific criteria for General Plan Amendmenits proposing expansion of
areas designated Village regional category. Thiss intended to limit unexpected
demands for new or expanded public servicesfand the assogiated governmental

facilities. /

* Pub-1.4 requires that General Plan endments Qe reviewed for consistency with
the goals and policies of the Ge eral.\PIan such, that future development in
hazardous wildfire areas will be limited to, low-density land uses that do not
necessitate extensive newdife protection facilities. .

= Pub-1.5 is the imple entatig), and reyision if necessary, of Board Policy 1-84
requiring that diseretionary project-applications include commitments from available
is measure also requires that commitments from fire
protectiof districts monstrate that acceptable travel times can be met in
accordance with the neral Plan. By ensuring that development projects have
adequate fire'service, the need for new or expanded facilities can be minimized.

* Pub-1.6 is the continued use of the County GIS and the County Guidelines for
Determining Significance to identify fire prone areas during the review of
development projects. This measure further mandates that development proposals
meet requirements set by the fire authority having jurisdiction (FAHJ) and that
new/additional fire protection facilities are not required; or, if such facilities are
required, that potential environmental impacts resulting from construction are
evaluated along with the development project under review. This will minimize the
need for new or expanded facilities, and will ensure that impacts are analyzed and
mitigated when new or expanded facilities are required.

= Pub-1.7 requires enforcement of the Building and Fire Code to ensure there are
adequate fire protections in place associated with the construction of structures and
their defensibility, accessibility and egress, adequate water supply, coverage by the
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local fire district, and other critical issues. This will minimize the need for new fire
protection facilities to accommodate new development.

= Pub-1.8 requires that the County complete CEQA reviews for environmental impacts
on new public facilities (fire, sheriff, libraries, etc.) or significant expansions of such
facilities. It also requires mitigation of environmental impacts associated with such
facilities to the extent feasible.

* Pub-1.9 requires the County to establish and implement procedures that ensure new
development projects fund their fair share toward fire services facilities. This may
include development of a long-term financing mechanism, such as an impact fee
program or community facilities development, as appropriate. Fhis measure further
continues the requirement that large development projects“provide their fair share
contribution to fire services either by providing additional funds and/or development
of infrastructure. This measure will ensure that f or expanded fire protection
facilities will be correlated with the need for such«Services and that impacts from their

Cumulative Impact — Fire Protection [ ; protection services within the
region often cross inter-jurisdictional bo darigs. Cumulative projects would result in a

need for additional fire protection servi development. Cumulative
projects proposed under gepefe rounding cities and counties, such as
commercial, residential or, would require fire protection services from
fire agencies within the region. ile the majority of cumulative fire protection projects

would undergo envirenmentakreview, and would be required to demonstrate compliance
with CEQA and/6r NEPRA prior te_project approval, they would incrementally increase the
need for fire §ervices, whigh would have the potential to result in a significant cumulative
impact. Implementation ofjthe proposed General Plan Update would have the potential
to result in a significant ipMpact. However, implementation of the General Plan policies
and mitigation measures described above and in Sections 2.1 through 2.15 of the SEIR
would reduce potentially significant direct and cumulative impacts to below a level of
significance. Therefore, the Project would not contribute to a significant cumulative
impact associated with fire protection services.

Significant Effect — Police Protection Services: The FEIR identifies significant
impacts related to the provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain
acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for police
protection services. This impact of the Project would be reduced to a less than
significant level through implementation of identified General Plan policies and mitigation
measures.
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Mitigation Measures: Pub-1.1, Pub-1.2, and Pub-1.3, as well as other measures listed
in Sections 2.1 through 2.15 of the SEIR related to specific resources that may be
adversely affected by construction of police service facilities.

Facts in Support of Finding: Build out of the proposed General Plan Update would
result in a need for increased police services, including the potential need for new police
facilities in order to maintain service standards set by the San Diego County Sheriff’'s
Department (SDSD). As such, the construction or expansion of police facilities will be
required, which would have the potential to result in substantial adverse impacts to the
environment.

ement that address
LU-12.3, and LU-12.4.

The Project includes policies from the General Plan Land Use
police protection facilities. The relevant policies are LU-1.
Adherence to these policies will minimize the deterioration ef police response times and
reduce impacts related to the construction or expansion al facilities needed to
serve the projected population growth of the unincogp0rated County?
Mitigation measures identified in Chapters 2.1 through '{25 of the SEIR would also
mitigate direct and cumulative impacts refated to the cepstruction or expansion of police
protection facilities. Mitigation measur@s Iisggd in theése sections require that the
development of new or expanded facilities be evaluated ptrsuant to the environmental
resource(s) potentially affectedsTn addition! theé?owing mitigation measures would also
contribute to reducing impacts related to, the construction or expansion of police
protection facilities to a less than §:§nificantl vel:

= Pub-1.1 is thé participation in interjurisdictional reviews to gather information on and
review afd provide commmentsion plans for new or expanded governmental facilities
in the regi This willfensure that potential environmental impacts associated with
new or expanded publi€ services are identified and adequately mitigated.

» Pub-1.2 requires“that the County plan and site governmental facilities that are
context-specific according to their location in village, semi-rural, or rural lands. This
will minimize potential environmental effects that result from incompatible uses (e.qg.,
visual impacts, noise impacts, groundwater impacts, etc.).

* Pub-1.3 is the revision of Board Policy 1-63 to minimize leapfrog development and to
establish specific criteria for General Plan Amendments proposing expansion of
areas designated Village regional category. This is intended to limit unexpected
demands for new or expanded public services and the associated governmental
facilities.

Cumulative Impact — Police Protection Services: Cumulative projects in the San
Diego region would require increased police protection services to serve new
development. The increase in demand for police protection services from
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implementation of cumulative projects would have the potential to result in the need to
construct or expand existing police facilities, which would have the potential to create an
adverse impact on the environment. While the majority of cumulative projects would
undergo environmental review, and would be required to demonstrate compliance with
CEQA and/or NEPA prior to project approval, they would incrementally increase the
need for police services, which would have the potential to result in a significant
cumulative impact. In addition, the General Plan Update would result in a potentially
significant direct impact. However, implementation of the General Plan policies and
mitigation measures listed above and in Sections 2.1 through 2.15 of the SEIR would
reduce potentially significant direct and cumulative impacts to a level of less than
significant. Therefore, the Project would not contribute to a significant cumulative impact
associated with police protection services.

Significant Effect — Other Public Facilities: The FEIR identifies potentially significant
impacts related to the provision of new or physically al

“
nd Pub-1.3, as well as other measures listed
refated to.specific resources that may be

Mitigation Measures: Pub-1.1, Pub-1.2,
in Sections 2.1 through 2.15«6f the SEI

f-Finding: Build-eut of the proposed General Plan Update would
result in an incr€ase in_the number of persons that must be provided with public library
services. As{such, the construction or expansion of library facilities will be required in
order to maintain adequate service levels established by the San Diego County Library
(SDCL) system. This would have the potential to result in substantial adverse impacts to
the environment.

The Project includes policies from the General Plan Land Use Element that address the
need for new or expanded library facilities. The relevant policies are LU-1.4, LU-9.4, LU-
9.7, LU-12.3, LU-12.4, LU-17.1 through LU-17.4, LU-18.1, and LU-18.2. Adherence to
these policies would reduce environmental impacts associated with the need to
construct additional library facilities.

Mitigation measures identified in Chapters 2.1 through 2.15 of the SEIR would also
mitigate direct and cumulative impacts related to the construction or expansion of library
facilities. Mitigation measures listed in these sections require that the development of
new or expanded facilities be evaluated pursuant to the environmental resource(s)
potentially affected. In addition, the following mitigation measures would also contribute
to reducing impacts related to the construction or expansion of library service facilities to
a less than significant level:
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= Pub-1.1 is the participation in interjurisdictional reviews to gather information on and
review and provide comments on plans for new or expanded governmental facilities
in the region. This will ensure that potential environmental impacts associated with
new or expanded public services are identified and adequately mitigated.

= Pub-1.2 requires that the County plan and site governmental facilities that are
context-specific according to their location in village, semi-rural, or rural lands. This
will minimize potential environmental effects that result from incompatible uses (e.g.,
visual impacts, noise impacts, groundwater impacts, etc.).

= Pub-1.3 is the revision of Board Policy I-63 to minimize leapfrog-development and to
establish specific criteria for General Plan Amendmentsproposing expansion of
areas designated Village regional category. This is intended to limit unexpected
demands for new or expanded public services ag e associated governmental
facilities.

Cumulative Impact — Other Public Services: The&.San Diego County Library serves
the entire unincorporated County andePportions of “surrounding incorporated cities.
Cumulative projects that involve residentjal de\yelopmen ould increase the population
of library users, and result in the need to gonstruct additional or renovate existing library
facilities, which would result«fi” a signifidant“€nvironmental impact. The increase in
demand for library servic
the need to construct ad

fnental review,sand would be required to demonstrate compliance with
NEPA priog to project approval, they would incrementally increase the
facilities, fwhich could have the potential to result in a significant
cumulative impagt. Implegientation of the General Plan Update result in a potentially
significant impact associated with the construction of new or expanded library facilities.
However, General Plan policies and mitigation measures listed above and in Sections
2.1 through 2.15 of the SEIR would reduce potentially significant direct and cumulative
impacts to a less than significant level. Therefore, the Project would not contribute to a
significant cumulative impact associated with library use and other public services.

RECREATION

A-24 Significant Effect — Deterioration of Parks and Recreational Facilities: The FEIR
identifies potentially significant impacts related to increased use of existing
neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial
physical deterioration of the facilities would occur or be accelerated. This impact of the
Project would be reduced to a less than significant level through implementation of
identified General Plan policies and mitigation measures.
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Mitigation Measures: Rec-1.1 through Rec-1.11.

Facts in Support of Finding: The General Plan Update would result in an increase in
the demand for recreational facilities, which has the potential to result in the deterioration
of existing facilities. The current acreage of local park land would not meet projected
goals; however, the existing supply of regional park area is expected to adequately meet
the projected goals under the General Plan Update. If additional acreages of local park
land are not provided in correlation with build-out of the Project, then accelerated
deterioration of existing recreational facilities may occur.

The Project includes policies from the General Plan Land Use Element, Housing
Element, Mobility Element, and Conservation and Open Space Element that address the
deterioration of parks and recreational facilities. The relevant policies are LU-12.1, LU-
12.2, M-12.1 through M-12.8, M-12.10, H-2.2, COS-21.1, £0S-21.2, C0OS-22.1, COS-
23.1, C0S-23.2, COS-24.1, and C0OS-24.2. These policies require concurrency of
infrastructure and services with development, prohibit new development that degrades
existing facilities, reduce recreational facility d eriorat}ig,w by requiring fees or the
construction of new recreational facilities, encouragéthe ‘acquisition of hew recreational
lands and the construction of additio trails, identify trail improvement strategies,
encourage funding opportunities for ecregtional facilities, provide guidance for

site common open space, promo iversity of reereational facilities, encourage the
location of new parks into &€ reas, promote acquisition of valuable open
space resources, provide access and regional coordination so that
additional recreatignal-oppo ade to County residents, set recreation
contributions fornew development, and establishing maximum funding opportunities.
Adherence these poligies wotld minimize physical deterioration of parks or other
recreational fagilities.

In addition, the Prgject includes mitigation measures which will mitigate potentially
significant impacts to a less than significant level as follows:

= Rec-1.1 is the implementation of Board Policy I-44 to identify park and recreation
needs and priorities for communities, and utilize the Community Plans when
identifying park and recreation facility requirements. This will help ensure that
additional facilities are directed to areas with greatest need, thereby reducing
overuse of existing parks and facilities.

» Rec-1.2 requires coordination with communities, agencies and organizations to
identify, prioritize and develop park and recreation needs. This shall include pursuing
partnership opportunities with school districts and other agencies to develop new
park and recreation facilities; on-going support of the Park Advisory Committee and
use of community center surveys to solicit input on park and recreation program and
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facility needs and issues; and continuing partnerships with other jurisdictions to
share operation and maintenance costs for facilities via joint powers agreements.

= Rec-1.3 is a County design manual to provide concepts for park and recreation
facility components. This will ensure that parks and recreation facilities are designed
to be compatible with their surroundings and to meet community needs, thereby
minimizing overuse of other facilities.

= Rec-1.4 requires that residential projects with 50 or more units identify park facility
needs and meet Subdivision Ordinance requirements for provision of trail and
pathways shown on the Regional Trails Plan or Community Trails Master Plan. In
addition, this measure requires the County to develop standards and design
guidelines for large residential projects to include commaoa“open space amenities,
such as tot lots, and the use of universal design featufes that accommodate both
abled and disabled individuals. These steps will help ensure‘that recreational facility
development is correlated with residential develgpment.

» Rec-1.5 requires the County to attain funding forNand‘acquisition and construction of
recreational facilities by taking the fellowing actions: implement the PLDO; solicit
grants and bonds to fund the oper tion-\@\nd maintépance of park and recreation
facilities; and form Landscape Improv ent?stricts and County Service Areas. The
acquisition of land and gonstruction 'of récreational facilities will further prevent
potential deterioration 'existiy facilities.

* Rec-1.6 is the Ceunty acquisition-ef trail routes across private lands through direct
purchase, edsements, and\dedication, or by other means from a willing property
owner/seller. This measure will also encourage voluntary dedication of easements
and/or giftsiof land for frails through private-owned lands, including agricultural and
grazing lan Such/acquisitions will allow provision of recreational facilities in
unserved communitiés and reduce deterioration of existing facilities.

= Rec-1.7 prioritizes the acquisition and development of trail segments in a manner to
provide maximum environmental and public benefit given available public and private
resources and the population served. As part of this effort, the County shall also
maintain a database of information on the locations, status of easements,
classifications, forms of access, management activities and land ownership relative
to trail facilities. These efforts will allow for expanded trail facilities concurrent with
increased demand.

= Rec-1.8 is the implementation, and revision as necessary, of the Regional Trails Plan
as well as the Community Trails Master Plan. This will ensure that community goals,
policies, and implementation criteria are defined for community trails. This measure
also requires interjurisdictional coordination for the implementation of these plans.
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= Rec-1.9 requires that the County consult with the appropriate governing tribal council
to facilitate the provision of trail connections through tribal land and/or Native
American cultural resources. This expansion of trail facilities would minimize
deterioration of existing facilities.

» Rec-1.10 requires the County to develop procedures that would coordinate the
operation and maintenance of pathways with similar activities for adjacent roads and
road rights-of-way. This would prevent deterioration of pathways.

» Rec-1.11 prioritizes open space acquisition needs through coordination with
government agencies and private organizations. Once prioritized, the acquisition of
open space lands will be facilitated through negotiation with private land owners and
through MSCP regulatory requirements. The operation management of such
acquisitions will continue to be achieved by preparing,«implementing, and updating
Resource Management Plans and MSCP Area
(ASMDs) for each open space area. This will
and maintenance of new land which will offSet pote}fmﬂ physi
existing facilities.

| deterioration of

ecreational Facilities: The
ion weuld have“the potential to result in a
in éombination, result in the deterioration of
ﬁe to in¢reased usage. The majority of cumulative
e

Cumulative Impact — Deterioration
cumulative projects in the San Diego r

parks and recreational f
recreational projects wou
demonstrate compli

undergo environmental review, and would be required to
CEQA and/or NEPA prior to project approval. Although
increase ‘demand for parks and recreational facilities
including federally or state-owned facilities in the
eastern County, the proposed Project is not anticipated to result in significant population
growth in these areas. Same cumulative projects, such as buildout of general plans for
adjacent jurisdictions, would have the potential to increase the demand for recreational
facilities, which could result in deterioration of existing facilities. As a result, the proposed
Project could contribute to a potentially significant cumulative impact from the
deterioration of parks and recreational facilities. However, implementation of the
General Plan Update policies and mitigation measures described above would mitigate
the project’s direct and cumulative impacts to below a level of significance.

Significant Effect — Construction of New Recreational Facilities: The FEIR identifies
potentially significant impacts related to the inclusion of recreational facilities or the
construction or expansion of recreational facilities which would have an adverse effect
on the environment. This impact of the Project would be reduced to a less than
significant level through implementation of identified General Plan policies and mitigation
measures.
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Mitigation Measures: Rec-1.1, Rec-1.2, Rec-1.3, Rec-1.4, Rec-1.8, Rec-1.9, and Rec-
2.1 through Rec-2.6

Facts in Support of Finding: The General Plan Update includes a number of
recreational components. Although the Project does not specifically site or plan
recreational facilities, it would allow for the development of parks, trails, athletic fields,
and golf courses. The construction of new recreational facilities would have the potential
to result in physical environmental effects.

The Project includes policies from the General Plan Land Use Element, Housing
Element, Mobility Element, and Conservation and Open Space Element that address the
construction or expansion of recreational facilities. The relevant policies are LU-6.4, LU-
9.7, LU-18.2, M-12.5, M-12.9, M-12.10, H-2.2, COS-21.2, CQ8-21.3, COS-21.4, COS-
23.1, and COS-23.3. These policies require residen#ial subdivisions to reduce
construction impacts to the environment, apply guig maintain the unique
character of a community, encourage the co-location of civic uses, guide the future
development of trails in the unincorporated County to mpjmize envirgnmental impacts
and highlight existing natural resources, and requirg,_some projects to create common
open space as a project amenity. AdhereriCe to these pglicies would reduce the potential
for construction and operation of new @r eranded recreational facilities to have an
adverse effect on the environment. s

7 <

.

In addition, the Project inCludesymitigatioR measures which will mitigate potentially
significant impacts to a less,than significant leyel as follows:

= Rec-1.1 is_tfile implementation of Board Policy 1-44 to identify park and recreation
needs afid priorities\for communities, and utilize the Community Plans when
identifying Ypark and recreation facility requirements. This will help ensure that
additional facilities megt community needs.

» Rec-1.2 requires“coordination with communities, agencies and organizations to
identify, prioritize and develop park and recreation needs. This shall include pursuing
partnership opportunities with school districts and other agencies to develop new
park and recreation facilities; on-going support of the Park Advisory Committee and
use of community center surveys to solicit input on park and recreation program and
facility needs and issues; and continuing partnerships with other jurisdictions to
share operation and maintenance costs for facilities via joint powers agreements.

» Rec-1.3 is a County design manual to provide concepts for park and recreation
facility components. This will ensure that parks and recreation facilities are designed
to be compatible with their surroundings and to meet community needs, thereby
minimizing environmental impacts.
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= Rec-1.4 requires that residential projects with 50 or more units identify park facility
needs and meet Subdivision Ordinance requirements for provision of trail and
pathways shown on the Regional Trails Plan or Community Trails Master Plan. In
addition, this measure requires the County to develop standards and design
guidelines for large residential projects to include common open space amenities,
such as tot lots, and the use of universal design features that accommodate both
abled and disabled individuals. These steps will help ensure that impacts associated
with recreational facilities are addressed early in project development.

» Rec-1.8 is the implementation, and revision as necessary, of the Regional Trails Plan
as well as the Community Trails Master Plan. This will ensure that community goals,
policies, and implementation criteria are defined for community-trails. This measure

American cultural resources. This will help ideRtify and/awoid potential environmental
impacts.

= Rec-2.1 requires the County to upda Community Plans to reflect the character and
vision for each individual community;\to a?ess civic*needs in a community and
encourage the co-locatiopof uses; to\estdblish“and maintain greenbelts between
communities; to prioritize infrastructure\improvements and the provision of public
facilities for villages a com;?unity cores; and to identify pedestrian routes. With
these issues a

given community.

= Rec-2.2 requires the use of community design guidelines as a resource when
designing park and recreation facilities. This will help ensure that such facilities are
consistent with community character.

» Rec-2.3 is an amendment to the Subdivision Ordinance to require new residential
development to be integrated with existing neighborhoods by providing connected
and continuous road, environmentally-sensitive pathway/trail and recreation/open
space networks. This amendment shall also include new conservation-oriented
design guidelines for rural lands projects. This measure will assist in the planning for
recreational facilities as new development is proposed while minimizing impacts to
sensitive resources and community character.

= Rec-2.4 requires the County to develop procedures to consider designating trails that
correspond to existing (non-designated) trails, paths, or unpaved roadbeds that
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already have a disturbed tread. This will minimize new impacts to the natural
environment and will potentially benefit existing trail users.

= Rec-2.5 requires the County to monitor and manage preserves and trails through
implementation of Resource Management Plans such that environmental resources
do not become impacted as a result of soil erosion, flooding, fire hazard, or other
environmental or man-made effects. Any impacts identified to environmental
resources must be restored in accordance with the management directives within the
Resource Management Plans.

» Rec-2.6 requires the County to develop procedures that encourage the involvement
and input of the agricultural community in matters relating to trails on or adjacent to
agricultural lands and place a priority on the protection of agriculture. This will help
minimize potential impacts to agricultural resources dfom expanded recreational
facilities. -

Cumulative Impact — Construction of New Re€reationalFacilities: The cumulative
projects in the San Diego region would have the\poténtial to result in a significant
cumulative impact if they would, in combiriation, requir@the construction or expansion of
recreational facilities which would have & advgrse effect'gn the environment. While the
majority of cumulative projects would be réquired'to demonstrate compliance with CEQA

uld inerementally increase the need for
have the potential to result in adverse

cumulative impact_associated, with the.construction of recreational facilities. However,
implementation<6f the General Rlan Update policies and mitigation measures described
above would,_ mitigate thé projectls direct and cumulative impacts to below a level of
significance.

TRANSPORTATION ANDY RAFFIC

A-26 Significant Effect — Emergency Access: The FEIR identifies potentially significant
impacts related to inadequate emergency access. This impact of the Project would be
reduced to a less than significant level through implementation of identified General Plan
policies and mitigation measures.

Mitigation Measures: Tra-1.3, Tra-1.4, Tra-1.6, and Tra-4.1 through Tra-4.4

Facts in Support of Finding: Under the proposed Project, existing inadequate roadway
widths, dead end roads, one-way roads, and gated communities, all of which have the
potential to impair emergency access, can still occur. Private roads also have the
potential to impair emergency access as they are often unpaved and poorly maintained,
which poses risks to public safety, especially in high wildfire hazard areas.

Therefore, inadequate emergency access impacts could be significant.
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The Project includes policies from the General Plan Land Use Element, Mobility
Element, and Safety Element which would reduce the potential for inadequate
emergency access. The relevant policies are: LU-2.8, LU-6.10, LU-12.2, M-1.2, M-3.3,
M-4.4, S-3.4, S-3.5, and S-14.1. These policies require that development be located and
designed to protect property and residents from the risks of natural and man-induced
hazards, require development to mitigate significant impacts to existing service levels of
public facilities or services for existing residents and businesses, provide for
transportation facilities that can be adequately served by emergency services in the case
of a transportation hazard, require that development provide multiple ingress/egress
routes whenever feasible, require public and private roads to allow fire apparatus and
emergency vehicle access while accommodating outgoing vehigles from evacuating
residents, require development to be located near available firesand emergency service,
and require development provide secondary access en necessary to ensure
adequate fire safety. Adherence to these policiesswill reduce potential impacts
associated with inadequate emergency access.

In addition, the Project includes mitigation measuses Which will mitigate potentially
significant impacts to a less than significapt’level as foll

nty\‘ blic Road*Standards during review of
e Public Road Standards shall be revised to
to Regional Category context. This will
r additional emergency access roads.

» Tra-1.3 requires application of the C
new development projects«If addition,
include a range of road typesyaccordi
improve circulation andyeducedhe need

to impléement and revise as necessary the County
nificance for Transportation and Traffic to evaluate

ires the Coun
for Determining

other transportation issues. Implementation of these thresholds will ensure that new
development will 'mitigate or avoid impacts and can have the effect of improving
existing conditions.

» Tra-1.6 is the preparation of project review procedures to require large commercial
and office development to use Transportation Demand Management Programs to
reduce single-occupant vehicle traffic generation and to prepare and forward annual
reports to the County on the effectiveness of the program. This will maximize the
capacity of road facilities and allow for improved responsiveness of emergency
vehicles.

» Tra-4.1 requires the County to update Community Plans to identify local public road
and community emergency evacuation route networks and pedestrian routes as
appropriate. This will help identify and address areas that have inadequate
emergency access.
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= Tra-4.2 is the implementation of Building and Fire Codes to ensure there are
adequate service levels in place associated with the construction of structures and
their accessibility and egress.

= Tra-4.3 requires the County to implement and revise as necessary the County
Guidelines for Determining Significance for Wildland Fire and Fire Protection to
evaluate adverse environmental effects of projects. Fire protection plans shall also
be required to ensure the County Fire Code and other applicable regulations are
being met.

= Tra-4.4 requires the County to implement and revise as nec
Ordinance to ensure that proposed subdivisions m
accessibility standards. This would ensure that ne
adequate emergency access. -

ary the Subdivision
current design and
subdivision projects have

Cumulative Impact — Emergency Access: e areyof analysis for cumulative
emergency access impacts includes the Countys of “‘San Diego and surrounding
jurisdictions. Cumulative projects in this aréa would encounter similar emergency access
impairment issues as the General Plan datg Existing ®onditions in these jurisdictions
include inadequate roadway widths, dead ? roads, ene-way roads, and gated
communities, have the potential to impair emergenecy access. However, cumulative
emergency access impacts‘would Qe limitedito the immediate vicinity of the impact, such
as multiple obstructions t 93

care facility hospital— In dition, “most cumulative projects which propose the
construction ofafew roadways would be required to meet current State and applicable
jurisdictionalstandards, inyaddition,to CEQA requirements. Community plans would also
be required tosconsider logal public and fire access roads to fully address emergency
access requirements. Thefefore, cumulative project impacts would be considered less
than significant beCause emergency access impacts would be limited to the immediate
vicinity of a project ‘area and associated impacts would be considered direct, not
cumulative. The Project would not contribute to a significant cumulative impact
associated with emergency access.

Significant Effect — Parking Capacity: The FEIR identifies potentially significant
impacts related to inadequate parking capacity. This impact of the Project would be
reduced to a less than significant level through implementation of identified General Plan
policies and mitigation measures.

Mitigation Measures: Tra-1.4, Tra-5.1, Tra-5.2, and Tra-5.3
Facts in Support of Finding: Almost all land uses under the proposed Project would

require parking facilities when developed. The regulations are intended to require
projects to provide adequate off-street parking and loading, thereby reducing traffic
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congestion, allowing more efficient utilization of on-street parking, promoting more
efficient loading operations, and reducing the use of public streets for loading purposes.

The Project includes policies from the General Plan Mobility Element which would
reduce the potential for inadequate parking capacity. The relevant policies are: M-8.6,
M-9.3, M-9.4, and M-10.1 through M-10.4. These policies improve regional opportunities
for park-and-ride facilities, encourage preferred parking, require park-and-ride facilities in
certain land uses and development, set standards for parking capacity and design,
provide for sufficient parking capacity for motor vehicles consistent with development
and use type, and require development to maximize on-street parking and minimize
parking where it is not needed. Adherence to these policies will reduce the potential for
inadequate parking capacity.

In addition, the Project includes mitigation measures ch_will mitigate potentially
significant impacts to a less than significant level as follg

= Tra-1.4 requires the County to implement
Guidelines for Determining Significance for Transportation and Traffic to evaluate
adverse environmental effects of pgejects and require mitigation when significant
impacts are identified. This applies the\i\ssue of patking capacity as well as other
transportation issues. b

d revi}efas necessary the County

“,

£~

“e

» Tra-5.1 requires the review and revise parking regulations in the Zoning
Ordinance for senior [ g(Dand affordable housing, utilizing data from studies
conducted for_these grQups. By using research that identifies the specific

eds for these housing types, the County can maximize

parking dapacity where it is inshighest demand and minimize parking where it is not
needed.

= Tra-5.2 is the preparation of town center plans for village areas that incorporate
shared parking ilities and include in Community Plans or other appropriate
documents. This will further ensure that there is sufficient parking capacity in areas
of high density.

= Tra-5.3 is the revision of the Public Road Standards to include standards for the
provision of parallel and diagonal on-street parking, according to Regional Category.
This measure will ensure that additional parking capacity is provided on public roads
with increased traffic.

Cumulative Impact — Parking Capacity: The area of analysis for cumulative parking
capacity includes the County of San Diego and the immediate vicinity of land uses
requiring parking, including those located in surrounding jurisdictions. Cumulative
projects in this area would face similar parking capacity issues as the Project. Many
jurisdictions surrounding the unincorporated County are densely populated, especially in
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the western portion of the unincorporated County. Therefore, the potential exists that
existing and proposed high density land uses, designated under surrounding
jurisdictions general plans, would not be able to supply adequate parking facilities, due
to area constraints. However, cumulative parking impacts would be limited to the
immediate vicinity of the impact, such as a specific urban development project. In
addition, most future cumulative projects would be required to comply with existing
regulations pertaining to parking facilities, such as jurisdictional parking, zoning and road
standards. Therefore, cumulative projects would not result in a significant cumulative
impact because impacts associated with parking would be limited to the immediate
vicinity of a project area and associated impacts would be considered direct, not
cumulative. The Project would not contribute to a significant cumulative impact
associated with parking capacity.

Significant Effect — Alternative Transportation: Th EIR identifies potentially
significant impacts related to conflicts with adopteg

the Project would be reduced to a less than significant I(—:}/ﬁ’r throughSimplementation of
identified General Plan policies and mitigation measuxes.

<
Facts in Support of Finding#While existing Cgfjnty‘policies and regulations and 2011
General Plan goals and pglicies are intende@d to promote alternative transportation plans
and policies, implementation o;the prop@sed Project would require coordination
between the County-and the _agencies_responsible for public transportation planning,
including the S&n Diego Assaciation of Governments (SANDAG), Caltrans, transit
agencies, and adjacent jurisdictions. Therefore, the proposed Project is concluded to
result in a potentially significant direct impact to alternative transportation plans and
policies.

The Project contains ‘goals and policies from the General Plan Land Use Element and
Mobility Element that address alternative transportation. The relevant policies are: LU-
5.1, LU-5.4, LU-5.5, LU-9.8, LU-11.6, M-3.1, M-3.2, M-4.3, M-8.1, M-8.2, M-8.3, M-8.4,
M-8.5, M-8.6, M-8.7, , M-9.2, M-9.4, and M-11.1 through M-11.7. The policies in the
Land Use Element reduce vehicle trips within communities, promote infill and
redevelopment, prohibit projects that impede bicycle or walking access, require
development within villages to include pedestrian routes, and direct new office
development to be located in areas where public transit and vehicular linkages exist.
Within the Mobility Element, these policies require development projects to contribute
their fair share toward financing transportation facilities, encourage development that
accommodates alternative transportation, require incorporation of alternative modes of
transportation in new development, encourage rural roads that safely accommodate
multiple types of transportation, promote transit service for transit-dependent
populations, provide for transit service to key community facilities and services, provide
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for transit stops that facilitate ridership, require transit stops to provide amenities, require
and improve transit and park-and-ride facilities, improve inter-regional travel modes,
require coordination with large employers to provide shuttles and other means of
transportation, facilitate transportation demand management, provide for new and
expanded pedestrian and bicycle networks, and improve funding and coordination for
bicycle and pedestrian facilities. Adherence to these policies will minimize potential
conflicts with programs supporting alternative transportation.

In addition, the Project includes mitigation measures which will mitigate potentially
significant impacts a less than significant level as follows:

= Tra-5.1 requires the County to review and revise parking regutations in the Zoning
Ordinance for senior housing and affordable housing, utilizing data from studies
conducted for these groups. By using research «that identifies the specific
transportation and parking needs for these housinget

~the County to -establish policies and design guidelines within
community «#plans-.that eRcourage commercial centers in compact walkable
configurdtions and courage, “strip” commercial development. These types of

= Tra-6.2 requires the County to establish comprehensive planning principles for transit
nodes such as the SPRINTER Station located in North County Metro. This measure
will allow for greater consistency between the County General Plan and plans
addressing alternative transportation such as mass transit.

» Tra-6.3 requires the County to locate County facilities near transit facilities, whenever
feasible. Implementation of this measure will facilitate use of alternative
transportation among County employees as well as among people needing County
services.

» Tra-6.4 is the coordination with SANDAG, Caltrans, and tribal governments to
maximize opportunities to locate park and ride facilities. This will enhance alternative
transportation opportunities for County residents in areas where it would substantially
reduce vehicle miles traveled.
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= Tra-6.5 is the coordination with SANDAG, Caltrans, and transit agencies to expand
the mass transit opportunities in the unincorporated county and to review the location
and design of transit stops. This measure also requires the County to establish a
Department of Planning and Land Use transit coordinator to ensure land use issues
are being addressed. This coordination will further ensure consistency between
County land use decisions and adopted policies, plans and programs that support
alternative transportation.

» Tra-6.6 requires the County to review the improvement plans for railroad facilities in
the unincorporated County. This will further correlate rail planning with land use
planning.

» Tra-6.7 requires the County to implement and kévise the County Bicycle
Transportation Plan every five years, or as necessary, to\identify a long range
County bicycle network and qualify for State grfother fundingysources. This also
includes coordination with the County Trails rogray By regularly updating the
Bicycle Transportation Plan, the County will be able promote alternative
transportation while ensuring that caaflicts do not ‘eccur between adopted land use
plans and transportation plans/progragms. «

N

ith SANDAG ir(t,he development of a Regional Bicycle
ncy with County transportation plans. This also includes

= Tra-6.8 is the coordinatio
Plan to ensure consi
coordination with the
conflicts between-

Program (CTP)or trail development and management. In addition, the County must
implement and revise as necessary the Community Trails Master Plan (CTMP),
which incorporates adopted individual community trail and pathway plans, based on
community goals, policies, and implementation criteria. This will ensure that the
County continues to support and expand upon alternative transportation
opportunities through the CTP and CTMP consistent with implementation of the
General Plan Update.

Cumulative Impact — Alternative Transportation: The area of analysis for cumulative
alternative transportation impacts includes the County of San Diego and immediately
surrounding jurisdictions. Cumulative projects in these areas include projects consistent
with surrounding jurisdictions’ general plans and regional roadway plans. Similar to the
General Plan Update, cumulative projects would potentially impair existing alternative
transportation plans, policies, or programs. Additionally, if cumulative projects in
surrounding jurisdictions are not effectively communicated and planned with agencies
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managing alternative transportation in region, conflicts would occur. However, most
cumulative projects would be required to comply with existing federal, State, and local
regulations, and any applicable Community plans or jurisdictional standards, such as a
zoning ordinance. Implementation of the General Plan Update policies and mitigation
measures described above would mitigate the project’s direct and cumulative impacts to
below a level of significance. Therefore, the Project would not contribute to a significant
cumulative impact associated with alternative transportation.

UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS

A-29 Significant Effect — Wastewater Treatment Requirements: The FEIR identifies
potentially significant impacts related to exceedance of stewater treatment
requirements of the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RW@CB). This impact of the
Project would be reduced to a less than significant level‘through implementation of

identified General Plan policies and mitigation measuress \

Facts in Support of Finding: The depaénd for wastewater treatment capacity would
potentially increase upon implementation af\the propased Project. An increase in
wastewater demand would require the \need for new expanded facilities to be

Mitigation Measures: USS-1.1 through USS-1.3

constructed. In order to be rmitted, new facilitiesswould be required to meet the
wastewater treatment req "emerﬁfor the RWQCB. Yet, if the demand increased at a

provision of public facilities in community cores and require concurrency of infrastructure
and services with development as well as maintenance of adequate services with
development. These policies also require adequate wastewater facility plans, disposal,
treatment facilities, and sewer facilities. Adherence to these policies will reduce impacts
associated with exceedance of RWQCB wastewater treatment requirements.

In addition, the Project includes mitigation measures which will mitigate potentially
significant impacts to a less than significant level as follows:

» USS-1.1 requires interjurisdictional reviews to gather information on and review and
provide comments on plans of incorporated jurisdictions and public agencies in the
region. This will help ensure that wastewater treatment needs are identified and
planned to be proportionate to the provision of adequate facilities.
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= USS-1.2 requires the County to implement and revise as necessary Board Policy I-
84 to ensure adequate availability of sewer /sanitation service for development
projects that require it. This measure also includes revision to Board Policy 1-78 to
include additional criteria and regulatory requirements restricting the location of small
wastewater treatment facilities. This will help ensure that demand for wastewater
treatment does not exceed capacity.

= USS-1.3 requires County planning staff participation in the review of wastewater
facility long range and capital improvement plans. This measure will ensure that the
County is meeting RWQCB requirements and that infrastructure is being planned
concurrent with development.

Cumulative Impact — Wastewater Treatment Requiremepts: Cumulative projects
within the region, such as those proposed under adjacent gity and county general plans
or on tribal land, would result in an increase in residential, commercial and industrial
development that would require wastewater treat t services. ilar to the General
Plan Update, an increase in wastewater treatment dema}r)a‘ that is disproportionate to
wastewater treatment capabilities would result Nn & violation of the treatment
requirements. However, compliance with regulatiops and CEQA would reduce
cumulative impacts related to potentia wastewater treéatment violations to below a
significant level and a significant cumulative iorr?ct would*not occur. For these same
reasons, implementation of ‘project, i cofhbination with the identified cumulative
projects, would not result asigrijcant cumulative impact.

ater or.Wastewater Treatment Facilities: The FEIR
impacts “associated with new water or wastewater
treatment faéllities or the 'expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could
cause significagt environmental effects. This impact of the Project would be reduced to
a less than significant levél through implementation of identified General Plan policies
and mitigation measures.

Mitigation Measures: USS-2.1 through USS-2.3

Facts in Support of Finding: Build-out of the General Plan Update would result in the
construction of residential, commercial and industrial structures, which would result in an
increased need for water and wastewater treatment services. In order to meet the
increased demand, new and expanded water and wastewater treatment facilities would
need to be constructed. The construction of new or expanded water and/or wastewater
facilities would have the potential to cause secondary environmental effects to air
quality, cultural resources, noise, hydrology or other environmental issues.

The Project includes policies from the General Plan Land Use Element and Housing
Element that address water and wastewater treatment facilities. The relevant policies
are LU-1.2, LU-4.3, and H-1.3. These policies prohibit leapfrog development that would
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require the construction of new infrastructure facilities, require consideration of the
relationship of plans in adjoining jurisdictions, and encourage housing near public
infrastructure which would reduce the need for new infrastructure that could have
significant effects on the environment. Adherence to these policies will reduce impacts
associated with new or expanded water and/or wastewater treatment facilities.

In addition, the Project includes mitigation measures which will mitigate potentially
significant impacts to a less than significant level as follows:

= USS-2.1 requires the County to revise Board Policy I-63 to minimize leapfrog
development and to establish specific criteria for GPAs proposing expansion of areas
designated village regional category. This is intended to limit anexpected demands
for new water and wastewater facilities.

that inyacts are minimized and that
his*will ensure that environmental
effects associated with new or ex are adequately analyzed and

mitigated.

~
erﬁ,/ andwrevise as necessary, the Green
esigns that incorporate water conservation

buildout of General Plan\Update.~This will, in turn, minimize future environmental
impacts th ould-result from new or expanded facilities.

— New Water and Wastewater Treatment Facilities: Cumulative
esult in® an increase in residential, commercial and industrial
development that would increase the demand for water and wastewater treatment
services. An increasesin the demand for these services has the potential to require or
result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities or the
expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which would cause significant
environmental effects. Most future water treatment or wastewater treatment projects
would be required to comply with some or all of the following regulations which would
also reduce the potential for cumulative impacts: Safe Drinking Water Act, Federal Water
Pollution Control Act, California Water Code, California Drinking Water Standards,
Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act, Water Conservation Projects Act, County of
San Diego Uniform Sewer Ordinance, County Code 68.101, County Fee Ordinances,
and Board of Supervisors Policies, and to conduct environmental review pursuant to
CEQA or NEPA. To the extent feasible, significant environmental impacts would be
mitigated to below a level of significant, consistent with CEQA or NEPA. As such,
cumulative impacts associated with the development of water and wastewater facilities
from cumulative projects would not be significant. Therefore, implementation of the

projects would
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Project, in combination with the identified cumulative projects, would not result in a
significant cumulative impact.

Significant Effect — Sufficient Stormwater Drainage Facilities: The FEIR identifies
potentially significant impacts related to new storm water drainage facilities or expansion
of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental
effects. This impact of the Project would be reduced to a less than significant level
through implementation of identified General Plan policies and mitigation measures.

Mitigation Measures: USS-3.1 through USS-3.5

Facts in Support of Finding: Build-out of the Project would result in an increase in
impervious surfaces, which would result in increased stor
increase would likely exceed the capacity of existing stefmwater drainage systems,
requiring the construction of new or expanded facilities. “The ‘gonstruction of new or
expanded stormwater drainage facilities would haye the potential\to cause secondary

environmental effects to agriculture, biology, uIturaI/pesources, noise, or other
environmental issues.

The Project includes policies from th Ge@gral Plani\Land Use Element and the
Conservation and Open Space Element tiat address stormwater drainage facilities. The
relevant policies are LU-6.5, kU-6.9, and ‘C0OS-4.3. Fhese policies require sustainable
stormwater management @hd developmentyconformance with topography and require
that stormwater filtration deyelopment utilize Ratural drainage patterns in order to reduce
environmental impaects-from the alteration of existing drainage patterns or construction of
new drainage fa€ilities.. Adherence to these policies will reduce impacts associated with
new or expafded stormwater drainage facilities.

In addition, the
significant impacts

roject includes mitigation measures which will mitigate potentially
a less than significant level as follows:

= USS-3.1 would result in an amendment of the Subdivision Ordinance to include
additional design requirements for subdivisions that encourage conservation oriented
design. The amendment would also include regulations that require new residential
development to be integrated with existing neighborhoods by providing connected
and continuous road, pathway/trail and recreation/open space networks. This will
reduce scattered development footprints and increase pervious surfaces in site
design, thereby minimizing the need for new stormwater drainage facilities.

= USS-3.2 is the preparation of Subdivision Design Guidelines that establish a process
to identify significant resources on a project site, identify the best areas or
development and create a conservation oriented design for both the project and
open space areas. This will minimize the need for new or expanded stormwater
facilities and will minimize impacts if such facilities are included in a project.
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= USS-3.3 requires use of the County Guidelines for Determining Significance for
Surface Water Quality and Hydrology to identify adverse environmental effects on
water quality. These guidelines provide measures for reducing stormwater runoff.

= USS-3.4 requires the County to implement the LID handbook and establish LID
standards for new development to minimize runoff and maximize infiltration.

= USS-3.5 requires the County to evaluate the environmental effects of all proposed
stormwater drainage facilities and ensure that significant adverse effects are
minimized and mitigated.

Cumulative Impact — Sufficient Stormwater Drainage Faciljties: Cumulative projects
would result in an increase in impervious surfaces from*development which would
increase stormwater runoff volumes. To effectively
construction of new stormwater drainage facilities

significant environmental effects. Most future stormwatér drainage facilities would be
lations which would also reduce

Water Code, and Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act, and to conduct
environmental review pursu to CEQA 'or PA."To the extent feasible, significant
IjXitigate to below a level of significant. As such,

cumulative projects.would not be significant. Therefore, the Project, in combination with
, would not result in a significant cumulative impact.

Significant Effect — Adequate Wastewater Facilities: The FEIR identifies potentially
significant impacts associgted with the determination by the wastewater provider which
serves or may serve the Project area that it has inadequate capacity to service the
Project’s projected and in addition to the provider’'s existing commitments. This
impact of the Project would be reduced to a less than significant level through
implementation of identified General Plan policies and mitigation measures.

Mitigation Measures: USS-1.1 through USS-1.3

Facts in Support of Finding: Under the Project, some wastewater service providers
would require upgrades or have inadequate capacity to serve projected growth within the
County.

The Project includes a policy from the General Plan Land Use Element which would
reduce the potential for development with inadequate wastewater capacity. The relevant
policy is: LU-4.3 Relationship of Plans in Adjoining Jurisdictions. This policy requires the
County to consider the plans and projects of overlapping or neighboring agencies in the
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planning of unincorporated lands, and to invite comments and coordination when
appropriate. Adherence to this policy will reduce impacts associated with wastewater
facilities.

In addition, the Project includes mitigation measures which will mitigate potentially
significant impacts to a less than significant level as follows:

» USS-1.1 requires interjurisdictional reviews to gather information on and review and
provide comments on plans of incorporated jurisdictions and public agencies in the
region. This will help ensure that wastewater treatment needs are identified and
planned to be proportionate to the provision of adequate facilities.

» USS-1.2 requires the County to implement and revise as
84 to ensure adequate availability of sewer /sanitatien service for development
projects that require it. This measure also includessrevision'to Board Policy I-78 to
include additional criteria and regulatory requireménts restrictingsthe location of small
wastewater treatment facilities. This will hel ensure/;hat demand for wastewater
treatment does not exceed capacity.

cessary Board Policy I-

= USS-1.3 requires County planning Staff \Q\articipatio in the review of wastewater
facility long range and capital improvement plans. This measure will ensure that the
County is meeting RWQGCB requiremeénts “4nd that infrastructure is being planned

concurrent with developf ent.)

Cumulative Impact-— Adequate Wastewater Facilities: Cumulative projects would
have the poteptial to-increase\demand for wastewater facilities to the point that the
wastewater grovider has adequate capacity to serve the projected demand, in addition
to the providers existing gommitments. Therefore, cumulative projects would require
new facilities, the _constru€tion of which could have significant environmental impacts.
However, most development of new facilities would be required to comply with some or
all of the following regulations which would also reduce the potential for cumulative
impacts: Federal Water Pollution Control Act, Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act,
and County of San Diego Uniform Sewer Ordinance, and would be subject to CEQA or
NEPA review and would be required to mitigate environmental impacts to below a level
of significance, to the extent feasible. Therefore, a significant cumulative impact would
not occur. The General Plan Update, in combination with the identified cumulative
projects, would not contribute to a significant cumulative impact.

Significant Effect — Energy: The FEIR identifies potentially significant impacts related
to the construction of new energy production and/or transmission facilities or expansion
of existing facilities, the construction of which would cause significant environmental
effects. The increase in energy demand would affect energy facilities located within the
unincorporated county as well as energy facilities that serve unincorporated areas but
are located outside the county. In addition, regional energy projects that will be
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constructed within the region to meet future energy demands have been identified in the
General Plan Update PEIR and also in the Project Description, subsection 1.9.1.5
(Regional Energy and Utility Projects) of this FCI Lands GPA SEIR. These projects
include new energy production facilities, transmission facilities, or expansion of existing
facilities. This impact of the Project would be reduced to a less than significant level
through implementation of identified General Plan policies and mitigation measures.

Mitigation Measures: USS-8.1 through USS-8.3

Facts in Support of Finding: Build-out of the Project would require energy facilities to
be constructed or expanded, which would have the potential to result in significant
environmental effects.

The Project includes policies in the Conservation and Open<Space Element that address
energy use and energy facilities. The relevant policies are COS-14.7, and COS-15.1
through COS-15.5. These policies encourage alternative ene sources, energy
efficiency, green building programs, and energy covery/fm development. Adherence
to these policies will reduce impacts associated with mew or expanded energy facilities.

In addition, the Project includes mitig ion-\rpeasures hich will mitigate potentially

significant impacts to a less than significa Ieve/i}s follows:

%

= USS-8.1 requires the Lounty to implement, and revise as necessary, the County
Green Building Program through incentives for development that is energy efficient
and conserves_resourceSy This will reduce the need for new or expanded energy
facilities.

= USS-8.2 istthe revisionjof Board Policy F-50 to strengthen the County’s commitment
and requirement to implement resource-efficient design and operations for County
funded renovatign and new building projects. This also includes revision of Board
Policy G-15 to require County facilities to comply with Leadership in Energy and
Environmental Design (LEED) standards or other Green Building rating systems.
This will reduce energy usage for government operations and further minimize the
need for additional energy facilities.

= USS-8.3 is the revision of Board Policy G-16 to require the County to adhere to the
same or higher standards it would require from the private sector when locating and
designing facilities concerning environmental issues and sustainability. The revision
to the policy would also require government contractors to use low emission
construction vehicles and equipment. This will reduce energy usage for government
operations and further minimize the need for additional energy facilities.

Cumulative Impact — Energy: Multiple cumulative projects relating to energy are
considered in the analysis: the California Energy Commission has identified energy
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projects within the region that will be constructed to meet future energy demands; the
Wide-west Energy Corridor project would establish electric and multi-modal transmission
corridors within Bureau of Land Management and National Forest Service lands in San
Diego and surrounding counties; the Sunrise Powerlink Transmission Project would be
constructed to meet the energy demands of the region; and both SDG&E and Southern
California Edison have procurement plans that identify energy projects to be constructed
in the future. Cumulative projects would result in the construction of new energy
production facilities, transmission facilities, or expansion of existing facilities. Any future
energy project would be required to conduct environmental review pursuant to CEQA or
NEPA prior to approval. Identified significant environmental impacts would be mitigated
to below a level of significance, to the extent feasible. However, due to the large scale
nature of these projects, it is reasonably foreseeable that the eonstruction of these
facilities would cause significant and unavoidable environmental impacts, such as those
associated with air quality, aesthetics, noise, or climate charge, that in combination with
impact. Additionally,
ble contribution to
significant cumulative impact. However, implem ntation/pf the General Plan policies
and mitigation measures, in addition to the California Ehergy EfficienCcy Standards for
residential and non-residential buildings¢would redu
related to the need for the expansion or onsLQJction of

-

significance. /;,

y_
Section B — Finding (2) & ) | \

Pursuant to Section, 15091(a)(2) of \fh\e State CEQA Guidelines, the County Board of
Supervisors finds that,\for each @f the following significant effects as identified in the FEIR,
changes or alterations which weuld avoid or substantially lessen these significant effects are
within the responsibility andjurisdiction of another public agency and not the agency making the
finding. Such changes have been adopted by such other agency or can and should be adopted
by such other agency. The significant effects (Impacts) and Mitigation Measures are stated fully
in the FEIR. The following are brief explanations of the rationale for this finding for each Impact:

direct and cumulative impacts
ergy facilities to a level below

.
-

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

B-1 Significant Effect — Special Status Species: The FEIR identifies significant impacts,
either directly or through habitat modifications, on species identified as candidate,
sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or
by the CDFG or USFWS.

Mitigation Measures: The mitigation measures identified in the FEIR partially mitigate
the significant impact as follows:
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= Bio-1.1 is the preparation of a Conservation Subdivision Program that facilitates
conservation-oriented project design through changes to the Subdivision Ordinance,
Resource Protection Ordinance, Zoning Ordinance, and Groundwater Ordinance.
This program will promote conservation of natural resources and open space while
improving mechanisms for flexibility in project design so that production of housing
stock is not negatively impacted. Additionally, any such allowances of flexibility must
be done with consideration of community character through planning group
coordination and/or findings required for project approval.

*= Bio-1.2 requires the County to implement and revise existing Habitat Conservation
Plans/Policies to preserve sensitive resources within a cohesive system of open
space; and to continue preparation of Multiple Species*Conservation Program
(MSCP) Plans for North County and East County. Implementation of the existing
South County MSCP has been very effective in preserving‘candidate species and
their habitat as intended; and this measure will efisure that this'success is continued
and carried forward to future MSCP efforts. /

tion agreements through Board

* Bio-1.3 requires the County to implement conser

Policy 1-123, as this will facilitate pr

sizeable areas of habitat i

= Bio-1.4 requires the County tQ)coordinat with nonprofit groups and other agencies
rve lands, This measure will help continue the County’s success
with acquirin§ large_areas of open space that are utilized by resident and migratory
special status species\througheut the region.

*= Bio-1.5 directs the County to utilize County Guidelines for Determining Significance
for Biological Resources to identify adverse impacts to biological resources, and to
utilize the County’s Geographic Information System (GIS) records and the
Comprehensive Matrix of Sensitive Species to locate special status species
populations on or near project sites. This information will be used to avoid or
mitigate potential project impacts in the County as appropriate.

* Bio-1.6 is the implementation of the Resource Protection Ordinance (RPO), the
Biological Mitigation Ordinance (BMO), and the Habitat Loss Permit (HLP) Ordinance
to protect wetlands, wetland buffers, sensitive habitat lands, biological resource core
areas, linkages, corridors, high-value habitat areas, subregional coastal sage scrub
focus areas, and populations of rare, or endangered plant or animal species. These
ordinances are part of the County regulatory code and explicitly mandate
preservation of sensitive biological resources.
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= Bio-1.7 requires the County to minimize edge effects from development projects
located near sensitive resources by implementing the County Noise Ordinance, the
County Groundwater Ordinance, the County’s Landscaping Regulations (currently
part of the Zoning Ordinance), and the County Watershed Protection, Storm Water
Management, and Discharge Control Ordinance. Implementation of these ordinances
reduces potential indirect impacts to special status species and their habitats.

The Project also includes policies from the General Plan Conservation and Open Space
Element and the Land Use Element that address special status species and their
habitats. The relevant policies are: C0OS-1.3, COS-1.6 through C0OS-1.11, C0OS-2.1,
C0s-2.2, LU-6.1, LU-6.2, LU-6.3, LU-6.4, LU-6.6, LU-6.7, and LU-10.2. These policies
require monitoring, management and maintenance of a regiopal preserve system,
facilitate preserve assembly and funding, help minimize edge effects, facilitate
preparation of habitat conservation plans and resource<management plans, direct
development to avoid and/or preserve habitat, provide ng-term sustainability of the
natural environment, and encourage contiguous opén space areaS,that protect wildlife
habitat and corridors. Adherence to these policieSwill further reduceNimpacts to special
status species from future development.

Facts in Support of Finding: The Project would have the potential to result in direct
and/or indirect impacts to special status plant ei?i- wildlife species and their habitat from
the development of land uses<proposed under-this alternative. As shown in Draft Final
SEIR, Volume |, Table 4.241, the Project colld result in 12,528 acres of direct impacts to
habitats that would have t pote;}al to support special status plant and wildlife species.
General Plan Update-policiessand mitigation measures would reduce impacts to special
level of significance.

infeasible, as described below. Therefore, the following mitigation measure will not be
implemented.

(1) Measure: Adopt MSCP Plans for North County and East County that provide
coverage for special status species as well as protections for wildlife corridors,
habitat linkages, and core habitat areas in those regions.

Rationale for Rejection: This measure is feasible and attainable as the County is
currently in the process of preparing such plans. However, these conservation plans
require approval at the federal and State levels, which the County cannot be assured
of. In addition, the timing of these programs (i.e., MSCP adoption and
implementation) may not coincide with General Plan Update impacts in these areas.
While MSCP Plans or similar programs can be implemented without concurrence
from other agencies, some of the primary benefits associated with these Habitat
Conservation Plans (HCPs) and Natural Community Conservation Planning (NCCP)
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programs would be lost by doing so. This is because HCPs/NCCPs allow for take of
specified federal and state listed species. These “take permits” benefit private
landowners in the County as well as numerous public projects which could not be
accomplished without a comprehensive conservation plan that addresses multiple
species. Given the costs associated with such plans, as well as the public support
needed to get them approved and implemented, it is not feasible to adopt MSCP or
similar plans for North County and East County without achieving the maximum
benefit possible for the public. Therefore, to implement similar plans that would
effectively mitigate General Plan Update impacts to special status species in North
County and East County to a level below significance without the included
assurances from federal and State permitting agencies would not be feasible for
economic and political reasons.

None of the Project alternatives would reduce impacts ociated with special status
species to below significant. While the Environmen rior alternative would
further reduce the impacts to special status spécies, this alternative still allows
development that would result in impacts that¥are n()},mitigated 0 a level below
significant without adopting the measure noted above, In“addition, this alternative would
not meet the Project objective of recognjzing community and stakeholder interests while
striving for consensus.

.

Conclusion: Because the asure liste ab6:/e has been found to be infeasible;
because application of all“feasiblg mitigatign and project design measures would not
achieve a level of less than sigjificant; and because there are no feasible project
alternatives that would-achieve a levelof less than significant; impacts to special status
species would reéMmain significarit.and unavoidable.

Cumulative Impact — Spegial Status Species: As described above, implementation of
the proposed General Plag Update would have the potential to impact, either directly or
through habitat modifications, species identified as candidate, sensitive, or special status
species in local or redional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the CDFG or USFWS. In
combination with other cumulative projects, the General Plan Update would have the
potential to result in a significant cumulative impact.

Facts in Support of Finding: Cumulative projects located in the San Diego region
would have the potential to result in impacts to special status plant and wildlife species,
including loss of habitat. Without a comprehensive NCCP in place for the long-term
protection of special status plant and wildlife species for the entire southern California
region, a cumulative loss of habitat supporting special status plant and wildlife species
would occur, even after mitigation has been implemented for individual projects.
Therefore, a significant cumulative impact associated with special status plant and
wildlife species would occur.
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General Plan Update policies and mitigation measures would reduce cumulative impacts
to special status species, but not to below a level of significance. The County has
adopted an MSCP South County Subarea Plan for the southwestern portion of the
County, but is still developing MSCP Plans for North County and East County areas.
Therefore, until the County has adopted the North County and East County Plans with
concurrence from State and federal agencies, the Project’s contribution, in combination
with other cumulative projects, would be cumulatively considerable.

B-2  Significant Effect — Riparian Habitat and Other Sensitive Natural Communities: The
FEIR identifies significant impacts on riparian habitat or other sensitive natural
community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations, or by CDFG or
USFWS.

Mitigation Measures: The mitigation measures identified_irf the FEIR partially mitigate
the significant impact as follows: :

= Bio-1.1 is the preparation of a Conservatio Subdh}sion Program that facilitates
conservation-oriented project design through changes to the Subdivision Ordinance,
Resource Protection Ordinance, Zoping Ordinance, and Groundwater Ordinance.
This program will promote conservation at\natural resources and open space while
improving mechanisms for flexibility if, project design se that production of housing
stock is not negatively impacted. Additignalty, any-such allowances of flexibility must

to contin preparation of Multiple Species Conservation Program
for Nogth County and East County. Implementation of the existing
South County CP has been very effective in preserving riparian habitat and other
sensitive natural ®ommunities; and this measure will ensure that this success is
continued and carried forward to future MSCP efforts.

» Bio-1.3 requires the County to implement conservation agreements through Board
Policy 1-123, as this will facilitate preservation of high-value habitat in the County’s
MSCP Subarea Plan. This measure preserves riparian habitat and other sensitive
natural communities in the unincorporated County.

* Bio-1.4 requires the County to coordinate with nonprofit groups and other agencies
to acquire preserve lands. This measure will help continue the County’s success
with acquiring large areas of open space that contain riparian habitat and other
sensitive natural communities throughout the region.
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= Bio-1.5 directs the County to utilize County Guidelines for Determining Significance
for Biological Resources to identify adverse impacts to biological resources, and to
utilize the County’s Geographic Information System (GIS) records and the
Comprehensive Matrix of Sensitive Species to locate special status species
populations on or near project sites. This information will be used to avoid or
mitigate potential project impacts to sensitive habitats in the County as appropriate.

* Bio-1.6 is the implementation of the Resource Protection Ordinance (RPO), the
Biological Mitigation Ordinance (BMO), and the Habitat Loss Permit (HLP) Ordinance
to protect wetlands, wetland buffers, sensitive habitat lands, biological resource core
areas, linkages, corridors, high-value habitat areas, subregional coastal sage scrub
focus areas, and populations of rare, or endangered plant or amimal species. These
ordinances are part of the County regulatory code .and explicity mandate
preservation of sensitive biological resources.

» Bio-1.7 requires the County to minimize edg
located near sensitive resources by impleme
County Groundwater Ordinance, the County’'s

Management, and Discharge Control
reduces potential indirect impacts t rlpa}n habltat

development. For applicable\projects subject to this ordinance, this measure will
prevent indirect impact$ to riparian habitat and other sensitive natural communities
associated with invasive plant species.

» Bio-2.2 is the requirement that development projects obtain Clean Water Act (CWA)
Section 401/404 permits issued by the California Regional Water Quality Control
Board and U.S. Army Corps of Engineers for all project-related disturbances of
waters of the U.S. and/or associated wetlands. It further requires that projects obtain
Fish and Game Code Section 1602 Streambed Alteration Agreements from the
California Department of Fish and Game for all project-related disturbances of
streambeds. By identifying the need for these permits, the County can ensure that
applicable mitigating measures required or requested by these agencies can be
included for such projects.

» Bio-2.3 is the requirement that wetlands and wetland buffer areas are adequately
preserved whenever feasible to maintain biological functions and values. While this
preservation requirement is applied to project permits subject to the Resource
Protection Ordinance, this mitigation measure ensures that the same level of
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protection is applied whenever feasible to other projects. As such, potential impacts
to riparian habitat and other sensitive natural communities will be reduced.

= Bio-2.4 is the implementation of the Watershed Protection, Storm Water
Management, and Discharge Control Ordinance to protect wetlands. By applying
these provisions to development projects, potential indirect impacts to riparian
habitat and other sensitive natural communities from stormwater runoff will be
reduced.

The Project also includes policies from the General Plan Conservation and Open Space
Element and the Land Use Element that address riparian habitat and other sensitive
natural communities. The relevant policies are: COS-1.3, COS- through COS-1.11,
C0s-2.1, C0OSs-2.2, COS-3.1, LU-6.1, LU-6.2, LU-6.3, LU-6.4,4£U-6.6, LU-6.7, and LU-
10.2. These policies require monitoring, management and“maintenance of a regional
preserve system, facilitate preserve assembly and fundi inimize edge effects,
facilitate preparation of habitat conservation plans<and resourceNmanagement plans,
direct development to avoid and/or preserve habitat, pro@de for long*erm sustainability
of the natural environment, and encourage contigugus Open space areas that protect
wildlife habitat and corridors. Adherencesto these policies will further reduce impacts to
riparian habitat and other sensitive natural communities fram future development.

ey

Facts in Support of Findings The Proje de:i have the potential to result in direct
and/or indirect loss of ripafian hahitat and ‘other sensitive natural communities by the
removal or destruction of Such habitat for new development or infrastructure. Potential
indirect impacts include adverse effects.to water quality in riparian habitat from pollutants
in runoff and«Sedimentation “during construction, and fugitive dust produced by
construction that would hayve the potential to disperse onto sensitive vegetation adjacent
to constructionsgites. Draft Final SEIR, Volume I, Table 2.4-1 estimates that the Project
could result in 12,528 acres of direct impacts to habitats, approximately 458 acres of
which would qualify as riparian habitat. General Plan Update policies and mitigation
measures would reduee impacts to special status species, but not to below a level of
significance.

The following measure was also considered to reduce impacts to riparian habitat and
other sensitive natural communities to below significant. However, the County has
determined that this measure would be infeasible, as described below. Therefore, the
following mitigation measure will not be implemented.

(1) Measure: Adopt MSCP Plans for North County and East County that provide
coverage for special status species as well as protections for wildlife corridors,
habitat linkages, and core habitat areas in those regions.

Rationale for Rejection: This measure is feasible and attainable as the County is
currently in the process of preparing such plans. However, these conservation plans
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require approval at the federal and State levels, which the County cannot be assured
of. In addition, the timing of these programs (i.e., MSCP adoption and
implementation) may not coincide with General Plan Update impacts in these areas.
While MSCP Plans or similar programs can be implemented without concurrence
from other agencies, some of the primary benefits associated with these Habitat
Conservation Plans (HCPs) and Natural Community Conservation Planning (NCCP)
programs would be lost by doing so. This is because HCPs/NCCPs allow for take of
specified federal and state listed species. These “take permits” benefit private
landowners in the County as well as numerous public projects which could not be
accomplished without a comprehensive conservation plan that addresses multiple
species. Given the costs associated with such plans, as well as the public support
needed to get them approved and implemented, it is not feasible to adopt MSCP or
similar plans for North County and East County without.achieving the maximum
benefit possible for the public. Therefore, to imple t similar plans that would
effectively mitigate General Plan Update impacts ripafian habitat and other
sensitive natural communities in North County«and East County to a level below
significance without the included assuranceS from federal and, State permitting
agencies would not be feasible for economic and¥political reasons.

None of the Project alternatives would reduge impact
sensitive natural communities to below significant. While
alternative would further re
natural communities, this
that are not mitigated to
above. In additio
community an

to riparian habitat and other
e Environmentally Superior
e the impacts*to riparian habitat and other sensitive
s development that would result in impacts
level below significant without adopting the measure noted
this alterqative would not meet the Project objective of recognizing
takehalder intérests while striving for consensus.

Conclusion: ecause the measure listed above has been found to be infeasible;
because application of allffeasible mitigation and Project design measures would not
achieve a level of\less than significant; and because there are no feasible project
alternatives that would-achieve a level of less than significant; impacts to riparian habitat
and other sensitive natural communities would remain significant and unavoidable.

Cumulative Impact — Riparian Habitat and Other Sensitive Natural Communities:
As described above, implementation of the proposed General Plan Update would have
the potential to result in significant impacts to riparian habitat or other sensitive natural
community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations, or by CDFG or
USFWS. In combination with other cumulative projects, the Project would have the
potential to result in a significant cumulative impact.

Facts in Support of Finding: Cumulative projects located in the San Diego region have
the potential to result in impacts to riparian habitat and other sensitive natural
communities if in combination they would cause direct and/or indirect loss or
degradation. State regulations such as the California Lake and Streambed Alteration
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B-3

Program or the California NCCP Act provide protections for riparian and other sensitive
habitats. In addition, many projects that affect riparian or other protected habitat types
require approval from the USFWS and the CDFG. If potentially significant impacts
would occur from particular cumulative projects, then mitigation measures would be
implemented to reduce impacts to the extent feasible. However, without a
comprehensive NCCP in place for the long-term protection of sensitive natural
communities for the entire southern California region, a cumulative loss of riparian and
other sensitive habitat would occur, even after mitigation has been implemented for
individual projects.

General Plan Update policies and mitigation measures would reduce cumulative impacts
to riparian habitat and other sensitive natural communities, but to below a level of
significance. The County has adopted an MSCP South Co Subarea Plan for the
southwestern portion of the County, but is still developing CP Plans for North County
and East County areas. Therefore, until the County has~adopted,the North County and
East County Plans with concurrence from State .ahd federal agencies, the project's
contribution, in combination with other cumulative projeets, would, be cumulatively
considerable.

t Cgrridors and Nursery Sites: The FEIR

rfe?ubstantia y with the movement of any
native resident or migratory fisii"or wildlife $pecies orwith established native resident or
of native wildlife nursery sites.

Significant Effect — Wildlife Movem

= Bijo-1.1 is
conservation

e preparation of a Conservation Subdivision Program that facilitates
riented project design through changes to the Subdivision Ordinance,
Resource Protection Ordinance, Zoning Ordinance, and Groundwater Ordinance.
This program will"promote conservation of natural resources and open space while
improving mechanisms for flexibility in project design so that production of housing
stock is not negatively impacted. Additionally, any such allowances of flexibility must
be done with consideration of community character through planning group
coordination and/or findings required for Project approval.

*= Bio-1.2 requires the County to implement and revise existing Habitat Conservation
Plans/Policies to preserve sensitive resources within a cohesive system of open
space; and to continue preparation of Multiple Species Conservation Program
(MSCP) Plans for North County and East County. Implementation of the existing
South County MSCP has been very effective in preserving wildlife movement
corridors and nursery sites; and this measure will ensure that this success is
continued and carried forward to future MSCP efforts.
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= Bio-1.3 requires the County to implement conservation agreements through Board
Policy 1-123, as this will facilitate preservation of high-value habitat in the County’s
MSCP Subarea Plan. This measure preserves wildlife movement corridors and
nursery sites in the unincorporated County.

= Bio-1.4 requires the County to coordinate with nonprofit groups and other agencies
to acquire preserve lands. This measure will help continue the County’s success
with acquiring large areas of open space that contain wildlife movement corridors
and nursery sites throughout the region.

» Bio-1.5 directs the County to utilize County Guidelines for Determining Significance
for Biological Resources to identify adverse impacts to biologieal resources, and to
utilize the County’'s Geographic Information System IS) records and the
Comprehensive Matrix of Sensitive Species to locdte special status species
populations on or near project sites. This informatien will_be used to avoid or
mitigate potential project impacts to wildlife movement corridorssand nursery sites in
the County as appropriate. /

= Bio-1.6 is the implementation of the® Resource Rgotection Ordinance (RPO), the
Biological Mitigation Ordinance (BMO)), and\the Habitat Loss Permit (HLP) Ordinance
to protect wetlands, wetland buffers, sensitive;habitat lands, biological resource core
areas, linkages, corridorsHigh-value bita(areas, subregional coastal sage scrub
focus areas, and populdtions of rare, or endangered plant or animal species. These
ordinances are part “of th;)County egulatory code and explicity mandate
preservation of sensitive biological-resources.

* Bio-1.7 réquires the ‘County minimize edge effects from development projects
located near sensitive fiesources by implementing the County Noise Ordinance, the
County Groundwater @rdinance, the County’s Landscaping Regulations (currently
part of the Zonmg Ordinance), and the County Watershed Protection, Storm Water
Management, and'Discharge Control Ordinance. Implementation of these ordinances
reduces potential indirect impacts wildlife movement corridors and nursery sites.

» Bio-2.3 is the requirement that wetlands and wetland buffer areas are adequately
preserved whenever feasible to maintain biological functions and values. While this
preservation requirement is applied to project permits subject to the Resource
Protection Ordinance, this mitigation measure ensures that the same level of
protection is applied whenever feasible to other projects. As such, potential impacts
to wildlife movement corridors and nursery sites will be reduced.

The Project also includes policies from the General Plan Conservation and Open Space
Element and Land Use Element that address wildlife movement corridors and/or nursery
sites. The relevant policies are: COS-1.1 through COS-1.5, LU-6.1, LU-6.7. These
policies allow creation, protection, maintenance and management of a coordinated
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biological preserve system that includes Biological Resource Core Areas, wildlife
corridors, and linkages to allow wildlife to travel throughout their habitat ranges. Policy
COS-1.2 prohibits private development within established preserves. Adherence to
these policies will further reduce impacts to wildlife movement corridors and nursery
sites from future development.

Facts in Support of Finding: The Project would have the potential to result in impacts
to wildlife movement corridors and the use of native wildlife nursery sites. Development
associated with the designated land uses would have potentially significant direct and
indirect impacts to sensitive habitats, including habitats that currently function as a
wildlife movement corridor or a nursery site. General Plan Update policies and
mitigation measures would reduce impacts to wildlife movement eorridors and nursery
sites, but not to below a level of significance.

The following measure was also considered to reduc
corridors and nursery sites to below significant.
that this measure would be infeasible, as desckibed b}e/lgw. Therefore, the following
mitigation measure will not be implemented.

(1) Measure: Adopt MSCP Plans for
coverage for special status species
habitat linkages, and core h@bitat areas\in those regions.

This)neasure I$ feasible and attainable as the County is
reparing.such plans. However, these conservation plans
| and State levels, which the County cannot be assured
of these programs (i.e., MSCP adoption and

Rationale for Rejection
currently in the

While MSCPYPlans og'similar programs can be implemented without concurrence
from other agencies, some of the primary benefits associated with these Habitat
Conservation Plans (HCPs) and Natural Community Conservation Planning (NCCP)
programs would be lost by doing so. This is because HCPs/NCCPs allow for take of
specified federal and state listed species. These “take permits” benefit private
landowners in the County as well as numerous public projects which could not be
accomplished without a comprehensive conservation plan that addresses multiple
species. Given the costs associated with such plans, as well as the public support
needed to get them approved and implemented, it is not feasible to adopt MSCP or
similar plans for North County and East County without achieving the maximum
benefit possible for the public. Therefore, to implement similar plans that would
effectively mitigate General Plan Update impacts to wildlife movement corridors and
nursery sites in North County and East County to a level below significance without
the included assurances from federal and State permitting agencies would not be
feasible for economic and political reasons.
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None of the Project alternatives would reduce impacts to wildlife movement corridors
and nursery sites to below significant. While the Environmentally Superior alternative
would further reduce the impacts to riparian habitat and other sensitive natural
communities, this alternative still allows development that would result in impacts that
are not mitigated to a level below significant without adopting the measure noted above.
In addition, this alternative would not meet the Project objective of recognizing
community and stakeholder interests while striving for consensus.

Conclusion: Because the measure listed above has been found to be infeasible;
because application of all feasible mitigation and Project design measures would not
achieve a level of less than significant; and because there are no feasible Project
alternatives that would achieve a level of less than significani impacts to wildlife
movement corridors and nursery sites would remain significant ahd unavoidable.

Cumulative Impact — Wildlife Movement Corridors a ursery Sites: As described
above, implementation of the proposed General Pl pdate wouldshave the potential to
result in significant impacts that would interfere sfbstantially" with theymovement of any
native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species ok with established native resident or
migratory wildlife corridors, or impede
combination with other cumulative proje
in a significant cumulative impact.

-and nurSery sites: Applicable federal and/or State regulations such
NCCP Act provide protections for wildlife movement corridors and
nursery sites, However withoutya comprehensive NCCP in place for the long-term
protection of wildlife movement corridors and nursery sites for the entire southern
California regionya cumulative loss of wildlife movement corridors and nursery sites
would occur, eveny after mitigation has been implemented for individual projects.
Therefore, a significant cumulative impact associated with wildlife movement corridors
and nursery sites would occur.

as the Califorpi

General Plan Update policies and mitigation measures would reduce cumulative impacts
to wildlife movement corridors and nursery sites, but not to below a level of significance.
The County has adopted an MSCP South County Subarea Plan for the southwestern
portion of the County, but is still developing MSCP Plans for North County and East
County areas. Therefore, until the County has adopted the North County and East
County Plans with concurrence from State and federal agencies, the Project's
contribution, in combination with other cumulative projects, would be cumulatively
considerable.
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PUBLIC SERVICES

B-4  Significant Effect — School Services: The FEIR identifies significant impacts
associated with the provision of new or physically altered school facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain
acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for schools.

Mitigation Measures: The mitigation measures identified in the FEIR partially mitigate
the significant impact as follows:

= Pub-1.1 requires the County to participate in interjurisdictional reviews to gather
information on and review and provide comments on plans for new or expanded
governmental facilities in the region. This will ensure that‘potential environmental
impacts associated with new or expanded school services are identified and
adequate mitigation is requested. :

= Pub-1.2 requires that the County plan andSgite gq/vammenta facilities that are
context-specific according to their location in village, Semi-rural, or rural lands. This
ult from incompatible uses (e.g.,

establish specific crit
areas designated Vill
demands for
facilities.

fa for lan Amendments proposing expansion of
e regi@gnal-categQry. This is intended to limit unexpected

= Pub-3.1 requires the Cpunty to coordinate with school districts to encourage siting
in acc@rdance with the County’s General Plan and encourage
sible mitigation measures to mitigate environmental impacts. This
will help prevent ®r reduce significant impacts associated with the construction or
expansion of school facilities.

= Pub-3.2 requires the County to implement, and revise as necessary, Board
Policy 1-84 requiring that discretionary project applications include commitments from
available school districts. This measure ensures that provision of school facilities is
considered prior to new discretionary projects such as residential subdivisions that
would potentially necessitate construction or expansion of such services.

The Project also includes policies in the Land Use Element that address the provision of
new or expanded school services. The relevant policies are: LU-1.4, LU-9.4, LU-9.7,
LU-12.3, LU-12.4, LU-17.1 through LU-17.4, LU-18.1, and LU-18.2. These policies limit
village expansions subject to public services availability, encourage the placement of
new schools development within town centers and villages, guide development with
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compatibility of infrastructure and services, set standards for new school development in
a manner that would reduce hazardous, transportation and visual impacts, and
encourage the co-location of civic uses such as libraries, community centers, parks and
schools. Adherence to these policies will further reduce impacts associated with school
services.

Facts in Support of Finding: School districts offer education to all school-age residents
of the region, but operate entirely independent of the County of San Diego government.
School districts were created by the State and are subject to the overview of the State
Legislature. Elected governing school boards are responsible for budgeting and
decision-making. The State Department of Education establishes school site and
construction standards. It is anticipated that the majority of school districts serving
unincorporated San Diego County will experience growth uhder the General Plan
Update, thereby necessitating the construction or expansion<of school facilities.

The County does not have the authority to plan, désign, approvesor construct school
facilities; that is the responsibility of individual school districts that serve as their own
lead agency under CEQA. However, the County may have permit or land use authority
if it is a responsible agency. Due to the £ounty’s limited authority over the construction
be able to ensure that the
construction of new facilities would have ?ess than* significant impact on the

mentation of the above policies and

lternatives wouldreduce impacts associated with school services to
While the
demand for §chool facilitigs, this
not mitigated to a level below significant without adopting the measures
addition, this alternative would not meet the Project objective of
ity and stakeholder interests while striving for consensus.

noted above.
recognizing comm

Conclusion: Because the County does not have authority to ensure impacts are
mitigated below significant; because application of all feasible mitigation and Project
design measures would not necessarily achieve a level of less than significant; and
because there are no feasible Project alternatives that would achieve a level of less than
significant; impacts associated with school services would remain significant and
unavoidable.

Cumulative Impact — School Services: As described above, implementation of the
General Plan Update would have the potential to necessitate provision of new or
physically altered school facilities, the construction of which could cause significant
environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or
other performance objectives for schools. In combination with other cumulative projects,
the Project would have the potential to result in a significant cumulative impact.
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Facts in Support of Finding: Cumulative projects located in the San Diego region that
involve residential development would have the potential to increase the public school
population in the region and require the construction or expansion of school facilities so
that adequate service ratios are maintained. The General Plan Update would increase
demand for school facilities requiring the provision of new or physically altered school
facilities, which would have a cumulatively considerable contribution to this impact.

General Plan Update policies and mitigation measures would reduce cumulative impacts
associated with school services, but not to below a level of significance. Additional
mitigation measures as described above for project-level impacts were considered but
found to be infeasible. School districts would act as the lead agepey to approve school
related construction projects, and therefore the County would pét be able to ensure that
the construction of new school facilities would not have” significant impacts to the
environment. Therefore, Project impacts associated wij hoolsservices would remain
cumulatively considerable.

Section C — Finding (3)

ing significant effects identified in the FEIR, specific
economic, legal, social, technological, or'other considerations make the mitigation measures or

AESTHETICS

C-1 Significant Effect — ViSual Character or Quality: The FEIR identifies significant
impacts from future "gevelopment that would substantially degrade the existing visual
character or quality of the areas of the Project and its surroundings by introducing
features that would detract from or contrast with the existing visual character and/or
quality of a neighborhood, community, or localized area.

Mitigation Measures: The mitigation measures identified in the FEIR partially mitigate
the significant impact as follows:

= Aes-1.1 is the adoption of a General Plan Regional Category Map and Land Use
Maps which locate land uses of less density or intensity on lands that contribute to
scenic vistas. This will reduce potential contrasts that future development in
proximity to scenic vistas may have with the surrounding setting.
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= Aes-1.2 requires protection of sensitive biological habitats and species through
regulations that require avoidance and mitigation of impacts, such as through the
Biological Mitigation Ordinance, the Resource Protection Ordinance, and Habitat
Loss Permit Ordinance. By conserving natural resources, these regulations also
preserve the visual character and quality of a large portion of the Project area.

= Aes-1.3 is the update of community plans with improved vision and community
character statements to ensure that new development reflects the character and
visions for each individual unincorporated community. This will better clarify what
developments need to do to maintain community character and visual quality of an
area.

= Aes-1.4 is the revision of the Design Review process tg<Streamline the process,
improve consistency in implementation, and update design criteria as necessary.
Current components of that process include Spg Designators, Design
Review Guidelines, and the Site Plan review and‘approval process. This will allow a
more current and consistent approach to a s bjectiv;)»ssue, thereby ensuring that
surrounding visual quality and character are ‘gonsidered during the site design
process to minimize potential impactss

= Aes-1.5 is the preparation and im Iem\e\ﬁt tion of Conservation Subdivision

Program that facilitates censervation- ienté/dﬁproject design. Under this program,
e encouraged to,use preserve design standards to conserve
inimizefimpacts tQ natural resources. Such a program would
guide preservation-adjacent to other open space areas. Thus, new subdivisions will
ing visual character or quality.

guires community review and specific compatibility findings for
rojects that may have significant adverse effects on the scenic quality
of the commurti his will ensure that project designs are compatible with the
surrounding context.

= Aes-1.7 is the development and implementation of programs and regulations that
preserve agricultural lands. Agricultural lands are often key components of scenic
vistas and community character. Therefore, preservation of these lands will help to
minimize potential impacts to scenic resources.

= Aes-1.8 is the continuation and implementation of programs and regulations that
minimize landform alteration and preserve ridgelines and steep slopes where
appropriate. This measure will protect the County’s unique topography which adds
to the visual quality of the unincorporated area.

= Aes-1.9 requires that the County work with communities and other stakeholders to
identify key scenic vistas, viewsheds of County scenic roads and highways, and
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other areas of specific scenic value. It further requires application of Resource
Conservation Area designations or other special area designators, guidelines, and
tools to guide future development of parcels within these viewsheds to avoid impacts
to scenic vistas. This cooperative effort among stakeholders and the subsequent
changes in land use regulations will ensure that future development near important
visual resources will avoid or mitigate potential impacts to the surrounding visual
character.

= Aes-1.10 requires the County to participate in local and regional planning efforts
with other agencies. This includes participation in SANDAG and other regional
planning forums, reviewing and commenting on planning and environmental
documents issued by other agencies, and ongoing collaboration with Native
American tribes and adjacent jurisdictions. In so doing, County will be able to
better identify important visual resources within or neagits land use jurisdiction and
ensure that future development be designed orscreened, such that it will not

BOS Policies 1-92 and J-17 to encourage the undergrounding of utilities. Combined
with the on-going effort to convert exisl;i\ng overhead utilities, this measure will
substantially reduce potential impacts to s?nic resources from overhead utilities
throughout the County uni 4 ~

= Aes-3.1 is the update Coung road stafdards to provide standards related to road
design, parking,-fandscapipg, and elements of the public realm that are critical to the
character community. ese standards would reduce or prevent potential visual
impacts @ssociated with roads\improvements that would otherwise conflict with the
character of the surrounding community or setting.

= Aes-3.2 is the implementation of existing, and preparation of new, community right-
of-way development standards, as appropriate, that supplement the County road
standards in order to recognize the unique constraints and character of different
communities. These standards will further provide setting-specific guidance that
would minimize potential community character impacts from future road
improvements.

The Project also incorporates General Plan policies in the Land Use, Mobility and
Housing Elements which would reduce the potential for visual character and quality
impacts. The relevant policies are: LU-1.4, LU-2.1, LU-2.2, LU-2.3, LU-2.5, LU-4.1, LU-
4.2, LU-4.3, LU-4.4, LU-11.2, LU-12.4, M-10.6, and H-2.1. These policies require
community plans to be maintained, guide development to reflect community character,
assign appropriate densities and minimum lot sizes, limit expansions of village densities
unless consistent with community character, require regional coordination, plan for
infrastructure to match community character, limit and guide parking in rural areas, and
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require that development in existing residential areas respect the surrounding character.
Adherence to these policies will further reduce impacts associated with visual character
or quality from future development.

Facts in Support of Finding: Implementation of the Project has the potential to result in
the degradation of, or substantial change in, the existing visual character or quality of
communities throughout the unincorporated County. General Plan Update policies and
mitigation measures (described above), have been identified that would reduce these
impacts, but not to below a level of significance.

The following measures were also considered to reduce impacts to visual character or
quality to below significant. However, the County has determined«that these measures
would be infeasible, as described below. Therefore, the following mitigation measures
will not be implemented.

(1) Measure: Require revised goals and policies tobe prepared and incorporated into
community plans that would severely limit th potengakfor development growth in
order to maintain the existing visual character or guality of each community.

Rationale for rejection: Severe rest ions\on the type or amount of development
within a community would conflict with areas;identified“for increased growth under
the General Plan Update_afid with one,of the primary Plan Objectives to support a

reasonable share of projecblﬁd regioRal population growth. In addition, such

restrictions would not permit the plan to agcomplish the goal of reinforcing the vitality,
local economy_and individual character of existing communities while balancing

of the Project. . The mgasure would also conflict with goals of the Housing Element
to provide sufficient hodsing stock.

(2) Measure: Comprehensively expand the Zoning Ordinance to specifically dictate the
exact development type and design allowed in the various areas of the County to
avoid impacts to community character. This measure would be the equivalent of
preparing detailed land development master plans for the entire County.

Rationale for rejection: This measure is infeasible because of the extent and
diversity of communities that exist within the County. While the County intends to
improve the Zoning Ordinance and associated Design Review Guidelines for some
areas, as well as prepare town center plans where appropriate, comprehensive
coverage of all unincorporated areas in this manner is not feasible.

(3) Measure: Approve only development that is comparable in size, scope, and use as
existing development in order to avoid impacts to the visual character and quality of
the County’s communities.
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Rationale for rejection: This measure would be infeasible because it would result in
restrictions on future development in areas identified for increased growth in the
General Plan Update and/or areas where existing land uses are not the same as the
land uses proposed by the General Plan Update. In addition, in some areas, the
existing size, scope and use are not environmentally sensitive and this would not
allow more innovative land use approaches. Therefore, this measure would also
conflict with goals of the Housing Element to provide sufficient housing stock and
would not achieve one of the primary objectives of the Project which is to
accommodate a reasonable share of regional growth.

None of the Project alternatives would completely eliminate impagts to visual character
or quality. While the Environmentally Superior alternative would reduce the impacts to
visual character and quality, this alternative still allows develfopment that would result in
impacts that are not mitigated to a level below significapt without*adopting the measures
noted above. In addition, this alternative would«hot meet the“Project objective of
recognizing community and stakeholder interests while strj>/j.wg for consensus.

Conclusion: Because the measures listed above haye been found to be infeasible;
because application of all feasible miti tion\gnd Projest design measures would not
achieve a level of less than significant;yand because there are no feasible Project

> isual Character or Quality: As described above,
implementation<6f the Project Would have the potential to degrade the existing visual
In combination with other cumulative projects, the
ve the potential to result in a significant cumulative impact.

Project would

Facts in Support“of Finding: Cumulative projects located in the San Diego region
would have the potential to result in a cumulative impact to visual character or quality if,
in combination, they would substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality
of the site and its surroundings by introducing features that would detract from or
contrast with the existing visual character and/or quality of a neighborhood, community,
or localized area. A cumulative impact to community character may occur from projects
already in process in the County that would not be consistent with the General Plan
Update. Additionally, projects in Mexico or on tribal lands may not be subject to
regulations protecting community character, or they may have different standards.
Therefore, the cumulative projects in the region would have the potential to result in a
significant cumulative impact related to visual character or quality. The General Plan
Update would have a cumulatively considerable contribution to this impact.

General Plan Update policies and mitigation measures would reduce cumulative impacts
to visual character and quality, but not to below a level of significance. Additional
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C-2

mitigation measures as described above for project-level impacts were considered but
found to be infeasible. Therefore, Project impacts to visual character or quality would
remain cumulatively considerable for the reasons noted above. .

Significant Effect — Light or Glare: The FEIR identifies significant impacts from future
development that would create a new source of substantial light or glare which would
adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area.

Mitigation Measures: The mitigation measures identified in the FEIR partially mitigate
the significant impact as follows:

The proposed Project would have the potential to result in increased light within the
County that would adversely affect day or nighttime views. e Project incorporates
General Plan Update policies and mitigation measures th ould reduce direct impacts
associated with increased light, but not to below a level of significance.

= Aes-4.1 requires the County to coordinate with com/rwnities and stakeholders to

review light pollution controls and consider amendments or expansions to those
to dark skies that are important
to community character. This will enSure IJQat potential artificial lighting impacts from
trolled; as needed to preserve community

L O~

= Aes-4.3 is the participation in local and regional planning to the extent practicable.
This includes participation in SANDAG and other regional planning forums, reviewing
and commenting on planning and environmental documents issued by other
agencies, and ongoing collaboration with Native American tribes and adjacent
jurisdictions. This inter-agency coordination will help identify any needed adjustments
to lighting controls among jurisdictions to maintain dark skies and community
character.

The Project also includes policies from the General Plan Conservation and Open Space
Element which would reduce the potential for light or glare impacts. The relevant
policies are: COS-13.1, CO0S-13.2, and COS-13.3. These policies promote the
preservation of dark skies that is necessary for local observatories and that contributes
to the rural character of a community as well as restrict outdoor lighting and glare from
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development projects in semi-rural and rural areas. In addition, Policy COS-13.2
requires that development in areas surrounding the Palomar Mountain and Mount
Laguna Observatories be designed to maintain dark skies to the maximum extent
feasible. As such, adherence to these policies will further reduce impacts associated
with light or glare from future development.

Facts in Support of Finding: The Project would have the potential to result in a
substantial new source of light or glare from future development that requires night
lighting, such as security lighting in commercial areas, or from the use of materials that
would result in glare, such as expanses of glass on office buildings. Most of the General
Plan Update land use designations would be consistent with existing conditions, though
intensified development would be accommodated in several town centers.

The following measure was also considered to reduce<lighting impacts to below
significant. However, the County has determined that tl eastire would be infeasible,
as described below. Therefore, the following mitigation measure will not be

implemented. /

(1) Measure: Expand the Light Pollution Code (€ounty of San Diego Code of
Regulatory Ordinances sections 59. 1—5%115) Zong A designation to encompass
all of the unincorporated areas and C eatepore stringent standards, including, but

not limited to: “
- Nighttime lighti of 10:00yp.m. for certain areas
- Prohibit develo uiring any night lighting within certain areas

safety or other reasons for development accommodated within Zone A
ulting reStrictions could pose safety concerns, increase development
costs, and in some cases, pose restrictions so great that a particular use may not be
possible. Therefore, this measure could conflict with goals of the Housing Element
to provide sufficient housing stock and would not achieve one of the primary
objectives of the Project which is to accommodate a reasonable amount of regional
growth. This measure could also impede attainment of other objectives such as
minimizing public costs of infrastructure and services and reinforcing the vitality and
local economy of communities.

areas. The r

None of the Project alternatives would reduce impacts associated with lighting or glare to
below significant. While the Environmentally Superior alternative would further reduce
lighting and glare impacts, this alternative still allows development that would result in
impacts that are not mitigated to a level below significant without adopting the measure
noted above. In addition, this alternative would not meet the Project objective of
recognizing community and stakeholder interests while striving for consensus.
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AGRICULTURAL RE

C-3

Conclusion: Because the measure listed above has been found to be infeasible;
because application of all feasible mitigation and Project design measures would not
achieve a level of less than significant; and because there are no feasible Project
alternatives that would achieve a level of less than significant; impacts associated with
light would remain significant and unavoidable.

Cumulative Impact — Light or Glare: The Project would have a cumulatively
considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact in the region associated with
increased light. The General Plan policies and mitigation measures would reduce
cumulative impacts to nighttime lighting, but not to below a level of significance.

Facts in Support of Finding: The construction and operation
located in the San Diego region would have the potential to
glare from new development or redevelopment that re
security lighting in commercial areas, or is constructed ¥ Is that would result in
© Impacts from_glare are generally
significamt cumulative impact related

cumulative projects
sult in a new source of
ires night lighting, such as

localized and not cumulative in nature; therefore,
to glare would not occur. However, any new sour
San Diego region would result in a potential lighting impact to the Palomar Mountain and
Mount Laguna Observatories. Therefo projects in the region would
have the potential to result in a significant cumulative impact associated with nighttime
lighting. An additional mitigatioh measure'\as described above for project-level impacts
was considered but found«to be infeasible. | Therefore, Project impacts associated with
light and glare would rema cumyrltively congiderable.

URCES

ct — Conversion of Farmland: The FEIR identifies significant impacts
related to the conversion of San Diego County Agricultural Resources (including, but not
limited to, Prime “Farmland, Unique Farmland, Farmland of Statewide or Local
Importance, pursuanteto the FMMP of the California Resources Agency), or other
agricultural resources, to non-agricultural use.

Mitigation Measures: The mitigation measures identified in the FEIR partially mitigate
the significant impacts as follows:

= Agr-1.1is the implementation of the General Plan Regional Category map and Land
Use Maps which protect agricultural lands with lower density land use designations
that will support continued agricultural operations. This measure is a substantial
change in allowable uses where agricultural and other natural resources occur. By
lowering density in rural areas, the potential conversion of agriculture to development
will be considerably reduced.
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= Agr-1.2 requires the County to develop and implement programs and regulations that
protect agricultural lands, as well as those that support implementation of the
Williamson Act. Implementation programs include County CEQA guidelines, Zoning
Ordinance, Subdivision Ordinance, Right to Farm Act, Open Space Subvention Act,
Farm and Ranch Lands Protection Program, San Diego County Agricultural
Enterprises and Consumer Information Ordinance, BOS Policy 1-133, and the San
Diego County Farming Program. Each of these programs or regulations places limits
on allowable impacts to agriculture, thereby substantially reducing the amount of
conversion to non-agricultural uses.

= Agr-1.3 requires the County to create a Conservation Subdivision Program that
facilitates conservation-oriented project design through changes to the Subdivision
Ordinance, Resource Protection Ordinance, Zoning dinance, Groundwater
Ordinance, and other regulations as necessary with the goal of promoting
conservation of natural resources and open space (including agricultural lands) while
the production of

= Agr-1.4 requires the County to develop a\ﬁ‘d\-impleme the PACE program which
compensates landowners«f6r voluntarily liMiiting future development on their land.
This program will incentivize the placement of agricultural conservation easements
on farmland, thereby i reasipg preservation and reducing conversion of agricultural
resources in San-Diego

, and desired buffers necessary to maintain the viability of
. Since community plans are used to review development

The Project also includes policies in the Land Use and Conservation and Open Space
Elements which would reduce the potential for direct conversion of farmland. The
relevant policies are: LU-6.4, LU-7.1, LU-7.2, and COS-6.4. These policies will guide
development to preserve existing agricultural resources, encourage acquisition and
voluntary dedication of conservation easements and programs, and promote the
agricultural industry within the County to ensure the long term-viability of agricultural
resources. Adherence to these policies will further reduce impacts associated with the
direct conversion of agricultural resources from future development.

Facts in Support of Finding: Implementation of the Project could result in the direct
conversion of 48.5 acres (Draft Final SEIR, Volume |, Table 2.2-1) of agricultural
resources to non-agricultural land uses. The Project has incorporated General Plan
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Update policies and mitigation measures (described above) that would reduce these
impacts, but not to below a level of significance.

The following measures were considered to reduce impacts associated with the direct
conversion of agricultural resources within the unincorporated County to below a level of
significance. However, the County has determined that these measures would be
infeasible, as described below. Therefore, these measures will not be implemented.

(1) Measure: Restrict any development of land with densities of 1 du/acre or more, due
to potential incompatibilities with agricultural resources.

Rationale for Rejection: This measure would be infeasible because it would result in
restrictions on future development in areas identified for ingreased growth under the
proposed Project. Agricultural operations occures throughout the County
unincorporated area. Restricting land use densities cre or more in areas

with development would be
ith the Project objective of

(2)

use designation solely for agricultural resources, within
which no oth€r land. uses would be allowable.

Rationale for Rejection} This measure would be infeasible because it would result in
restrictions on future dévelopment in areas identified for increased growth under the
proposed Projett and/or areas where existing land uses are not the same as the land
uses proposed bysthe Project. Additionally, many agricultural operations throughout
the unincorporated County are unique in that they operate on small lots, located
adjacent to a variety of land uses, such as residential. Creating an agriculture-
resource-only land use designation would negatively impact many existing County
agricultural operations located in non-agricultural land uses. Therefore, this measure
would conflict with the Project’s objective to preserve agriculture as an integral
component of the region’s economy, character, and open space network.

None of the Project alternatives would reduce impacts associated with conversion of
farmland to below significant. While the Environmentally Superior alternative would
further reduce these agricultural resource impacts, this alternative still allows
development that would result in impacts that are not mitigated to a level below
significant without adopting the measures noted above. In addition, this alternative

Forest Conservation Initiative Lands GPA SEIR County of San Diego
October 2016 DRAFT Findings-89



DRAFT CEQA Findings Regarding Significant Effects

would not meet the Project objective of recognizing community and stakeholder interests
while striving for consensus.

Conclusion: Because the measures listed above have been found to be infeasible;
because application of all feasible mitigation and Project design measures would not
achieve a level of less than significant; and because there are no feasible Project
alternatives that would achieve a level of less than significant; impacts associated with
the conversion of farmland would remain significant and unavoidable.

Cumulative Impact — Conversion of Farmland: As described above, implementation
of the proposed Project would have the potential to convert San Diego County
agricultural resources to non-agricultural use. In combination with other cumulative
projects, the Project would have a cumulatively considerable
significant impact to the direct conversion of agricultural la

San Diego region
agricultusal resources if, in

act.

.
-

a cumulatively considerable contribution tg, this ir

The Project incorporates /&eneralyPlan Update policies and mitigation measures that
would reduce cumulative
significance. Additienal mitigation measures as described above for project-level
impacts were .€onsidered but\found to be infeasible. Therefore, Project impacts
associated @ith the ect conversion of farmland would remain cumulatively
considerable.

C-4  Significant Effect % Indirect Conversion of Farmland: The FEIR identifies significant
impacts involving othér changes in the existing environment which, due to their location
or nature, could result in conversion of a San Diego County agricultural resource to non-
agricultural use.

Mitigation Measures: The mitigation measures identified in the FEIR partially mitigate
the significant impacts as follows:

= Agr-1.1 is the implementation of the General Plan Regional Category map and Land
Use Maps which protect agricultural lands with lower density land use designations
that will support continued agricultural operations. This measure is a substantial
change in allowable uses where agricultural and other natural resources occur. By
lowering density in rural areas, the potential for indirect conversion of agriculture,
through compatibility conflicts between existing agriculture and new development,
will be considerably reduced.
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= Agr-1.2 requires the County to develop and implement programs and regulations that
protect agricultural lands, as well as those that support implementation of the
Williamson Act. Implementation programs include County CEQA guidelines, Zoning
Ordinance, Subdivision Ordinance, Right to Farm Act, Open Space Subvention Act,
Farm and Ranch Lands Protection Program, San Diego County Agricultural
Enterprises and Consumer Information Ordinance, BOS Policy [-133, and the San
Diego County Farming Program. Each of these programs or regulations places limits
on allowable impacts to agriculture, thereby substantially reducing the amount of
indirect conversion to non-agricultural uses.

= Agr-1.3 requires the County to create a Conservation Subdivision Program that
facilitates conservation-oriented project design through chahges to the Subdivision
Ordinance, Resource Protection Ordinance, Zoni Ordinance, Groundwater
Ordinance, and other regulations as necessar goal of promoting
conservation of natural resources and open sp [
improving mechanisms for flexibility in proj

t desigpfso that "the production of
m ‘Will provide sufficient area on

parcels. Moreover, it will lead to a
a distribution pattern of development

ixedc@ih intense*agriculture. This will reduce
i€ts and indi

onversion of farmland.

unty tofdevelop and implement the Purchase of Agricultural

iting future deVelopment on their land. This program will incentivize the
rvation easements on farmland, thereby increasing

ision of community plans to identify important agricultural areas,
specific compatible uses, and desired buffers necessary to maintain the viability of
agriculture in that area. Community-level planning that identifies important areas for
agriculture will minimize potential compatibility conflicts between agriculture and
other uses, thereby reducing indirect conversion of farmland.

The Project also includes policies from the General Plan Land Use and Conservation
and Open Space Elements which would reduce the potential for indirect conversion of
farmland. The relevant policies are: LU-6.4, LU-7.1, LU-7.2, COS-6.2, COS-6.3, and
COS-6.4. These policies minimize indirect conversion of farmland by requiring
conservation of agricultural lands and operations, and by limiting conflicts from
incompatible uses adjacent to farmland. Adherence to these policies will further
minimize impacts associated with indirect conversion of agricultural resources from
future development.
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Facts in Support of Finding: The Project proposes lower densities in many areas with
existing agriculture or prime conditions for future agriculture. The Project also redirects
growth into areas that may contain agricultural resources, which would potentially cause
some indirect conversion of agricultural resources to non-agricultural use because of
incompatibility between development accommodated by the Project and existing
agricultural activity. Therefore, this would be considered a potentially significant impact.
General Plan Update policies and mitigation measures would reduce impacts, but not to
below a level of significance.

The following measure was also considered to reduce impacts associated with indirect
conversion of farmland to below significant. However, the County~has determined that
this measure would be infeasible, as described below. As such{ the following mitigation
measure will not be implemented.

(1) Measure: Within 0.5-mile of any agricultural reséurce, approvesdevelopment that is
compatible in size and scope with the existing ricultlyresourc

Rationale for Rejection: This measuge” would be infeasible because it would restrict
future development in areas iden 'fied.\jor increased growth. Small farming
operations are typical in the County,fand ny existing and potential agricultural
operations are located on_sf. intermixed surrounding land uses. This

Project. This
sustainability’by locating new development near existing infrastructure, services and
jobs becquse many existing agricultural resources within the unincorporated County
are located\in areas where existing infrastructure, services and jobs already exist.

None of the Project alternatives would reduce impacts associated with indirect
conversion of farmland to below significant. While the Environmentally Superior
alternative would further reduce the indirect impacts to agricultural resources, this
alternative still allows development that would result in impacts that are not mitigated to
a level below significant without adopting the measure noted above. In addition, this
alternative would not meet the Project objective of recognizing community and
stakeholder interests while striving for consensus.

Conclusion: Because the measure listed above has been found to be infeasible;
because application of all feasible mitigation and project design measures would not
achieve a level of less than significant; and because there are no feasible project
alternatives that would achieve a level of less than significant; impacts associated with
the indirect conversion of farmland would remain significant and unavoidable.
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C-5

Cumulative Impact — Indirect Conversion of Farmland: As described above,
implementation of the Project would have the potential to involve other changes in the
existing environment which, due to their location or nature, could result in conversion of
a San Diego County agricultural resource to non-agricultural use. In combination with
other cumulative projects, the Project would have the potential to result in a significant
cumulative impact.

Facts in Support of Finding: Cumulative projects located in the San Diego region
would have the potential to result in a cumulative impact associated with indirect
conversion of farmland if, in combination, they would create compatibility conflicts that
ultimately result in changes from existing agricultural uses to non-agricultural use.
Within the San Diego region, the indirect conversion of farmlandeis increasing due to
population growth and the subsequent development required“to support this growth.
Land use conflicts often arise from increased agricultural/Grban interface areas, high
operating costs, and escalating property values. Thes

Update designations. In combinati
development projects allowable under
would have a cumulatively considerable
the indirect conversion of agriguftural land.

with othery_cumulative projects such as
ictions’ authority, the Project

General Plan Update policies and)ﬂtigation easures would reduce cumulative impacts
associated with indirect conversion of agricultural resources to non-agricultural uses, but
not to below afevel of signifisance. An additional mitigation measure as described
above for prQject-level impacts was considered but found to be infeasible. Therefore,
project impa associated with indirect conversion of farmland would remain
cumulatively considerable

Significant Effect — Direct and Indirect Loss or Conversion of Forestry Resources:
Since the certification of the 2011 General Plan Update PEIR, the CEQA Guidelines
Appendix G Thresholds regarding agricultural resources was expanded to include
impacts to forest lands. Since this component was added to Appendix G after the
adoption of the PEIR, potential impacts to forestry resources were not analyzed.

While the General Plan Update PEIR did not directly evaluate forest resources in the
context of a timber resource; however, forest resources were indirectly evaluated in
terms of the habitat types that are also considered forestry resources. The Biological
Resources Chapter 2.4, Section 2.4.3.1 of the PEIR discusses habitat impacts, including
impacts to the forestry and woodland habitat categories. The PEIR concluded that
impacts to the special status plant and wildlife species and their habitats would be
significant and unavoidable due to the impacts from future development.
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Facts in Support of Finding: The Project area includes approximately 14,320 acres of
forest vegetation and 14,291 acres of woodland vegetation, for a total of 28,611 acres of
forest resources. Implementation of the Project could result in direct impacts to
approximately 3,000 of the 28,611 acres of forest resources (see SEIR Volume I,
subsection 2.4.3.2). In addition, a majority of the Project area is adjacent to or
surrounded by the CNF lands. Development on lands that contain forestry resources or
development near CNF lands could impact forestry resources due to direct conversion of
forestry resources and the introduction of incompatible land uses that would restrict
future forestry or timber production activities.

While 27,518 of the 28,611 acres are designated as Rural Lands 40 (one dwelling per 40
acres), Rural Lands 80 (one dwelling per 80 acres) or Public Agengy and/or Open Space
Lands, future development within the Project area could impact<forest lands, resulting in
a significant impact.

The following measure was considered to reduce.0r minimize impacts related to the
direct loss or conversion of forestry resources within the unincorporated County to below
a level of significance. However, the County has de rminé?cthat this measure would be
infeasible, as described below. Thereforegthis measurewwill not be implemented.

sed within the Project area evaluate
forestry resources. This measure would

subject to environmental review. Therefore, even with implementation of the
applicable 2011 General Plan policies and mitigation measures listed below, any
direct conversion of forestry resources due to private development of parcels within
the Project areas addressed in this SEIR would remain significant and unavoidable.

Mitigation Measures: The mitigation measures identified in the FEIR partially mitigate
the significant impacts as follows:

» Bio-1.1 creates a Conservation Subdivision Program that facilitates conservation-
oriented project design through changes to the Subdivision Ordinance, Resource
Protection Ordinance, Zoning Ordinance, Groundwater Ordinance, and other
regulations as necessary. It is intended that these changes will promote conservation
of natural resources and open space while improving mechanisms for flexibility in
project design so that production of housing stock is not negatively impacted.
Additionally, any such allowances of flexibility must be done with consideration of
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AIR QUALITY

C-6

community character through planning group coordination and/or findings required
for project approval.

= Bio-1.3 implement conservation agreements through Board Policy 1-123, as this will
facilitate preservation of high-value habitat in the County’s MSCP Subarea Plan.

= Bio-1.6 implements the RPO, BMO, and HLP Ordinance to protect wetlands, wetland
buffers, sensitive habitat lands, biological resource core areas, linkages, corridors,
high-value habitat areas, sub-regional coastal sage scrub focus areas, and
populations of rare, or endangered plant or animal species.

The Project also includes policies in the Land Use and Conservation and Open Space
Elements that would reduce impacts to loss or conversion ofJorestry resources. The
relevant policies are: LU-6.1, COS-1.10, and COS-2.2¢ These policies require
monitoring, management and maintenance of a regi rve system, facilitate
preserve assembly and funding, help minimize edde effects, facilitate preparation of
habitat conservation plans and resource management plans, direct development to
avoid and/or preserve habitat, provide for long-term” sustainability” of the natural
environment, and encourage contiguous<open space ‘areas that protect wildlife habitat
and corridors. Adherence to these policies wi\ll\further reduce impacts to special status

-

species from future development. /

)

lity Violations: The FEIR identifies significant impacts
f quantitative screening-level thresholds (SLTs) for
nd CO) and exceedance of SLTs for nonattainment
pollutants (O3 precursors and particulate matter).

.
-

Mitigation Measures: The mitigation measures identified in the FEIR partially mitigate
the significant impacts.as follows:

= Air-2.1 is the provision of incentives such as preferential parking for hybrids or
alternatively fueled vehicles. This measure also requires the County to establish
programs for priority or free parking on County streets or in County parking lots for
hybrids or alternatively fueled vehicles. This would encourage use of low-emission
vehicles by increasing the benefits of such use for the public.

= Air-2.2 requires replacement of existing vehicles in the County fleet as needed with
the cleanest vehicles commercially available that are cost-effective and meet vehicle
use needs. This effort would ensure that on-going County municipal operations
result in minimal carbon emissions associated with vehicle usage.
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= Air-2.3 is the implementation of transportation fleet fueling standards to improve the
number of alternatively fueled vehicles in the County fleet. As with Air-2.2, this
measure would ensure County municipal operations result in minimal carbon
emissions from vehicle usage.

= Air-2.4 is the provision of incentives to promote the siting or use of clean air
technologies where feasible. These technologies shall include, but not be limited to,
fuel cell technologies, renewable energy sources, and hydrogen fuel. By increasing
the benefits to using or developing such alternatives, potential impacts from
pollutants will be substantially reduced.

= Air-2.5 requires mitigation on all construction projects where emissions are above the
SLTs. Requirements may include:
o Multiple applications of water during grading betwéen dozer/scraper passes

o Paving, chip sealing or chemical stabili
completion of grading

0 Use of sweepers or water trucks to re
street access

Termination of grading if win

Stabilization of dirt storage pil
erosion control

Use of low-sulf

'fuelssi:) construgtion equipment
Use of low-VO

aint

diesel particul

for mobile nop4road diesel engines of almost all types. Standards established
arbons, oxides of nitrogen (NOX), carbon monoxide, and
particulate matter. Tier | standards are for engines over 50 hp (such as
bulldozers) built between 1996 and 2000, and engines under 50 hp (such as
lawn tractors) built between 1999 and 2000. Tier Il standards are for all
engine sizes from 2001 to 2006, and Tier lll standards are for engines rated
over 50 hp from 2006 to 2008 (EPA 1998). Tier IV standards apply to
engines of all sizes built in 2008 or later. Standards are increasingly stringent
from Tier | to Tier IV (EPA 2004).

Application of these types of standards will prevent release of construction-related
pollutants, thereby substantially reducing the potential for air quality violations from
new development under the General Plan Update.

Forest Conservation Initiative Lands GPA SEIR County of San Diego
October 2016 DRAFT Findings-96



DRAFT CEQA Findings Regarding Significant Effects

= Air-2.6 requires the use of County Guidelines for Determining Significance — Air
Quality to identify and mitigate adverse environmental effects on air quality. Use of
these guidelines will ensure that discretionary projects under the General Plan
Update identify and mitigate significant impacts to air quality.

= Air-2.7 is the implementation of County Air Pollution Control District (APCD)
regulations for air emissions from all sources under its jurisdiction. Enforcement of
these regulations ensures that development pursuant to the General Plan Update will
not violate air quality standards.

= Air-2.8 is the requirement for New Source Reviews to prevent permitting projects that
are “major sources.” The purpose of these reviews is to allow continued industrial
growth in non-attainment areas and, at the same time, ensuré that new and modified
sources do not aggravate existing air quality proble and/or negate emissions
reductions from other sources.

= Air-2.9 is the implementation of the Grading, aring,}nd Watercqurses Ordinance,
which requires all clearing and grading to be conductéd with dust control measures.
These measures minimize particulate matter emissions from construction and
prevent nuisance to nearby persons‘or quIic or private property. Clearing, grading
or improvement plans shall requirey that measures *such as the following be
undertaken to achieve this“result: wa ring]appﬁcation of surfactants, shrouding,
control of vehicle spéeds, paving of access areas, or other operational or
technological measures,to reduce dispersion of dust.

= Air-2.10 is thé revision of Baard Policy F-50 to strengthen the County’s commitment
and requirement to implementresource-efficient design and operations for County-
funded rengvation and hew building projects. This could be achieved by making the
guidelines within the pblicy mandatory rather than voluntary. This will substantially
reduce emissions associated with County operations.

= Air-2.11 is the implementation of County Regional Air Quality Strategy (RAQS) to
attain State air quality standards for O3. Currently, San Diego County does not meet
State and federal health standards for O3.

= Air-2.12 Revise Board Policy G-15 to require County facilities to comply with Silver
Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) standards or other
equivalent Green Building rating systems.

= Air-2.13 Revise Board Policy G-16 to require the County to:
0 Adhere to the same or higher standards it would require from the private

sector when locating and designing facilities concerning environmental issues
and sustainability; and
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0 Require government contractors to use low emission construction vehicles
and equipment.

The Project also includes policies from the General Plan Conservation and Open Space
Element that address air quality violations. The relevant policies are: COS-14.1, COS-
14.2, COS-14.8, C0OS-14.9, C0OS-14.10, C0OS-15.1, COS-15.3, COS-15.4, COS-15.5,
C0S-16.2, C0OS-16.3, and CO0S-20.3. These policies encourage mixed uses and
alternative transportation to reduce emissions, reduce land use conflicts that expose
people to air pollutants, and apply renewable energy and energy-efficiency practices to
future development and to County facilities. Adherence to these policies will further
reduce impacts associated with air quality violations from future development.

Facts in Support of Finding: The Project would have the<potential to result in a
significant impact associated with violation of an air qualitystandard because emissions
nt under the Project
The General Plan
lity violations, but

policies and mitigation measures would reduce direct impa/c}s to air g
not to below a level of significance.

The following measures were also con idereg to reduce impacts associated with air
quality violations to below significant. H has determined that these

Tier 3 or better.

Rationale f@r Rejection} This measure could not be accomplished because it would
require all cepstruction contractors working within the County to turn over their
existing equipment ‘which remains usable, and would require a more stringent
emissions standard than implemented by CARB. The CARB is in the process of
implementing regulations that will require turnover of equipment to meet its
regulatory standards starting in 2010 for large vehicle fleets. The measure would
limit which construction contractors would be allowed to work within the County and
could result in significantly increased costs to project applicants. Therefore, it is
infeasible due to legal and economic limitations.

(2) Measure: Prohibit new development that would result in emissions from new vehicle
trips that would exceed the screening level thresholds.

Rationale for Rejection: This measure would result in restrictions on future
development in areas identified for increased growth because, with current vehicle
emissions standards, it would severely limit development densities. This measure is
infeasible because it would conflict with the Project’'s objective to support a
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reasonable share of projected regional population growth, because it would prohibit
new development in the unincorporated County. In addition, if vehicle trips exceed
screening level thresholds but a project is not proposing densities greater than what
was expected by the general plan, those trips are accounted for in the RAQS and
does not automatically mean the actual ambient air quality standards will be
exceeded.

(3) Measure Prohibit use of architectural coatings or other building materials that may
result in emissions of VOCs. Only zero-VOC coatings and building materials would
be allowed for use in the County.

Rationale for Rejection: This measure would result in undue hardship on the building
industry and would unduly limit development, frustrating #he goal of supporting a
reasonable share of future population growth becausefmost architectural coatings
contain some VOCs and the measure would restrictethe types, of coatings that could
be used to a limited type and number of formulations that may not be feasible for all
applications. The VOC content in architectural coatirpsfis regulated by the APCD,
which has established a phase-in schedule for reduction of VOCs in accordance with
the SIP requirements. The measureswould also require the County to monitor and
enforce the use of architectural ¢ ating\s\ at all censtruction projects within its
jurisdiction, which it does not have the undigg,or staffing-available to accomplish.

%

reduction of vehicle trips becadse developers are able to demonstrate that they tie
into an existing.er-planned alternative transportation network, such as transit (bus,
train, trolley){ bicycle network, walkways, and trails.

(4) Measure: Require t 'cons;guction ofi new development that would result in a

Rationale for Rejection: This measure would result in restrictions on future
developmentNin areag! identified for increased growth because not all areas of
planned growth\havé an existing or planned alternative transportation network that
new developmenticould tie into. Implementation of this mitigation measure would
conflict with the Project’s objective to reinforce the vitality, local economy and
individual character of existing communities by restricting future development to
areas with existing alternative transportation networks, which excludes many rural
areas.

(5) Measure: Require all applicants to provide on-site renewable energy systems,
including solar, wind, geothermal, low-impact hydro power, biomass, and bio-gas.

Rationale for Rejection: This measure would not be feasible for several reasons. All
applicants may not be able to provide renewable energy systems at all proposed
locations. In addition, some energy systems may trigger additional regulatory
requirements from the CPUC or CEC that would make individual projects infeasible
to construct. Implementation of this measure would potentially increase
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infrastructure costs, which would conflict with the Project’s objective to minimize
public costs of infrastructure and services. This measure is therefore infeasible for
economic reasons. However, in circumstances where feasible, applicants will be
encouraged to provide on-site renewable energy systems.

(6) Measure: Install vegetated roofs that cover at least 50 percent of roof area.

Rationale for Rejection: This measure would be infeasible because residential and
commercial buyers may find vegetated roofs to be undesirable, and it places the
burden of developing the vegetated roof on the project applicant. The measure may
also add additional monitoring requirements on the County to verify that vegetated
roofs are properly maintained.

(7) Measure: Provide a spur at nonresidential projects use nearby rail for goods
movement. -

Rationale for Rejection: This measure wo not besfeasible“because it would
depend on the rail system and the availability ‘ef ral(et:ansit to individual projects,
most of which would not be locatediear railroad'getworks. Implementation of this
measure would conflict with the P jec-tig objective to ensure that development
accounts for physical constraints, sifce mugh of the“unincorporated County has

limited access to the existiag rail system. .y

(8) Measure: Require t use/zf locally Ymade building materials for construction
projects. —
Rationald for Rejectioan: This_ measure would not be feasible because it would

severely limit development projects as some specialized building materials for
projects may“not be available locally. In addition, the County has neither the legal
nor the financial authority to monitor and enforce building material purchases at
construction projests within its jurisdiction.

None of the Project alternatives would reduce impacts associated with air quality
violations to below significant. While the Environmentally Superior alternative would
further reduce the impacts to air quality, this alternative still allows development that
would result in impacts that are not mitigated to a level below significant without adopting
the measures noted above. In addition, this alternative would not meet the Project
objective of recognizing community and stakeholder interests while striving for
consensus. As such, there are no known feasible alternatives or mitigation measures
that would lessen air quality violation impacts to a level below significant.

Conclusion: Because the measures listed above have been found to be infeasible;
because application of all feasible mitigation and project design measures would not
achieve a level of less than significant; and because there are no feasible project
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alternatives that would achieve a level of less than significant; impacts associated with
air quality violations would remain significant and unavoidable.

Cumulative Impact — Air Quality Violations: As described above, implementation of
the project would have the potential to result in a significant violation of an air quality
standard. In combination with other cumulative projects, the Project would have the
potential to result in cumulatively considerable impacts.

Facts in Support of Finding: Cumulative projects located in the San Diego region
would have the potential to result in a significant cumulative air quality violation if, in
combination, they would violate any air quality standard or contribute to an existing or
projected air quality violation. New stationary sources of criteriaollutants or projects
that would increase vehicle trips may result in increases«in pollutant emissions.
Cumulative projects in other jurisdictions may not be reQuired to comply with set
standards or may have significant unavoidable air qug impaets. The Project would
potentially have a cumulatively considerable contribution to this impact.

General Plan Update policies and mitigation measures would reduce cumulative impacts
to air quality violations, but not to below‘a level of significance. Additional mitigation
measures as described above for projec Ievel\impacts re considered but found to be
infeasible. Therefore, Project impacts to air quality violation's would remain cumulatively

considerable. ~
n-Atta%ment

-

C-7  Significant Effect — iteria Pollutants: The FEIR identifies
significant impacts_related to,a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria
pollutant for whi€h the .San Diego Air Basin (SDAB) is non-attainment under applicable
federal or State ambient air qualitysstandards (AAQS).

Mitigation Measures: Theg mitigation measures identified in the FEIR partially mitigate

the significant impaet asfollows:

= Air-2.1 is the provision of incentives such as preferential parking for hybrids or
alternatively fueled vehicles. This measure also requires the County to establish
programs for priority or free parking on County streets or in County parking lots for
hybrids or alternatively fueled vehicles. This would encourage use of low-emission
vehicles by increasing the benefits of such use for the public.

= Air-2.2 requires replacement of existing vehicles in the County fleet as needed with
the cleanest vehicles commercially available that are cost-effective and meet vehicle
use needs. This effort would ensure that on-going County municipal operations
result in minimal carbon emissions associated with vehicle usage.

= Air-2.3 is the implementation of transportation fleet fueling standards to improve the
number of alternatively fueled vehicles in the County fleet. As with Air-2.2, this
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measure would ensure County municipal operations result in minimal carbon
emissions from vehicle usage.

= Air-2.4 is the provision of incentives to promote the siting or use of clean air
technologies where feasible. These technologies shall include, but not be limited to,
fuel cell technologies, renewable energy sources, and hydrogen fuel. By increasing
the benefits to using or developing such alternatives, potential impacts from
pollutants will be substantially reduced.

= Air-2.5 requires mitigation on all construction projects where emissions are above the
SLTs. Requirements may include:

0 Multiple applications of water during grading between er/scraper passes

o Paving, chip sealing or chemical stabilization internal roadways after
completion of grading

“track-out™at any point of public

0 Use of sweepers or water trucks to remo
street access

Termination of grading if winds exceed 2 mileeﬁJ’ér hour

Stabilization of dirt storage pil€és by chemic
erosion control N

binders, tarps, fencing or other

Use of low-sulfur fuels in const ctio)rijéquipment
Use of low-VOC pdints i

Projects exceeding SLTs will require ten percent of the construction fleet to
use any combination Of diesel catalytic converters, diesel oxidation catalysts,
ers an(il/‘o& CARB certified Tier I, II, 1ll, IV equipment.
ipment is'gertified\if it meets emission standards established by the EPA
obile non-rpad diesel engines of almost all types. Standards established
drocarbohs, oxides of nitrogen (NOX), carbon monoxide, and
particulate ter. Tier | standards are for engines over 50 hp (such as
bulldozers),built between 1996 and 2000, and engines under 50 hp (such as
lawn tractors) built between 1999 and 2000. Tier Il standards are for all
engine sizes from 2001 to 2006, and Tier Il standards are for engines rated
over 50 hp from 2006 to 2008 (EPA 1998). Tier IV standards apply to
engines of all sizes built in 2008 or later. Standards are increasingly stringent
from Tier | to Tier IV (EPA 2004).

Application of these types of standards will prevent release of construction-related
pollutants, thereby substantially reducing the potential for pollutants from new
development under the Project.

= Air-2.6 requires the use of County Guidelines for Determining Significance — Air
Quality to identify and mitigate adverse environmental effects on air quality. Use of
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these guidelines will ensure that discretionary projects under the General Plan
Update identify and mitigate significant impacts to air quality.

= Air-2.7 is the implementation of County Air Pollution Control District (APCD)
regulations for air emissions from all sources under its jurisdiction. Enforcement of
these regulations ensures that development pursuant to the General Plan Update will
not violate air quality standards.

= Air-2.8 is the requirement for New Source Reviews to prevent permitting projects that
are “major sources.” The purpose of these reviews is to allow continued industrial
growth in non-attainment areas and, at the same time, ensure that new and modified
sources do not aggravate existing air quality problems and/er negate emissions
reductions from other sources.

= Air-2.9 is the implementation of the Grading, Clearin tercourses Ordinance,
which requires all clearing and grading to be coa@ucted with dust control measures.
These measures minimize particulate matter emisﬂzns fromconstruction and
prevent nuisance to nearby persons or public orprivate property. Clearing, grading
or improvement plans shall requige® that measures such as the following be
undertaken to achieve this result: ater-ing, application of surfactants, shrouding,
control of vehicle speeds, paving ‘of an(i}ﬁss areas, or other operational or
technological measures to4€duce dispersion of dust.

= Air-2.10 is the revision‘of Boa;) Policy F350 to strengthen the County’s commitment
ent reseurce-efficient design and operations for County-
uilding projects. This could be achieved by making the
ndatory rather than voluntary. This will substantially
reduce emissions assogciated with County operations.

= Air-2.11 is the implémentation of County Regional Air Quality Strategy (RAQS) to
attain State air quality standards for O3. Currently, San Diego County does not meet
State and federal health standards for O3.

= Air-2.12 Revise Board Policy G-15 to require County facilities to comply with Silver
Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) standards or other
equivalent Green Building rating systems.

= Air-2.13 Revise Board Policy G-16 to require the County to:
o0 Adhere to the same or higher standards it would require from the private

sector when locating and designing facilities concerning environmental issues
and sustainability; and
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0 Require government contractors to use low emission construction vehicles
and equipment.

The Project also includes policies from the General Plan Conservation and Open Space
Element that address non-attainment criteria pollutants. The relevant policies are: COS-
14.1, COS-14.2, COS-14.8, COS-14.9, COS-14.10, COS-15.1, COS-15.3, COS-15.4,
CO0S-15.5, C0OS-16.2, COS-16.3, and COS-20.3. These policies encourage mixed uses
and alternative transportation to reduce emissions, reduce land use conflicts that expose
people to air pollutants, and apply renewable energy and energy-efficiency practices to
future development and to County facilities. Adherence to these policies will further
reduce impacts associated with non-attainment criteria pollutants from future
development.

Facts in Support of Finding: Emissions of criteria pollutants associated with future
development under the Project would result in a,

Quality Standards (CAAQS). Future developmentiunder tDe/GeneraI
be required to comply with the San Diego County Regional Air Quality Strategy (RAQS),
the State Implementation Plan (SIP),
vehicle standards, Air Pollution Control
and architectural coatings, Title 24 ener

efficiency standards, and the General Plan
Update goals and policies. hile existi ounty“policies and regulations and the
incorporated General PlapsUpdateygoals and policies are intended to minimize impacts
associated with non-attainment criteria pollufants, implementation of the Project would

General

on air quali lan Update policies and mitigation measures would reduce
impacts associated with n@n-attainment criteria pollutants, but not to below a level of
significance.

The following measures were also considered to reduce impacts associated with non-
attainment criteria pollutants to below significant. However, the County has determined
that these measures would be infeasible, as described below. Therefore, the following
mitigation measures will not be implemented.

(1) Measure: Require all construction activities to use equipment that is CARB certified
Tier 3 or better.

Rationale for Rejection: This measure could not be accomplished because it would
require all construction contractors working within the County to turn over their
existing equipment which remains usable, and would require a more stringent
emissions standard than implemented by CARB. The CARB is in the process of
implementing regulations that will require turnover of equipment to meet its
regulatory standards starting in 2010 for large vehicle fleets. The measure would

Forest Conservation Initiative Lands GPA SEIR County of San Diego
October 2016 DRAFT Findings-104



DRAFT CEQA Findings Regarding Significant Effects

limit which construction contractors would be allowed to work within the County and
could result in significantly increased costs to project applicants. Therefore, it is
infeasible due to legal and economic limitations.

(2) Measure: Prohibit new development that would result in emissions from new vehicle
trips that would exceed the screening level thresholds.

Rationale for Rejection: This measure would result in restrictions on future
development in areas identified for increased growth in the General Plan Update
because, with current vehicle emissions standards, it would severely limit
development densities. This measure is infeasible because it would conflict with the
Project’s objective to support a reasonable share of projected regional population
growth, because it would prohibit new development in the uriincorporated County. In
addition, if vehicle trips exceed screening level thresholds but a project is not
proposing densities greater than what was expectedrby-the general plan, those trips
are accounted for in the RAQS and does not autdmatically meaq the actual ambient
air quality standards will be exceeded. /

(3) Measure: Prohibit use of architectural coatings or'@ther building materials that may
result in emissions of VOCs. Only z ro—VQC coatings and building materials would

-

be allowed for use in the County. S
; o N

"This measure wpuld result in undue hardship on the building
industry and would unduly Iigmaﬁ development, frustrating the goal of supporting a
reasonable share-of fut population growth because most architectural coatings
VOCs and the measure would restrict the types of coatings that could
be used {0 a limited type and mumber of formulations that may not be feasible for all
The VOG content in architectural coatings is regulated by the APCD,
which has established & phase-in schedule for reduction of VOCs in accordance with
the SIP requirements. The measure would also require the County to monitor and
enforce the use “of architectural coatings at all construction projects within its
jurisdiction, which it does not have the funding or staffing available to accomplish.

Rationale for Rejectio

(4) Measure: Require the construction of new development that would result in a
reduction of vehicle trips because developers are able to demonstrate that they tie
into an existing or planned alternative transportation network, such as transit (bus,
train, trolley), bicycle network, walkways, and trails.

Rationale for Rejection: This measure would result in restrictions on future
development in areas identified for increased growth because not all areas of
planned growth have an existing or planned alternative transportation network that
new development could tie into. Implementation of this mitigation measure would
conflict with the Project’'s objective to reinforce the vitality, local economy and
individual character of existing communities by restricting future development to
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areas with existing alternative transportation networks, which excludes many rural
areas.

(5) Measure: Require all applicants to provide on-site renewable energy systems,
including solar, wind, geothermal, low-impact hydro power, biomass, and bio-gas.

Rationale for Rejection: This measure would not be feasible for several reasons. All
applicants may not be able to provide renewable energy systems at all proposed
locations. In addition, some energy systems may trigger additional regulatory
requirements from the CPUC or CEC that would make individual projects infeasible
to construct. Implementation of this measure would potentially increase
infrastructure costs, which would conflict with the Project’'s @bjective to minimize
public costs of infrastructure and services. This measure is" therefore infeasible for
economic reasons. However, in circumstances where<feasible, applicants will be
encouraged to provide on-site renewable energy sys

(6) Measure: Install vegetated roofs that cover at least 50 }e'rcent of rqof area.

Rationale for Rejection: This measug€ would be infeasible because residential and
commercial buyers may find vegetated FQQfS to be ‘undesirable, and it places the
burden of developing the vegetated ropf onétDe project applicant. The measure may

on the County to verify that vegetated

(7) Measure: i at nonresidential projects to use nearby rail for goods
movement,

This measure would not be feasible because it would
rail system and the availability of rail transit to individual projects,
most of which would not be located near railroad networks. Implementation of this
measure would cenflict with the Project’s objective to ensure that development
accounts for physical constraints, since much of the unincorporated County has
limited access to the existing rail system.

(8) Measure: Require the use of locally made building materials for construction
projects.

Rationale for Rejection: This measure would not be feasible because it would
severely limit development projects as some specialized building materials for
projects may not be available locally. The measure would also require the County to
monitor and enforce building material purchases at construction projects within its
jurisdiction, which it does not have the funding or staffing available to accomplish.
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None of the Project alternatives would reduce impacts associated with non-attainment
criteria pollutants to below significant. While the Environmentally Superior alternative
would further reduce the impacts to air quality, this alternative still allows development
that would result in impacts that are not mitigated to a level below significant without
adopting the measures noted above. In addition, this alternative would not meet the
Project objective of recognizing community and stakeholder interests while striving for
consensus. As such, there are no known feasible alternatives or mitigation measures
that would lessen impacts associated with non-attainment criteria pollutants to a level
below significant.

Conclusion: Because the measures listed above have been found to be infeasible;
because application of all feasible mitigation and project desig easures would not
achieve a level of less than significant; and because there<are no feasible Project
alternatives that would achieve a level of less than significant; impacts associated with
non-attainment criteria pollutants would remain significal d unavoidable.

Cumulative Impact — Non-Attainment Criterfa Pollutants: As “described above,
implementation of the proposed General Plan Update would have the potential to result
in significant impacts associated with ngatattainment cCeiteria pollutants. In combination
with other cumulative projects, the Pr 'ect-\vl/ould have the potential to result in a
significant cumulative impact. s

“,

£~

“e

Facts in Support of Finding: mulative, projects located in the San Diego region
would have the potential toyresult in a significant cumulative impact associated with non-
attainment criteria pellutants i, in combipation, they would result in a net increase of any
criteria pollutapt“for which the 'SDAB is non-attainment. The Project would result in a
potentially significant diréct impaet associated with non-attainment criteria pollutants.
Therefore, the'General Plag Update would have a cumulatively considerable contribution
to this impact.

General Plan Update policies and mitigation measures would reduce cumulative impacts
associated with non-attainment criteria pollutants, but not to below a level of
significance.  Additional mitigation measures as described above for project-level
impacts were considered but found to be infeasible. Therefore, Project impacts
associated with non-attainment criteria pollutants would remain cumulatively
considerable.

C-8 Significant Effect — Sensitive Receptors: The FEIR identifies significant impacts to
sensitive receptors from exposure to diesel particulate matter.
Mitigation Measures: The mitigation measure identified in the FEIR partially mitigates
the significant impact as follows:
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= Air-4.1 requires the County to use the policies set forth in the CARB’s Land Use and
Air Quality Handbook (CARB 2005) as a guideline for siting sensitive land uses.
Implementation of this measure will ensure that sensitive land uses such as
residences, schools, day care centers, playgrounds, and medical facilities are sited
appropriately to minimize exposure to emissions of TACs.

Facts in Support of Finding: Future development would result in potentially significant
emissions of diesel particulate matter. Heavy-duty trucks that utilize diesel as a fuel emit
diesel particulate matter. Diesel particulate matter from diesel-fueled engines is
responsible for most of the airborne cancer risk from TACs in California. Land
development projects are required to comply with AB 2588, APCD Rule 1210, and
CARB standards for diesel engines. CARB programs designed toseduce emissions, as
well as phase-out of older vehicles, would reduce emissions ofsthese pollutants, but not
to less than significant levels. Furthermore, growth would s€sult in the need to develop
and expand transportation corridors to allow for the, ement of goods within the
County; therefore, it is projected that truck trips would increase in the County. Mitigation
would reduce impacts to associated with sensitiv recept?/r,s; but not 1o below a level of
significance.

The following measures were also cons ered\to reduceNimpacts to sensitive receptors
to below significant. However, the County has determined-that these measures would
be infeasible, as described beléw. Therefote, the follewing mitigation measures will not
be implemented. ' )

(1) Measure: Reguire thatsall off-road or non-road diesel engines, such as those
associated Mith construction or extraction operations, be replaced by an alternative
power solrce, such as.electrici

Rationale for\Rejection: This measure would limit which construction contractors
would be allowed to work within the County because not all contractors have
alternative powerssource equipment available and the measure could result in a
significant increase in the costs of development within San Diego County. Limiting
the construction contractors allowed to work within the County would conflict with the
Project’s objective to reinforce the vitality, local economy, and individual character of
existing communities while balancing housing, employment and recreational
opportunities. In addition, the County has neither the legal nor the financial authority
to monitor and enforce all construction activities within its jurisdiction. In addition, this
measure would conflict with CARB’s responsibility of regulating emissions from off-
road construction equipment.

(2) Measure: Require all diesel trucks that travel on County roads to be equipped with
filters or other devices that would limit diesel emissions to below a significant level.
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Rationale for Rejection: This measure is considered to be infeasible because the
County cannot monitor all diesel traffic within its jurisdiction due to funding and
staffing deficiencies. This would also conflict with CARB’s responsibility of regulating
emissions from vehicles. Implementing this measure would result in increased public
costs, which would conflict with the Project’'s objective to minimize public costs of
infrastructure and services.

None of the Project alternatives would reduce impacts associated to sensitive receptors
from exposure to diesel particulate matter to below significant. While the
Environmentally Superior alternative would further reduce the impacts to sensitive
receptors, this alternative still allows development that would result in impacts that are
not mitigated to a level below significant without adopting the measures noted above. In
addition, this alternative would not meet the Project objective of recognizing community
and stakeholder interests while striving for consensus.

Conclusion: Because the measures listed aboveshave been fotnd to be infeasible;
because application of all feasible mitigation an projec%ﬁesign measures would not
achieve a level of less than significant; and because “‘there are no feasible Project
alternatives that would achieve a leve significant; impacts to sensitive
receptors would remain significant and u avoid\able.

-

Cumulative Impact — Sensitiv€ Receptors: AS described above, implementation of the
Project would have the gotential to significantly impact sensitive receptors due to
exposure to diesel particulate ma;gr. In combination with other cumulative projects, the
Project would have_.the-potential to result in a significant cumulative impact.

Facts in Support of Finding: Gumulative projects located in the San Diego region
would have the potential result in a cumulative impact to sensitive receptors if, in
combination, they would/they would expose sensitive receptors to a substantial
concentration of TACS or HAPs that would significantly increase cancer risk.
Cumulatively, projects in the region would have the potential to result in diesel
particulate matter from truck trips. In general, construction of cumulative projects would
result in a temporary increase in truck trips to haul construction materials to and from the
site. In addition, new industrial or commercial developments would have the potential to
result in permanent increases in truck trips to an area due to project operation. The
Project would have a cumulatively considerable contribution to this impact.

Mitigation would reduce cumulative impacts to sensitive receptors, but not to below a
level of significance. Additional mitigation measures as described above for project-level
impacts were considered but found to be infeasible. Therefore, Project impacts to
sensitive receptors would remain cumulatively considerable.
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GLOBAL CLIMATE CHANGE

C-9

Significant Direct and Cumulative Effect — Global Climate Change: The FEIR
identifies significant impacts associated with the effects of global climate change.

Mitigation Measures: The mitigation measures identified in the FEIR partially mitigate
the significant impact as follows:

In addition, the Project includes mitigation measures which will mitigate potentially
significant impacts to below significant as follows:

CC-1.1 is the update of the County Green Building Program to increase the
effectiveness of development incentives for resource conservation and energy
efficiency through education. Under this program, develogment will result in less
greenhouse gas emissions, which will help the County ieve AB 32 goals.

CC-1.3 requires that the County work with S AG to achieye regional goals in
reducing GHG emissions associated with landfuse and transportation. Although the
County has no jurisdiction over vehicle emissiogs, c’gft;n land use decisions can
contribute to a reduction in vehicle mifes traveled WMT). By working with SANDAG
as it incorporates sustainable c muQities strategies in its 2050 Regional
Transportation Plan, measurable GH redﬁc;tions will"be achieved consistent with
AB 32 strategies.

.

CC-1.4 is the review of trafficOperationsito implement measures that improve flow
and reduce idling-such improving traffic signal synchronization and decreasing
stop rate time Vehicledling leads to unnecessary fuel consumption and GHG
emission§. Idling redbction can substantially reduce GHG emissions generated by
vehicles onCounty roads.

CC-1.5 is the cpordination with the San Diego County Water Authority and other
water agencies to. better link land use planning with water supply planning with
specific regard to potential impacts from climate change and continued
implementation and enhancement of water conservation programs to reduce
demand. This measure also includes County support of water conservation pricing
(e.g., tiered rate structures) to encourage efficient water use. The embodied energy
in water supply and usage equals 0.0085 kilowatt hours per gallon. Therefore,
efficient water usage results in energy savings which has a direct reduction in GHG
emissions.

CC-1.6 requires the County to implement and expand County-wide recycling and
composting programs for residents and businesses, and to require commercial and
industrial recycling. Landfills are a substantial source of methane emissions in the
County. This measure will divert solid waste from landfills in the region and potential
GHG produced from landfills. Furthermore, recycling material consumes less energy
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than does the production of raw materials, further contributing to GHG reductions in
accordance with AB 32.

= CC-1.7 requires the County incorporate the California ARB’s recommendations for
climate change CEQA thresholds into the County Guidelines for Determining
Significance for Climate Change. These recommendations will include energy,
waste, water, and transportation performance measures for new discretionary
projects in order to reduce GHG emissions. These thresholds will ensure that future
development under the General Plan Update incorporate design features and
mitigation measures that minimize or reduce GHG emissions and support
achievement of AB 32 goals.

= CC-1.8 is the revision of the County Guidelines for Deter
on the Climate Change Action Plan. The revisions®” will include guidance for
proposed discretionary projects to achieve grea nergy, water, waste, and
transportation efficiency. This measure will enslrre that futureydevelopment under
the General Plan Update is consistent with the ClimatesChange%Action Plan which
identifies the County’s GHG reduction strategies for achieving AB 32 goals.

fNing Significance based

= CC-1.9 requires the County to coor inate\with APCB, SDG&E, and the California
Center for Sustainable Energy to res@arch and possibly develop a mitigation credit
program. Under this pregram, mitigation”funds-will be used to retrofit existing
buildings for energy effi '|encijd to reduce GHG emissions.

= CC-1.10 is the_implementation of<the County Groundwater Ordinance, Watershed
Protection @fdinance (WPQ), Resource Protection Ordinance (RPO), and Multiple
Species ConservatiornyProgram (MSCP), as well as preparation of the MSCP Plans
for North and East County, in order to further preserve wildlife habitat and corridors,
wetlands, watersheds/ groundwater recharge areas and other open space that
provide carbon‘sequestration benefits. The implementation of these regulations will
also restrict the use of water for cleaning outdoor surfaces and vehicles. The WPO
also implements low-impact development practices that maintain the existing
hydrologic character of the site to manage storm water and protect the environment.
(Retaining storm water runoff on-site can drastically reduce the need for energy-
intensive imported water at the site.) These regulations serve to minimize
development footprint and maximize natural resource preservation, thereby resulting
in less GHG emissions and better capture/storage of carbon.

= CC-1.11 revises the Water Conservation Ordinance Landscape Section to further
promote water conservation. These measures include:
0 The creation of water-efficient landscapes and use water-efficient irrigation
systems and devices, such as soil moisture-based irrigation controls.
0 The use of reclaimed water for landscape irrigation.
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0 Restricting watering methods (e.g., prohibit systems that apply water to non-
vegetated surfaces) and control runoff.
o Providing education about water conservation and available programs and
incentives.
Water usage in this region is extremely energy intensive; therefore, implementation
of water conservation requirements such as these will result in direct energy and
GHG reductions in accordance with AB 32 strategies.

= CC-1.12 requires the County coordinate with resource agencies, CALFIRE, and fire
districts throughout the County to minimize current wildfire risks and to plan for the
potential increase in future risk that may result from Climate Change. Wildlands fires
are sources of methane and are also considered to be a product of the changing
climate. Loss of trees and vegetation also eliminates natdral means for reducing
GHG emissions through photosynthesis. This measure<€nsures that the County will
continue efforts to prevent wildfires both for human ty and for the health of the
environment.

= CC-1.13 requires the County implement and revise as’necessary, the Regional Trails
Plan and Community Trails Master Plan, connectmg parks and publicly accessible
open space through shared pedestr n/bik\e paths and trails which encourage and
facilitate walking and bicycling. y (e;(panding portunities for alternative
transportation, the County.can reduce GHG emissions associated with vehicle miles
traveled. '

= CC-1.14 requites-the County to-provide public education and information about
greenhouse gas emissions. In addition to addressing land
Id also address purchasing, conservation, and

= CC-1.15 is the reduction of VMT and encouragement of alternative modes of
transportation through implementation of the following measures:

= During Community Plan updates, establish policies and design guidelines
that: encourage commercial centers in compact walkable configurations and
discourage “strip” commercial development

= Expand community bicycle infrastructure.

» Revise the Off-Street Parking Design Manual to include parking placement
concepts that encourage pedestrian activity and concepts for providing
shared parking facilities.

= Establish comprehensive planning principles for transit nodes such as the
Sprinter Station located in North County Metro.

= Continue to locate County facilities near transit facilities whenever feasible.
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= Coordinate with SANDAG, Caltrans, and tribal governments to maximize
opportunities to locate park and ride facilities.

= Continue to coordinate with SANDAG, Caltrans, and transit agencies to
expand the mass transit opportunities in the unincorporated county and to
review the location and design of transit stops. Establish a DPLU transit
coordinator to ensure land use issues are being addressed.

= Update the Zoning Ordinance to require commercial, office, and industrial
development to provide preferred parking for carpools, vanpools, electric
vehicles, and flex cars.

= By incorporating more alternative transportation methods, including both
public and private, and designing development with the emphasis on
walkability and transit nodes, less VMT will be necessary to conduct day to
day activities. This will reduce daily VMT an us, will reduce GHG
emissions in accordance with AB 32 strategies.

= CC-1.16 requires the County to develop and implement a Str
increase energy efficiency in existing County b iIdings;nd set standards for any new
County facilities that will ultimately reduce G €emissions. his will include
implementation of the following mea detailed within the Plan:

* Improve energy efficiency within e>gi§ting operations through retrofit projects,
updated purchasing policies, upda/t?d maintefance/operations standards,
and education. ~

* Improve energy” efficiency of ng@w construction and major renovations by
applying desig alnd participating in incentive programs.

Provide_energy in'a reliable.and cost-effective manner and utilize renewable

feasible.

. nitor and reduce ernergy demand through metering, building controls, and

y monitoring systems.

» Increase Coungy fleet fuel efficiency by acquiring more hybrid vehicles, using
alternative fuels, and by maintaining performance standards for all fleet
vehicles.

= By implementing the Strategic Energy Plan, an umbrella practice towards
energy efficiency throughout County facilities can be achieved. By improving
existing facilities with energy efficiency retrofits and incorporating them in new
construction, the County can achieve an overall greenhouse gas emissions
reduction. Furthermore, by implementing such standard best practices, the
efficiency mechanisms may further extend to all areas of the region and to
County staff who will continue these practices at home. This will improve the
County’s overall GHG reduction and help to achieve AB 32 targets.

%

= CC-1.17 is the preparation and implementation of a County Operations Recycling
Program. This will include implementation of the following measures as will be
detailed within the Program:
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= Reuse and recycle construction and demolition waste (including, but not
limited to, soil, vegetation, concrete, lumber, metal, and cardboard).

» Provide interior and exterior storage areas for recyclables and green waste
and adequate recycling containers located in public areas.

= Recover by-product methane to generate electricity.

» Provide education and publicity about reducing waste and available recycling
services.

= Providing recycling collection containers throughout County facilities reduces
the difficulty for collection. Requiring construction and demolition waste to be
alternatively disposed of further reduces waste put in the landfills, which
reduces the production of methane. In addition, recycling efforts reduce the
guantity of energy necessary to produce goods from a raw state. All of these
steps taken by the County will reduce GHG emissions, helping to achieve AB
32 goals.

= CC-1.18 is the preparation and implementatigh of a County Operations Water
Conservation Program. Reductions in wate usage/lgesult in ditect reductions of
GHG

= CC-1.19 requires the County to mak
recycling salvaged concrete, asphalt,
emissions and help ensure«that AB 32

revigions to the,Zoning Ordinance to facilitate
nd rock. Such recycling efforts reduce GHG
als‘are met.

While there are already signifi};nt number of federal, state, and local regulations,
policies, and programs to reduce GHG_emisSions, the Project includes policies in the
Conservation _ lement that further address greenhouse gas emissions.
The relevantgpolicies are\COS-1047, COS-15.1, COS-15.2, COS-15.3, COS-17.1, COS-
17.5, COS-18%, COS-20.1y COS-20.2, and C0OS-20.4. Policy COS-10.7 encourages the
installation and operation gf construction and demolition (C&D) debris recycling facilities
as an accessory use permitted (or otherwise authorized) mining facilities to increase the
supply of available mineral resources. Policy COS-15.1 requires that new buildings be
designed and constructed to incorporate techniques and materials that maximize energy
efficiency, incorporate the use of sustainable resources and recycled materials, and
reduce emissions of GHGs and toxic air contaminants. Policy COS-15.2 encourages
retrofit of existing buildings to incorporate architectural features, heating and cooling,
water, energy, and other design elements that improve their environmental sustainability
and reduce GHG emissions. Policy COS-15.3 requires all new County facilities, as well
as renovation and expansion of existing County buildings, to meet identified “green
building” programs that demonstrate energy efficiency, energy conservation, and
renewable technologies. Policy COS-17.1 promotes sustainable solid waste
management by requiring reduction, reuse, or recycling of all types of solid waste that is
generated. Policy COS-17.5 promotes efficient methods for methane recapture in
landfills and other sustainable strategies to reduce the release of GHG emissions from
waste disposal or management sites and to generate additional energy such as
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electricity. Policy COS-18.2 encourages use of methane sequestration and other
sustainable strategies to produce energy and/or reduce GHG emissions from waste
disposal or management sites. Policy COS-20.1 requires preparation, maintenance, and
implementation of a climate change action plan with a baseline inventory of GHG
emissions from all sources, GHG emissions reduction targets and deadlines, and
enforceable GHG emissions reduction measures. Policy COS-20.2 is the preparation
and implementation of a program to monitor GHG emissions attributable to
development, transportation, infrastructure, and municipal operations and periodically
review the effectiveness of and revise existing programs as necessary to achieve GHG
emission reduction objectives. Policy COS-20.4 promotes public education by requiring
the County to furnish materials and programs that educate and provide technical
assistance to the public, development professionals, schoolsy and other parties
regarding the importance and methods for sustainable developafent and the reduction of
GHG emissions. Adherence to these policies will red impacts associated with
greenhouse gas emissions.

Facts in Support of Finding: Compliance with
Update PEIR mitigation measures would reduce
change-related impacts to the land under the proposed Project.
However, the Project areas provide greater numher of natural, physical, and
environmental constraints than urbanizedareassin the Co nty, a higher occurrence of
sensitive plant or animal species, and limitationS in adequate provision of infrastructure
and utilities or public segfices (g.g., fire \protection, water supply). Some of these
impacts, such as those related water supply, wildland fires and ecosystems are
expected to be more.severe'or the proposed Project as compared to the 2011 General
Plan due to the“proposed de lopment in and around the Cleveland National Forest
which is comiprised of more abundant sensitive natural resources in comparison to
urbanized areas of the County.

eF;Ign policiesiand General Plan
e ekxtent and severity of climate

The General Plan
would reduce impact

date policies and mitigation measures incorporated into the Project
but not to below a level of significance.

The following measures were also considered to reduce impacts associated with
wildland fires to below significant. However, the County has determined that these
measures would be infeasible, as described below. Therefore, the following mitigation
measures will not be implemented.

(1) Measure: Require both discretionary and ministerial projects, within the FCI Lands
GPA areas, to exceed 2013 Title 24 building standards and other GHG emission
reduction design features to meet quantitative reduction targets consistent with
California GHG reduction goals.

Rationale for Rejection: As explained below, this measure has been deemed infeasible
due to its social and economically inequitable implementation, and because it conflicts
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with the Project objective to minimize public costs and infrastructure: The measure
would be socially and economically inequitable because the FCI Lands GPA significantly
reduces the overall development potential, however, this measure would require that
discretionary and ministerial projects within the Project area comply with additional
requirements, beyond those of projects outside the Project area. Therefore, while the
development potential of a parcel would be reduced under the FCI GPA, discretionary
and ministerial projects within the Project area would be subject to more onerous
restrictions than other projects.

Current land use designations for the FCI lands (the No Project alternative) are projected
to result in 15,094 dwelling units. The proposed Project land use designations are
projected to result in 6,245 dwelling units. The reduction in dwelling units (8,849 fewer
dwelling units at buildout of the land use maps) that result f the proposed Project
General Plan Amendment is unique in this regard because4fiost GPAs seek to increase
development potential.

As shown in Table 1 below, the proposed Projeat suggests.a moresintensive land use
designation for only 207 of the 4,083 parcels included withih the Projectareas compared
to current designations. There is no chamge in land‘use designation for 2,496 parcels
and a reduction in land use intensity fqQr the remaining, 1,380 parcels. Therefore, the
proposed Project either does not change rWé‘uld reduce the land use intensity for 95%
of parcels (95.9% of the Projegt-area acr ge)Af\;ithin, the Project area. That is, without
any additional development‘potential, projects would be required to implement costly
building and design stapdards ghat excéed current state recommendations and
requirements, and the effectiveness of which to further reduce greenhouse gas

emissions has«hot been nclusively- determined, without realizing increased

TABLE 1. €OMPARISON OF INTENSITY OF LAND USE DESIGNATIONS
PROPOSED PROJECT TO NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVES
Dwelling Units (DUs) at Buildout:

Existing Gene_ral Plan compared to Par#::els ((I;/’Oa-rr:;?sl) Acres (:ﬁ;re(;[:;)
Proposed Project

Proposed Project allows more DUs 207 5.1% 2,950 4.1%
Same number of DUs at buildout 2,496 61.1% 9,688 13.5%
Proposed Project allows less DUs 1,380 33.8% 59,077 82.4%
TOTAL 4,083 100.0% 71,715 100.0%
Source: County Planning & Development

Services

The annual 900 metric ton carbon dioxide equivalent (MT CO2e) screening level
referenced in the CAPCOA white paper (http://www.capcoa.org/wp-content/
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uploads/downloads/2010/05/CAPCOA-White-Paper.pdf) is being used by the County as
a conservative criterion for determining the size of projects that would require further
analysis and development of project-specific mitigation with regard to climate change.
The CAPCOA white paper reports that the 900 metric ton screening level would capture
more than 90% of development projects, allowing for mitigation towards achieving the
State’s GHG reduction goals. Table 2 shows the sizes of projects that would generally
require a climate change analysis and mitigation.

TABLE 2 PROJECT SIZES THAT WOULD TYPICALLY REQUIRE
A CLIMATE CHANGE ANALYSIS®

Project Type®? Project Size Equivalency
Single Family Residential >50 units N
Apartments/Condominiums >70 units /
General Commercial Office Space >35,000 sqty/e feet
Retail Space >11,000 suare feet
Supermarket/Grocery Space 36;.6’6 square fe‘é\

1) A determination on the need for a climate change andlysis for projgct types ngt
included in the table will be made on a case-by-case basis con;iﬂfring the 900ymetric

ton criterion.
2) A project with a combination of types may.demonstrate co

threshold through addition of the ratios offgach contribution

equivalency threshold. N

liance with the screening
the associated

\\
As can be seen in Table 2 abave, only resi entié(projegts resulting in over 50 residential
dwelling units (barring unigue circ/t}mstance ) are required to conduct a climate change

analysis thereby quantifying projegt emissioRs and determining impact significance for

the target emission horizon years of 2020, 2030 and 2050.

Table 3 shows<the number of parcels ana' acreage that would be required to prepare a
climate change analysis\based @n the proposed Project land use designations in
accordance with the criterig established by Table 2.15-5.

As shown in Table 3, enly five parcels (132 acres), or 1.0% of the total number of
parcels is proposed for a land use intensity that would allow subdivision into 50 or more
lots. Three of those five parcels would allow 70 dwelling units or more, which would
require a climate change analysis for projects constructing apartments or condominiums.

Office, retail, and supermarket/grocery spaces would be allowed only in parcels with a
Rural Commercial designation. The criteria for commercial spaces in Table 2.15-5 are
based on square feet rather than acres. Specific Floor Area Ratios (FAR) are used to
convert the acreage of each parcel into the applicable square footage. Based on the
criteria that County uses to require a climate change analysis for commercial uses,
6,300 SF (supermarket/grocery space) is the smallest structure that triggers the need for
a climate change analysis. As shown in Table 2.15-6, 29 parcels would allow
supermarket/grocery spaces of 6,300 square feet or larger—17 parcels in areas where
imported water infrastructure is either available or planned and 12 parcels in areas
where imported water is not currently available, or planned to be available. This equates
to 0.7 percent of total parcels.
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The remaining 4,061 parcels (if imported water is required) or 4,049 parcels (if imported
water is not required) do not possess the development potential that would trigger the
900 metric ton screening level.

TABLE 3. PARCELS THAT WOULD ALLOW PROJECT SIZES THAT WOULD REQUIRE A CLIMATE CHANGE ANALYSIS
PER TABLE 2 CRITERIAY

Development Process # % Total Acres % Total
Parcels (Parcels) (Acreage)

Single Family Residential

Climate Change Analysis (TM > 50 lots) 5 0.1% 132 0.2%

No Climate Change Analysis (TM < 50 lots) 4,078 99.9% 71,583 99.8%

Apartments / Condominiums

Climate Change Analysis (TM > 70 units) 3 0.1% 115 0.2%

No Climate Change Analysis (TM < 70 units) 4,080 99.9% 71,600 99.8%

General Commercial Office Space®

Climate Change Analysis (> 35,000 SF)

Imported water (available/planned) 15 0.4% 142 0.2%

No Imported water is available 6 0.1% 30 0.0%

No Climate Change Analysis (< 35,000 SF) 4,062 99.5% 71,543 99.8%

Retail Space™

Climate Change Analysis (> 11,000 SF)

Imported water (available/planned) 17 0.4% 146 0.2%

No Imported water is available 11 0.3% 39 0.1%

No Climate Change Analysis (< 11,000 SF) 4,055 99.3% 71,530 99.7%

Supermarket / Grocery Space®

Climate Change Analysis (> 6,300 SF)

Imported water (available/planned) 17 0.4% 146 0.2%

No Imported water is available 12 0.3% 39 0.1%

No Climate Change Analysis (< 6,300 SF) 4,054 99.3% 71,530 99.7%

Source: County Planning & Development Services

Notes:

1) Based on proposed Project land use designations
2) Assumes a 0.35 Floor Area Ratio (FAR)
3) Assumes a 0.25 FAR

2) Measure: Mitigation requiring project-specific reduction percentages for projects
identified using the CAPCOA white paper criteria.

Rationale for Rejection: As explained below, this measure has been determined to be
infeasible for the following reasons:

» Requiring project-specific reductions would add development costs and
requirements, which could potentially make development, although allowed by the
Land Use Map, infeasible. This would not be consistent with General Plan Land Use
Policy LU-1.9, Achievement of Planned Densities. For example, reductions in land
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use intensity are frequently advocated to reduce emissions or vehicle miles, and
such reductions would impact the feasibility of development, which would be
inconsistent with Policy LU-1.9.

LU-1.9 Achievement of Planned Densities. Recognizing that the General Plan
was created with the concept that subdivisions will be able to achieve densities
shown on the Land Use Map, planned densities are intended to be achieved
through the subdivision process except in cases where regulations or site
specific characteristics render such densities infeasible.

» Effectual mitigation to reduce GHG emissions to less than a significant level for the
horizon years of 2030 and 2050 would need to be implemented for all projects within
the Project areas, even those project applications that would normally be processed
as ministerial actions. Furthermore, the State has not establiShed a ‘project-level
emission reduction’ threshold to determine the project-spécific emission reduction
percentage necessary for individual projects to meet the 2030 statewide emission
reduction target of 40% below 1990 emissions.

* Requiring additional mitigation and analysis fdt future development projects beyond
what is currently required for like projects outsi theﬁi\j/ect areas‘is not socially or
economically equitable for those propefties locatedywithin the Project areas because
property owners within the Project afea would be subject to development costs and
requirements beyond those impos o?f‘\other property owners. Further, the
proposed Project would eith€r decrease, or/{édtain‘.tbe current development potential

2.15-4). The reduction of development

0 61% of'Project areg properties would not receive any change in development
der thedproposed Project.

Because the measure.listed above has been found to be infeasible by the County and
would not be implemented, impacts related to compliance with California GHG reduction
goals would remain significant and unavoidable.

It should be noted that the County is undertaking the preparation of a Climate Action
Plan (CAP) that will address long-term GHG emissions County-wide. The CAP will
accommodate future growth under the proposed Project and other reasonably
foreseeable GPAs in the County. The CAP is anticipated to provide streamlining
opportunities for projects that are determined to be consistent with a “plan for the
reduction of greenhouse gases” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15183.5).

Implementation of the proposed Project will reduce the GHG emissions in comparison to
the current land use designations. However, important factors are not currently known:
the effectiveness of regulatory actions already adopted as part of the implementation of
the Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006; and the potential for application of new
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regulations and their effectiveness; the cost and feasibility of certain policies that may be
mandated as mitigation are not known. Therefore, GHG impacts would not be feasibly
mitigated to adopted GHG reduction target levels for 2020, 2030 and 2050.

None of the Project alternatives would reduce impacts associated with climate change to
below a significant level. While the Environmentally Superior alternative would reduce
the impacts, this alternative still allows development that would result in impacts that are
not mitigated to a level below significant without adopting the measures noted above. In
addition, this alternative would not meet the Project objective of recognizing community
and stakeholder interests while striving for consensus.

Conclusion: Because the measures listed above have been found to be infeasible;
because application of all feasible mitigation and Project design_.measures would not
achieve a level of less than significant; and because there.dre no feasible Project
alternatives that would achieve a level of less than significafit; impacts associated with
global climate change would remain significant and unay ble.

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

4

C-10 Significant Effect — Wildland Fires: The«FEIR identifies significant impacts associated

t by usingland maintaining a database that identifies fire prone areas,
lopment away from Fire Hazard areas whenever practicable, and
adhering to theyCounty Guidelines for Determining Significance for Wildland Fires &
Fire Protection agd applying appropriate mitigation when impacts are significant.
Implementation of these measures will typically prevent future placement of people
and structures near wildland fire hazards.

» Haz-4.2 requires the County to conduct effective and environmentally sensitive brush
management measures such as: addressing habitat-specific fire controls within
Resource Management Plans; implementation of the Weed Abatement Ordinance
and enforcing proper techniques for maintaining defensible space around structures;
coordination with the local fire authority having jurisdiction to ensure that district
goals for fuel management and fire protection are being met; and recognizing the
Memorandum of Understanding between the wildlife agencies and fire authorities
that guides the abatement of flammable vegetation without violating environmental
regulations for habitat protection. These actions will help minimize fire hazard losses
while also avoiding significant impacts to environmental resources.
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= Haz-4.3 requires the County to enforce and comply with Building and Fire Code to
ensure there are adequate fire service levels; and require site and/or building
designs that incorporate features that reduce fire hazards. It also includes
implementation of General Plan Regional Category map and Land Use Maps, which
typically show lower densities in wildland areas. This effort can substantially reduce
potential losses in the event of wildland fire.

» Haz-4.4 requires the County to create a Conservation Subdivision Program that
facilitates conservation-oriented, fire-safe, project design through changes to the
Subdivision Ordinance, Resource Protection Ordinance, Zoning Ordinance,
Groundwater Ordinance, and other regulations as necessary. This program is
included in the Project and will result in subdivision designs with improved fire
protection.

The Project also includes policies in the Land Use,Safety and CoRrservation and Open
Space Elements that address wildland fire impacts. The relevant policies are: LU-6.11,
LU-11.2, S-3.1, S-3.2, S-3.3, S-3.4, S-3.6, S-4.1, and COS-18.3. These policies would
direct development away from hazardods wildfire areas as much as possible. For
unavoidable development in wildland a as,gbe policies require that development be
located, sited, designed and constructed t@ enhance defensibility, to minimize the risk of
structural loss and life safe résulting flom~“wildland fires, and to be located near
available emergency services. Aﬁerence these policies will further reduce impacts

associated with wildland fi

Facts in Suppdrt of Finding% In addition to the potential loss of life and property,
wildfires may result in the loss permanent change of natural resources. Although
natural conditions make wildfires common in San Diego County, locating residential land
uses adjacent toor withi wildland-urban interface can result in increased fire related
risk to people and Structures. The vast majority of unincorporated San Diego County is
ranked as having High-or Very High fire hazard severity. Approximately 575,434 acres of
the unincorporated County are considered to be within wildland-urban interface areas.
Approximately 47,737 acres of land within the Project area are designated as Wildland
Urban Interface Areas.

The General Plan Update policies and mitigation measures incorporated into the Project
would reduce impacts associated with wildland fires, but not to below a level of
significance.

The following measures were also considered to reduce impacts associated with
wildland fires to below significant. However, the County has determined that these
measures would be infeasible, as described below. Therefore, the following mitigation
measures will not be implemented.
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(1) Measure: Require development guidelines to be prepared and incorporated into all
community plans that would limit the amount of future development in order to
reduce hazards associated with wildland fires.

Rationale for Rejection: Restrictions on the type or amount of development within a
community would conflict with areas identified for increased growth under the
proposed Project. Therefore, this measure would be infeasible because community
plans are required to be consistent with the adopted 2011 General Plan. The
measure would also conflict with goals of the Housing Element to provide sufficient
housing stock, and would not achieve one of the primary objectives of the proposed
Project, which is to accommodate a reasonable amount of growth.

(2) Measure: Substantially reduce planned densities in areas of‘concern.

Rationale for Rejection: This measure would be ¢ idered infeasible because it
would result in significant growth restrictions in afeas identifiedor increased growth
under the proposed Project. As such, this measure w/o;ﬂd conflict with goals of the
Housing Element to provide sufficient housing stock,“and would not achieve one of
the primary objectives of the pr . Which is to accommodate a
reasonable amount of growth.

~
(3) Measure: Approve develepment only ithﬂ(unincprporated County areas that are

his measure would be infeasible because the majority of
( is classified as having a higher than moderate risk for
wildland fires. This asure would result in significant growth restrictions in areas
identified far increasedjgrowth under the proposed Project. As such, this measure
would conflickwith goals of the Housing Element to provide sufficient housing stock,
and would not achieve one of the primary objectives of the proposed Project, which
is to accommodate-a reasonable amount of growth.

(4) Measure: Require extensive fuel modification around existing and future
development in wildland areas.

Rationale for Rejection: This measure would be infeasible because it would
substantially impact the environment by damaging biological resources, altering
drainage patterns, causing erosion, and modifying the visual landscape. This would
conflict with the objective to protect natural resources and habitat that uniquely
define the County’s character and ecological importance.

None of the Project alternatives would reduce impacts associated with wildland fires to
below significant. While the Environmentally Superior alternative would further reduce
the wildfire hazard impacts, this alternative still allows development that would result in
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impacts that are not mitigated to a level below significant without adopting the measures
noted above. In addition, this alternative would not meet the Project objective of
recognizing community and stakeholder interests while striving for consensus.

Conclusion: Because the measures listed above have been found to be infeasible;
because application of all feasible mitigation and Project design measures would not
achieve a level of less than significant; and because there are no feasible Project
alternatives that would achieve a level of less than significant; impacts associated with
wildland fires would remain significant and unavoidable.

Cumulative Impact — Wildland Fires: As described above, implementation of the
Project would have the potential to result in significant impacts associated with wildland
fires. In combination with other cumulative projects, the Projectsould have the potential
to result in a significant cumulative impact.

Facts in Support of Finding: Southern California a history of éxperiencing frequent
and intensive wildland fires, which have exposed eople}pd structures to a potentially
significant loss of life and property. Some cumulative_projects would occur in areas that
are considered high or very high fire hazard severity zones. Implementation of the
proposed Project would result in land uses\that allow, residential, commercial and
industrial development in areas that are prone te wildland“fires. Implementation of the
Project would result in a potertially significantimpact.from the exposure of people or
structures to a significantisk or 1gss, injury or death involving wildland fires, including
where wildlands are adjacent to Lﬁ)anized areas or where residents are intermixed with
wildlands. -

General Plar policies andyProject'pitigation measures would reduce cumulative impacts
associated with wildland fires, but not to below a level of significance. Additional
mitigation measukes as dgscribed above for Project-level impacts were considered but
found to be infeasihle. Therefore, Project impacts associated with wildland fires would
remain cumulatively censiderable.

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

C-11 Significant Effect — Water Quality Standards and Requirements: The FEIR identifies
significant impacts that potentially contribute to violation of water quality standards or
otherwise degrade water quality.

Mitigation Measures: The mitigation measures identified in the FEIR partially mitigate
the significant impact as follows:

= Hyd-1.1 requires the County to update and implement the County of San Diego’s
Jurisdictional Urban Runoff Management Program (JURMP). The JURMP ensures
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the County’s compliance with the Municipal Stormwater Permit, thereby minimizing
potential violation of standards or degradation of water quality.

= Hyd-1.2 requires the County to implement, and revise as necessary, the Watershed
Protection Ordinance. In addition, the County must encourage the removal of
invasive species and restore natural drainage systems. This measure reduces
potential adverse effects of polluted runoff discharges on waters.

= Hyd-1.3 requires the County to establish and implement low impact development
(LID) standards for new development to minimize runoff and maximize infiltration.
This will reduce potential impacts to the quality of surface or groundwater.

* Hyd-1.4 requires the County to implement, and revise as essary, the Stormwater
Standards Manual. This manual requires application_@f appropriate measures for
land use with a high potential to contaminate .surface “water or groundwater
resources. As such, this measure will reduce petential contribution to any violations
of water quality standards from land use proje permi}eﬁ by the Gounty.

= Hyd-1.5 is the utilization of the Couaty Guidelinesyfor Determining Significance for
Surface Water Quality, Hydrology, aRd G(Qundwater esources to identify adverse
environmental effects. Application offthese guidelines*help County staff to identify
and mitigate potential water‘quality impacts‘associated with public or private projects

in the County. )

* Hyd-1.6 requires-the Colinty to implement, and revise as necessary, Board Policy
I-84 requiring that_discretignary project applications include commitments from
available§water and Sanitation districts. This measure ensures early coordination
with utility providers and helps identify water quality standards and regulations that
must be met.

» Hyd-1.7 is the County planning staff participation in the review of wastewater facility
long range and capital improvement plans. This will reduce potential violation of
water quality standards in place or being updated by planning staff and will also allow
for identification of land use conflicts that may result in water quality impacts.

» Hyd-1.8 is the requirement for a Major Use Permit when projects propose
wastewater facilities. This will ensure that such facilities are adequately sized and
that they meet applicable standards and regulations for waste discharge.

= Hyd-1.9 requires the County to review septic system design, construction, and
maintenance in cooperation with the Regional Water Quality Control Board
(RWQCB) through the Septic Tank Permit Process. This coordination will minimize
potential violation of water quality standards or waste discharge requirements since
the RWQCP oversees the County’s permitting process.
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= Hyd-1.10 requires the County to coordinate with the State Water Resources Control
Board to develop statewide performance and design standards for conventional and
alternative On-site Wastewater Treatment Systems (OWTS). When alternative
OWTS are permitted, this step will help prevent potential conflicts with applicable
standards and regulations.

The Project also includes policies in the Land Use and Conservation and Open Space
Elements that address water quality standards. The relevant policies are: LU-6.5,
LU-6.9, LU-14.1, LU-14.2, LU-14.3, LU-14.4, COS-4.2, COS-4.3, COS-4.4, COS-5.2,
C0OS-5.3, and COS-5.5. These policies will require that future development implement
sustainable stormwater management techniques and conform withtopography, require
coordination with wastewater agencies or districts, require® adequate disposal of
wastewater, require wastewater treatment facilities seryiig more than one private
property owner to be operated and maintained by aepublic agency, prohibit sewer
facilities that would induce unplanned growth, requife drought effigient landscaping for
certain use types, and require minimization of im rvious/s,uﬁaces. lherence to these
policies will further reduce impacts associated with\water quality standards and waste
discharge requirements from future develgpment. \

“
Facts in Support of Finding: The development of future land uses as designated in the
proposed Project would contribute pollutants“such“as sediments, hydrocarbons and
paints in quantities that wedld othjwise sighificantly degrade surface water quality. It is

also anticipated that non-paint soufce pollutafts, caused from the development of future
land uses as designated in\the propased Project, would otherwise degrade surface
water quality. @Beneral _Plan Update policies and mitigation measures would reduce
impacts to water quality standardsybut not to below a level of significance.

The following asures Avere also considered to reduce impacts to water quality
standards to below significant. However, the County has determined that these
measures would be Infeasible, as described below. Therefore, the following mitigation
measures will not be implemented.

(1) Measure: Provide a water treatment system that reduces constituents to below the
maximum contaminant level (MCL) in all groundwater impaired areas.

Rationale for Rejection: This measure would require treatment plants in many areas
of the County, which would potentially result in numerous environmental impacts and
conflict with the Project objective to minimize public costs and infrastructure.

(2) Measure: In groundwater quality impaired areas, require water to be imported from
other sources.
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Rationale for Rejection: This measure would not be feasible based on the extensive
infrastructure needed to import water to impaired areas. To provide such
infrastructure would conflict with the Project objectives to minimize public costs of
infrastructure and services and correlate their timing with new development.

(3) Measure: In groundwater quality impaired areas, place a moratorium on building
permits and development applications.

Rationale for Rejection: This measure would be inconsistent with the land use
designations proposed for the Project. It would also conflict with goals of the
Housing Element to provide sufficient housing stock and would not achieve one of
the primary objectives of the Project which is to accommodate.a reasonable amount
of growth.

None of the Project alternatives would reduce impac] sociated with water quality
standards and requirements to below significant. hile the Envirgpnmentally Superior
alternative would further reduce water quality 'mpac?ﬁhis alterqative still allows
development that would result in impacts that are not mitigated t0 a level below
significant without adopting the measuge€s noted aboye. In addition, this alternative
would not meet the Project objective of r cogni\ging community and stakeholder interests
while striving for consensus. /j,

.
-

Conclusion: Because thg“measuges listed, above have been found to be infeasible;
because application of all\feasible” mitigation and Project design measures would not
achieve a level of.less than_significant; and because there are no feasible Project
alternatives that“would.achieve'a level of less than significant; impacts to water quality
standards wq@uld remain significantand unavoidable.

Cumulative Impact — Water Quality Standards and Requirements: As described
above, implementation of the proposed Project would have the potential to contribute
pollutants that affect the quality of surface water or groundwater. In combination with
other cumulative projects, the Project would have the potential to result in a significant
cumulative impact.

Facts in Support of Finding: Construction and development associated with
cumulative regional land use projects would contribute both point and non-point source
pollutants to downstream receiving waters that have the potential to violate water quality
standards. For example, projects proposed in Mexico are not subject to water quality
discharge requirements and would result in water quality violations in shared watershed
management areas. Such projects may result in a potentially significant cumulative
impact to water quality standards and requirements.

As discussed above, the Project would contribute both non-point and point source
pollutants in quantities that have the potential to violate water quality standards. General
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C-12

Plan Update policies and mitigation measures would reduce cumulative impacts to water
quality, but not to below a level of significance. Additional mitigation measures as
described above for project-level impacts were considered but found to be infeasible.
Therefore, Project impacts to water quality standards and requirements would remain
cumulatively considerable.

Significant Effect — Groundwater Supplies and Recharge: The FEIR identifies
significant impacts that would substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere
substantially with groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer
volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table level.

Mitigation Measures: The mitigation measures identified in the BEEIR partially mitigate
the significant impact as follows:

» Hyd-1.1 requires the County to update and implen the ‘€Qounty of San Diego’s
Jurisdictional Urban Runoff Management Program (JURMP). The JURMP ensures
the County’s compliance with the Municipal Stormwater Permit.\ This compliance
with the permit will minimize impervious surfaces\that may interfere with groundwater
recharge.

= Hyd-1.2 requires the County to imple entt\a revise as necessary, the Watershed
Protection Ordinance. | ddition, the Co6unty “must encourage the removal of
invasive species andgfestoreynatural drainage systems. This measure reduces
potential impervious area whicl would int&rfere with groundwater recharge.

This will reduce potential impacts to groundwater recharge.

= Hyd-1.4 requires the County to implement, and revise as necessary, the Stormwater
Standards Manu This manual requires application of appropriate measures to
facilitate infiltration of stormwater and allow groundwater recharge.

= Hyd-1.5 is the utilization of the County Guidelines for Determining Significance for
Surface Water Quality, Hydrology, and Groundwater Resources to identify adverse
environmental effects. Application of these guidelines help County staff to identify
and mitigate potential groundwater impacts associated with public or private projects
in the County.

= Hyd-2.1 is the implementation, and revision when necessary, of Board Policy -84
requiring that discretionary project applications include commitments from available
water districts. This measure helps reduce unnecessary reliance on groundwater for
land use projects. Hyd-2.1 also requires implementation of Board Policy G-15, which
directs the conservation of water at County facilities.
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= Hyd-2.2 is the implementation of the Groundwater Ordinance to balance
groundwater resources with new development. This ordinance minimizes impacts to
groundwater supplies from applicable projects. Hyd-2.2 also includes revision of the
Ordinance Relating to Water Conservation for Landscaping (currently Zoning
Ordinance Sections 6712 through 6725) to further water conservation through the
use of recycled water.

= Hyd-2.3 requires the County to establish a water credits program between the
County and the Borrego Water District to provide a streamlined and consistent
process for the permanent cessation of outdoor water intensive uses such as
irrigated agricultural or golf course land. This will helpsreduce impacts to
groundwater supplies in the Borrego community.

» Hyd-2.4 requires the County to coordinate with«the. SanyDiego County Water
Authority and other water agencies to correlate Jand use plannimg with water supply
planning and implementation and enhancement of water consegvation programs.
This cooperation can help minimize adverse effects of future development on water
supplies.

= Hyd-2.5 is the implementation, and revi\gib when necessary, of the Resource
Protection Ordinance and Policy 1-68 PtopoSed Prejects in Flood Plains / Floodways
to restrict developm / floodways. Such development could
otherwise substantiallyinterfere with groundwater recharge.

The Project als@”includes policies in the Land Use and Conservation and Open Space
Elements that address groundwater supplies and recharge. The relevant policies are:
LU-8.1, LU-8.2, LU-13.1, LU-13.2, COS-4.1 through COS-4.4, and COS-5.2. These
policies require \that la use densities relate to groundwater sustainability and
resources, facilitate, coordination between land use planning and water infrastructure
planning, require water-supply commitments for new development, and encourage water
conservation and groundwater recharge. Adherence to these policies will further reduce
impacts associated with groundwater supply from future development.

Facts in Support of Finding: There are multiple areas in the unincorporated County
that are currently experiencing groundwater supply impacts. Implementation of the
Project would allow land uses and development to occur in these areas, thereby
worsening an already unsustainable groundwater supply. At maximum build-out of land
uses proposed in the Project, groundwater supply impacts would occur in: 1) areas that
experience a 50 percent reduction of groundwater in storage; 2) areas that may be
currently impacted by the combined drawdown of existing wells; and 3) areas that
experience a high frequency of low well yield. General Plan Update policies and
mitigation measures would reduce potential impacts to groundwater supplies and
recharge, but not to below a level of significance.
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The following measures were also considered to reduce impacts to groundwater
supplies and recharge to below significant. However, the County has determined that
these measures would be infeasible, as described below. Therefore, the following
mitigation measures will not be implemented.

(1) Measure: In areas with potentially impacted groundwater supplies, require all
proposed discretionary projects to share well water through a well sharing
agreement.

Rationale for Rejection: This mitigation measure would prove infeasible or
enforceable because such agreements would only apply to current developers and
would not be binding on existing groundwater uses or futur€ owners of the affected
properties. In addition, the County lacks authority control over groundwater
rights.

(2) Measure: In areas with inadequate groundwater sup;zl)yproject yponents shall be
required to secure water contracts with other groundwater providers to import water
through the construction of new infragtfucture from‘another groundwater basin that is
not impacted, prior to the issuance o iscng:[ionary permits.

i

Rationale for Rejection: lis mitigation r‘n/(;asure is considered to be infeasible
because piping in gr
costly process which
issues; 2) nee
private propérties to_conveythe water: 3) potential need to the create a new water
district/water company; and accelerated deterioration of the groundwater basin
that is providing the imported water. Additionally, requiring complex piping to import
groundwater from anj/alternative location has the potential to result in multiple
secondary environmental impacts, including growth induction, cultural resources,
biological resources, and hydrology/water quality. Although some water districts
within the unincorporated County have imported water from another groundwater
basin in the past, requiring that all development obtain water contracts, as described
above, would result in significant cost increases for developers and water districts.
Implementing this mitigation measure would also contradict the proposed objective to
promote environmental stewardship that protects the range of natural resources and
habitats that uniquely define the County’s character and ecological importance
because it would result in multiple secondary environmental impacts to both
unincorporated County groundwater and surface resources. In addition, this solution
may not be sustainable for all projects in the long-term. Implementation of this
mitigation measure would also conflict with the Project objective to minimize costs of
infrastructure and services because this mitigation measure would require extensive
infrastructure costs to implement.
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(3) Measure: In groundwater dependent areas with inadequate groundwater supply,
project proponents shall be required to secure water contracts with other water
providers to truck in water from local water districts or other sources such as an off-
site well, prior to the issuance of discretionary permits.

Rationale for Rejection: This mitigation measure is considered to be infeasible
because trucked water is not a guaranteed, sustainable, long-term source of water
since a water district can rescind or preclude the selling of trucked water in times of
drought and limited water supplies. Additionally, implementation of this mitigation
measure would conflict with the Project objective to maintain environmentally
sustainable communities and reduce greenhouse gas emissions that contribute to
climate change because it would require extensive vehiclestravel and is not a
sustainable solution. Therefore, this would not be a feasibleanitigation measure.

(4) Measure: In groundwater dependent areas with inadequate groundwater supply,
project proponents shall be required to secure mater contracts\with the SDCWA in
order to import water from SDCWA facilities. /

considered to be infeasible due

Rationale for Rejection: This mitigation measure |
to the lack of infrastructure in place\to cqnvey the water, the limited availability of
water within the desert southwest, the costsof providing these services, and the
discretionary approval to.€xtend the 'SDCWA beundary, which is outside of the
County’s jurisdiction. 'plemgtation ofi this mitigation measure would also conflict

costs.

(5) Measure: Implement a Countywide moratorium on building permits and
development'applications in any areas of the County that would have the potential to
adversely impact groundwater supplies and recharge.

Rationale for Rejection: This would effectively result in no new impacts to
groundwater supplies and recharge within the unincorporated County; however, due
to the size and complexity of the groundwater dependent portion of the County, it is
not possible to specifically identify at a parcel by parcel scale where significant
impacts to groundwater resources would occur.  Site-specific groundwater
investigations are necessary to provide details of impacts that cannot be provided at
the scale in which the 2011 General Plan Groundwater Study was conducted.
Therefore, there is not enough technical evidence in which to impose a moratorium.
This mitigation measure would also conflict with the Project objective to support a
reasonable share of projected regional population growth. Therefore, for the reasons
listed above, this mitigation measure would not be implemented.
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None of the Project alternatives would reduce impacts associated with groundwater
supplies and recharge to below significant. While the Environmentally Superior
alternative would further reduce groundwater impacts, this alternative still allows
development that would result in impacts that are not mitigated to a level below
significant without adopting the measures noted above. In addition, this alternative
would not meet the Project objective of recognizing community and stakeholder interests
while striving for consensus.

Conclusion: Because the measures listed above have been found to be infeasible;
because application of all feasible mitigation and Project design measures would not
achieve a level of less than significant; and because there are no feasible Project
alternatives that would achieve a level of less than significant; impacts to groundwater
supplies and recharge would remain significant and unavoidab

Cumulative Impact — Groundwater Supplies and E arges_As described above,
implementation of the proposed Project would havethe potential tossubstantially deplete
groundwater supplies or interfere substantially, with /gmundwat -~ recharge. In
combination with other cumulative projects, the Project would have the potential to result
in a significant cumulative impact.

Facts in Support of Finding: Groundwater b\§ ins typically serve localized areas and,
therefore, any cumulative impa€ts would generélly bé-localized. The area of cumulative
analysis for groundwater ssuppliesyand recharge includes the groundwater dependent
areas of the unincorporat Cou;y and th@ immediately adjacent jurisdictional areas
that share groundwater basigs with €ounty areas. As discussed in the Groundwater
Study, significanf cumulative inpacts associated with adjacent jurisdictional projects are
not anticipatéd. Howeverythe impacts to basins evaluated for the Project are cumulative
in nature because they represent the combined influence of numerous past, present,
and future users @f the grotindwater aquifers.

General Plan Update“policies and mitigation measures have been incorporated into the
Project that would reduce cumulative impacts to groundwater supplies, but not to below
a level of significance. Additional mitigation measures as described above for Project-
level impacts were considered but found to be infeasible. Therefore, Project impacts to
groundwater supplies and recharge would remain cumulatively considerable.

MINERAL RESOURCES

C-13 Significant Effect — Mineral Resource Availability: The FEIR identifies significant

impacts related to the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of
value to the region and the residents of the State.

Mitigation Measures: The mitigation measures identified in the FEIR partially mitigate
the significant impact as follows:
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= Min-1.1 requires the County to assess the impact of new development on mineral
resources as stated in the County Guidelines for Determining Significance for
Mineral Resources. It is also required that these guidelines be updated to require
evaluation of whether access is being maintained to existing mining sites. This
measure will ensure that known mineral resource areas are considered during future
planning and development.

= Min-1.2 is the revision of County ordinances to designate areas of known importance
for mineral resources as follows:

0 Update the Zoning Ordinance with the addition of a Mining Compatibility
Designator or Overlay that identifies parcels with a high"potential for mineral
resources. The purpose is to take into accounit the potential mineral
resources and that the potential mining use not be precluded. In
addition, specify that notification of potentidl mining*use is provided to all
parcels within a 1,500 foot radius of ggarcels with a Mining Compatibility
Designator/Overlay. /

recycling of salvaged concrete,

0 Revise the Zoning Ordinance _to facilita
asphalt, and rock at permitted{mining facilitie

0 Revise the Zoning Ordinance and\@{ading Ordinance to authorize surface
mining operations with-a Surface Mﬁling__‘Permit rather than a Major Use
Permit. Incorporéte findings of, approval that reflect Mineral Compatibility
Designator, SMARA Segctions 27462 and 2763, and the inherent nature of
surface mining ‘gperations.  Pafcels with a high potential for mineral
resources could inglude those-areas designated as MRZ-2 or other areas

) mineral resources that are located where a sufficient

buffer is available so that extraction activities are feasible.

Implementatign of these changes will allow better protection of known valuable
mineral resource areas from incompatible uses.

» Min-1.3 is the request that the State Geologist identify mineral resources in
previously unmapped areas of East and North County. The mapping of additional
valuable mineral resources zones will provide the County with more opportunity to
make areas available for mineral extraction.

The Project also includes policies in the Conservation and Open Space Element that
address mineral resources. The relevant policies are: COS-10.1 through COS-10.4,
C0S-10.6, C0OS-10.8, and C0OS-10.9. These policies facilitate protection of mineral
resource areas from incompatible land uses, require that road access to mining facilities
be maintained, and provide for special (less-time consuming) permitting of mining
operations. Adherence to these policies will further reduce impacts associated with
mineral resource availability.
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Facts in Support of Finding: The Project proposes land uses in areas designated
MRZ-2, MRZ-3, or those areas underlain by Quaternary alluvium that would be
incompatible with these resources and would result in the loss of availability of known or
suspected mineral resources that would be of value to the region and the residents of
the State. General Plan Update policies and mitigation measures would reduce impacts
to mineral resource availability, but not to below a level of significance.

The following measures were also considered to reduce impacts to mineral resource
availability to below significant. However, the County has determined that these
measures would be infeasible, as described below. Therefore, the following mitigation
measures will not be implemented.

(1) Measure: Prohibit incompatible uses that would be located on or near significant
mineral resource sites.

Rationale for Rejection: This measure wo result in restrictions on future
development in areas identified for increased gro in the\ Project because
significant or potentially significant mineral resourcés sites have been identified
throughout the western portion of the“unincorporated County, where the majority of
development under the Project woul take\glace. Thus, this measure would conflict
with goal of the Housing Element to provide sufficient housing stock and would not
achieve one of the prim objectivesy of the Proeject which is to accommodate a
reasonable amount of gfowth )

(2) Measure: For.projects ‘that propase incompatible uses near significant mineral
resource siteS, require the applicants to mine the site prior to project development.

Rationale fqr Rejection} This measure would result in significant cost increases and
processing timeframes/for developers since extraction activities often take decades
to complete and,may make the site unusable for the proposed land use. In some
cases, incompatible land uses may already exist in the vicinity of the mineral
resource site that would make extraction at the site infeasible. Moreover, the
mandated mineral extraction can cause numerous other site-specific environmental
impacts associated with mining that cannot be known at this time. This measure is
therefore infeasible for economic reasons as well as because of potential physical
and land use constraints.

(3) Measure: Use public funds to initiate new mineral extraction operations.

Rationale for Rejection: This measure would require voter or Board of Supervisors
approval to appropriate funds toward mineral extraction operations, which cannot be
guaranteed. Moreover, this would initiate extraction sites in many areas of the
County, which would potentially result in numerous environmental impacts and
conflict with the Project objective to minimize public costs and infrastructure.
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C-14

None of the Project alternatives would reduce impacts associated with mineral resource
availability to below significant. While the Environmentally Superior alternative would
further reduce mineral resource impacts, this alternative still allows development that
would result in impacts that are not mitigated to a level below significant without adopting
the measures noted above. In addition, this alternative would not meet the Project
objective of recognizing community and stakeholder interests while striving for
consensus.

Conclusion: Because the measures listed above have been found to be infeasible;
because application of all feasible mitigation and Project design measures would not
achieve a level of less than significant; and because there are~no feasible Project
alternatives that would achieve a level of less than significantimpacts associated with
mineral resource availability would remain significant and upévoidable.

Cumulative Impact — Mineral Resource Awailability: Asy described above,
implementation of the proposed Project would have the [p}ential to result in the loss of
availability of a known mineral resource that wouldybe 6f value to the region and the
residents of the State. In combination with other cumulative projects, the Project would
have the potential to result in a significan cumg\lative impact.

i

Facts in Support of Finding#Constructio an{;)pera:[ion of cumulative projects in the
region would have the petential result In the loss of availability of known mineral
resources. Urbanization and groxyx in-the jurisdictions adjacent to the unincorporated
County would have.the potential to result in land uses that are incompatible with mining
and resource reCovery_and would result in a cumulative loss of available resources.
Project polidiles and mitigation measures would reduce cumulative impacts to the
availability of known minefal resource areas, but not to below a level of significance.
Additional mitigation meaSures as described above for Project-level impacts were
considered but found to be infeasible. Therefore, Project impacts to mineral resource
availability would remain cumulatively considerable.

Significant Effect — Mineral Resource Recovery Sites: The FEIR identifies significant
impacts related to the loss of availability of a locally important mineral resource recovery
site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan, or other land use plan.

Mitigation Measures: The mitigation measures identified in the FEIR partially mitigate
the significant impact as follows:

= Min-1.1 requires the County to assess the impact of new development on mineral
resources as stated in the County Guidelines for Determining Significance for
Mineral Resources. It is also required that these guidelines be updated to require
evaluation of whether access is being maintained to existing mining sites. This
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measure will ensure that known mineral resource recovery sites are considered
during future planning and development.

= Min-1.2 is the revision of County ordinances to designate areas of known importance
for mineral resources as follows:

0 Update the Zoning Ordinance with the addition of a Mining Compatibility
Designator or Overlay that identifies parcels with a high potential for mineral
resources. The purpose is to take into account the potential mineral
resources and that the potential mining use would not be precluded. In
addition, specify that notification of potential mining use is provided to all
parcels within a 1,500 foot radius of parcels with a Mining Compatibility
Designator/Overlay.

0 Revise the Zoning Ordinance to facilitate recycling of salvaged concrete,
asphalt, and rock at permitted mining facilities.

mining operations with a Surface Mi
Permit. Incorporate findings of approval that“reflect Mineral Compatibility
Designator, SMARA Sections 2762 and 2763, and the inherent nature of
surface mining operations. §{ Parcels witha high potential for mineral
resources could include thos aré\é&\designat d as MRZ-2 or other areas
identified as containing-minera resouff:es\t_hat are located where a sufficient
buffer is available“so thj extractipn activities are feasible.

Implementation of these chamges. will allow better protection of known mineral

resource recovery.sites ffgm incompatible tises.

* Min-1.3 §§ the req‘ st that\the State Geologist identify mineral resources in
previouslysunmapped areas of East and North County. The mapping of additional
valuable minieral resources zones will provide the County with more opportunity to
make areas available for mineral extraction.

The Project also includes policies in the Conservation and Open Space Element that
address mineral resources. The relevant policies are: COS-10.1 through COS-10.4,
C0S-10.6, C0OS-10.8, and C0OS-10.9. These policies facilitate protection of mineral
resource areas from incompatible land uses, require that road access to mining facilities
be maintained, and provide for special (less-time consuming) permitting of mining
operations. Adherence to these policies will further reduce impacts associated with
mineral resource recovery sites from future development.

Facts in Support of Finding: The Project proposes potentially incompatible land uses
that would have the potential to encroach on areas where mines are active or where
future resource recovery sites would have otherwise been permitted. General Plan
Update policies and mitigation measures would reduce impacts to mineral resource
recovery sites, but not to below a level of significance.
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The following measures were also considered to reduce impacts to mineral resource
recovery sites to below significant. However, the County has determined that these
measures would be infeasible, as described below. Therefore, the following mitigation
measures will not be implemented.

(1) Measure: Prohibit incompatible uses that would be located on or near significant
mineral resource sites.

Rationale for Rejection: This measure would result in restrictions on future
development in areas identified for increased growth in the Project because
significant or potentially significant mineral resources sites /nave been identified
throughout the western portion of the unincorporated Coupty, where the majority of
development under the Project would take place. Thus¢this measure would conflict
with goal of the Housing Element to provide sufficient*housing stock and would not
achieve one of the primary objectives of the Rfoject which iS to accommodate a
reasonable amount of growth. /

uses near significant mineral
rior to project development.

(2) Measure: For projects that propos€ incompati
resource sites, require the applicantsto ml@g the site
i

This measure would resultfin significant C(ﬁ/increases and processing timeframes
for developers since eXtraction, activitie§ often take decades to complete and may
make the site unusablefor the,rzroposed nd use. In some cases, incompatible land
uses may already-exist In the vicinity of the mineral resource site that would make
extraction the site infeasjble. Moreover, the mandated mineral extraction can
cause ndmerous otheér site-specific environmental impacts associated with mining
that cannotpe known af this time. This measure is therefore infeasible for economic
reasons as well as because of potential physical and land use constraints.

(3) Measure: Use public funds to initiate new mineral extraction operations.

Rationale for Rejection: This measure would require voter or Board of Supervisors
approval to appropriate funds toward mineral extraction operations, which cannot be
guaranteed. Moreover, this would initiate extraction sites in many areas of the
County, which would potentially result in numerous environmental impacts and
conflict with the Project objective to minimize public costs and infrastructure.

None of the Project alternatives would reduce impacts associated with mineral resource
recovery sites to below significant. While the Environmentally Superior alternative would
further reduce mineral resource impacts, this alternative still allows development that
would result in impacts that are not mitigated to a level below significant without adopting
the measures noted above. In addition, this alternative would not meet the Project
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objective of recognizing community and stakeholder interests while striving for
consensus.

Conclusion: Because the measures listed above have been found to be infeasible;
because application of all feasible mitigation and Project design measures would not
achieve a level of less than significant; and because there are no feasible Project
alternatives that would achieve a level of less than significant; impacts to mineral
resource recovery sites would remain significant and unavoidable.

Cumulative Impact — Mineral Resource Recovery Sites: As described above,
implementation of the proposed Project would have the potential to result in the loss of
availability of a locally important mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local
general plan, specific plan, or other land use plan. In combination with other cumulative
projects, the Project would have the potential to result in a significant cumulative impact.

Facts in Support of Finding: Urbanization and th in the jurisdictions adjacent to
the unincorporated County would have the poténtial to/;esult in l[and uses that are
incompatible with mineral resource recovery. Projected gfowth in the region would result
in a reasonably foreseeable loss of gfineral resolttce recovery sites due to the
encroachment of incompatible uses that V\LQ\uld preclide the extraction of mineral
resources. General Plan Update policies a? mitigati measures would reduce
cumulative impacts to minetal” resource kecovery sites, but not to below a level of
significance.  Additional gitigati measlres as described above for project-level
impacts were considered“but found to be infeasible. Therefore, Project impacts to
mineral resource r s wouldremain cumulatively considerable.

NOISE

C-15 Significant Effeet — P anent Increase in Ambient Noise Levels: The FEIR
identifies significant,_ impacts associated with the substantial permanent increase in
ambient noise which Wwould exceed the sound level limits specified in San Diego County
Code Section 36.404, Sound Level Limits, at the property line of the property on which
the noise is produced or at any location on a property that is receiving the noise.

Mitigation Measures: The mitigation measures identified in the FEIR partially mitigate
the significant impact as follows:

* Noi-1.3 requires that an acoustical study be done for projects proposing
amendments to the County General Plan Land Use Element and/or Mobility Element
when a significant increase to the average daily traffic is proposed compared to
traffic anticipated in the General Plan. This measure will prevent unanticipated noise
level increases for sensitive land uses.

Forest Conservation Initiative Lands GPA SEIR County of San Diego
October 2016 DRAFT Findings-137



DRAFT CEQA Findings Regarding Significant Effects

* Noi-1.4 is the revision of the Guidelines for Determining Significance - Noise
standard mitigation and project design considerations to promote traffic calming
design, traffic control measures, and low-noise pavement surfaces that minimize
motor vehicle traffic noise. These types of project features will help minimize
potential noise impacts on sensitive land uses.

= Noi-1.5 requires coordination with Caltrans and SANDAG as appropriate to identify
and analyze appropriate route alternatives that may minimize noise impacts to noise
sensitive land uses within the unincorporated areas of San Diego County.

* Noi-1.8 is the implementation of procedures (or cooperative agreements) with
Caltrans, the City of San Diego, and other jurisdictions as apprepriate to ensure that
a public participation process or forum is available for the" affected community to
participate and discuss issues regarding transportation<generated noise impacts for
new or expanded roadway projects that may affectsnoise sensitive land uses within
the unincorporated areas of San Diego County.

* Noi-2.3 requires that industrial facility projectsybe Teviewed to ensure they are
located in areas that would minimizedmpacts to noise-sensitive land uses. It further
requires revisions to the County {of -~§an DiegoyGuidelines for Determining
Significance - Noise to incorporate \appropgiate noise attenuation measures for
minimizing industrial-related noise. Th wi’(r’educe direct and cumulative increases
in ambient noise levels«® )

* Noi-2.4 requires-that an acousticalstudy accompany extractive mining projects that
may affect sibise-sensitive tand uses.~ Similarly, it requires an acoustical study for
noise-sefsitive land use projects proposed near existing extractive land use facilities.
The results,of the acodstical study may require a “buffer zone” or other mitigating
features to reduce imdpacts the impacts of increased noise levels on sensitive
receptors.

= Noi-3.1 requires that for new County road improvement projects, either the County’s
Noise Standards are used to evaluate noise impacts or the Project does not exceed
3 decibels over existing noise levels. This measure will help to minimize and direct
and cumulative noise level increases associated with County road improvements.

= Noi-3.2 requires the County to work with the project applicant during the review of
either the building permit or discretionary action (whichever is applicable) to
determine appropriate noise reduction site design techniques that include:
0 Orientation of loading/unloading docks away from noise sensitive land uses

0 Setbacks or buffers to separate noise generating activities from noise
sensitive land uses
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o Design on-site ingress and egress access away from noise sensitive land
uses

These measures will help minimize permanent increases in ambient noise from
future development under the Project.

The Project also includes policies in the Land Use, Mobility, and Noise Elements that
address noise impacts. The relevant policies are: LU-2.8, M-1.3, M-2.4, N-1.5, N-4.1, N-
4.2, N-4.6, N-5.1, and N-5.2. These policies reduce the potential for increases in
average daily traffic to increase cumulative traffic noise to noise-sensitive land uses;
apply traffic calming design, traffic control measures, and low-noise pavement surfaces
that minimize motor vehicle traffic noise; require proposed projects to be evaluated
against ambient noise levels to determine whether the project Id increase ambient
noise levels by more than three decibels; require developm to be designed so that
automobile and truck access to industrial and commercial groperties abutting residential
properties is located at the maximum practical di residential zones,
encourage noise-generating industrial facilities to located at theymaximum practical
distance from residential zones; require measures,that rpjtﬁmize sighificant impacts to
surrounding areas from uses or operations that cause excessive noise; and require
plans for high-volume roadways to consider noise-sengitive receptors in location and
design. Adherence to these policies Wwill “further reduce impacts associated with
permanent increases in ambient noise levals. ;,»

«
.

Facts in Support of Finding: Traffic on ndw roadways or roadway improvements, as
well as operation of new industrial facilities and other noise-generating uses under the
Project would res lly signifieant permanent increases in ambient noise level.
General Plan mitigati(S'n measures would reduce impacts associated
with the pe mbient noise levels, but not to below a level of
significance.

anent increase of

The following measure was also considered to reduce impacts associated with the
permanent increase of ambient noise levels to below significant. However, the County
has determined that this measure would be infeasible, as described below. Therefore,
the following mitigation measure will not be implemented.

(1) Measure: Prohibit new roadways or roadway improvements that would result in a
significant increase in the ambient noise level.

Rationale for Rejection: The measure would prohibit the construction of many
roadway projects proposed in the Mobility Element because they would result in
increases in ambient noise. This measure is infeasible because it would restrict
future development in areas identified for increased growth under the Project
because new roadways to serve this growth would not be constructed. Additionally,
this mitigation measure would conflict with the Project objective to provide and
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support a multi-modal transportation network that enhances connectivity and
supports community development patterns because it would prohibit the
development of new roadways.

None of the Project alternatives would reduce impacts associated with the permanent
increase in ambient noise levels to below significant. While the Environmentally
Superior alternative would further reduce noise impacts, this alternative still allows
development that would result in impacts that are not mitigated to a level below
significant without adopting the measure noted above. In addition, this alternative would
not meet the Project objective of recognizing community and stakeholder interests while
striving for consensus.

Conclusion: Because the measure listed above has beensfound to be infeasible;
because application of all feasible mitigation and Project.design measures would not

the permanent increase in ambient noise leyels w%u*d remain,
unavoidable.

Cumulative Impact — Permanent Incr ase-u'\g Ambient_Noise Levels: As described
above, implementation of the proposed Rroject would have the potential to result in a
substantial permanent incre in ambient noiSe whieh would exceed the sound level
limits specified in San Diggo County Code\Section 36.404 at the property line of the
property on which the noise,is projilced or atiany location on a property that is receiving
the noise. In combi ith other-cumulative projects, the Project would have the
potential to resuif in a significantcumulativée impact.

Facts in Suppert of Finding: A cumulative noise impact would occur if construction and
development asSgciated with cumulative regional land use projects, such as those
identified in adjacent jurisdictions and regional transportation plans, when combined
would result in an inerease in ambient noise that would exceed the County’s noise
standards. For example, future casino development on tribal lands could result in an
increase in ambient noise due to increases in traffic on local roads associated with
vehicles and passenger buses that transport customers to and from casinos. General
Plan Update policies and mitigation measures incorporated into the Project would
reduce cumulative impacts associated with the permanent increase of ambient noise
levels, but not to below a level of significance. An additional mitigation measure as
described above for project-level impacts was considered but found to be infeasible.
Therefore, Project impacts associated with the permanent increase of ambient noise
levels would remain cumulatively considerable.
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TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC

C-16

Significant Direct and Cumulative Effect — Unincorporated County Traffic and
Level of Service Standards: The FEIR identifies significant impacts related to (a) an
increase in traffic which is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and capacity
of the street system; and (b) exceedance, individually or cumulatively, of a level of
service standard established by the County Congestion Management Agency for
designated roads or highways.

Mitigation Measures: The mitigation measures identified in the FEIR partially mitigate
the significant impact as follows:

Tra-1.1 requires the County to coordinate with SANDAG ard adjacent cities during
updates to the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP)«0 identify a transportation
network that maximizes efficiency, enhances connegtivity between different modes of

Tra-1.4 is the implementation, and revision as necessary, of the County Guidelines
for Determining Significance for Transportation and Traffic to evaluate adverse
environmental effects of projects and require mitigation when significant impacts are
identified. This measure will ensure that appropriate site design and mitigating
measures are applied to minimize traffic increases and road deficiencies associated
with future development under the Project.

Tra-1.5 is the implementation of the Congestion Management Strategies identified in
the Regional Transportation Plan. Tra-1.5 also requires that large projects
processed through the County mitigate impacts to State highways and freeways.
This effort will reduce potential cumulative traffic increases in the County.

Tra-1.6 requires the County to develop project review procedures to require large
commercial and office development to use Transportation Demand Management
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Programs to reduce single-occupant vehicle traffic generation and to prepare and
forward annual reports to the County on the effectiveness of the program. This
measure will reduce potential traffic increases in the County associated with
commercial and office development under the Project.

» Tra-1.7 is the implementation of the San Diego County Transportation Impact Fee
(TIF) Ordinance, which defrays the costs of constructing planned transportation
facilities necessary to accommodate increased traffic generated by future
development. This measure will help reduce financial barriers associated with
accommodating increased traffic and/or meeting LOS standards.

The Project also includes policies in the Land Use and Mobility ments that address
traffic and LOS standards. The relevant policies are: LU-5.1, LWU*10.4, LU-11.8, LU-12.2,
M-1.1, M-1.2, M-1.3, M-2.1, M-2.2, M-2.3, M-3.1, M-3.2, M-42, M-5.1, M-5.2, M-9.1, and

ignificimfimpacts 0 existing service
levels of public facilities, provide for an interconnected road network, encourage
riteria, and apply appropriate road standards
to future development. Adherence to thes\g policiess will further reduce impacts
dardsfrom future development.

«
.

Facts in Support of Finging: The traffic analysis identified the overall traffic impacts

? for the proposed Project as a whole. This
luate the detailed.impacts of individual Project parcels that may
develop within tHe affected communities in the future. The individual impacts from future
development of these parcels would be addressed on a case-by-case basis and
reviewed by Caunty of SaniDiego when applications are filed.

Nine community and subregional planning areas are affected by the Project land use
changes: Alpine, Central Mountain, Desert, Jamul, Julian, Mountain Empire, North
Mountain, Pendleton/De Luz, and Ramona. Of these nine communities, approximately
95% of this increase in ADT is the result of proposed land use changes in Alpine.
Therefore, the traffic impact analysis (Appendix D) determined that Alpine would be the
only community with a potential for significant traffic-related impacts. To determine the
impacts, the parcels forecast to have substantial increases in trips were grouped
together into Focus Areas. The trips forecast for each Focus Area were loaded onto the
roadway network and operating conditions were evaluated for Project conditions.

Although nine roadway segments forecast to operate at LOS E and F with buildout of the
Proposed Project Map, only one road segment would be reclassified. The proposed
Project would reclassify Willows Road from Viejas Casino Road east to Interstate 8 on-
ramp from a two-lane 2.2E Light Collector to a four-lane 4.2B Boulevard with Intermittent
Turn Lanes. However, even with the classification change, this road segment would still
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operate at LOS F because a 6.2 Prime Arterial classification would be required to fully
mitigate forecasted traffic as a result of the land use map changes.

The proposed Project would result in significant traffic impacts on nine Alpine roadway
segments. These impacts would also be cumulative in nature as cumulative projects
such as regional transportation projects, development consistent with general plans, and
tribal developments would be expected to increase traffic within the region and
potentially on these deficient roadway segments.

Additional measures were also considered to reduce impacts to County traffic and LOS
standards to below significant. The majority of measures that were considered in
attempting to further reduce the amount of deficient roadway segments included
identifying new or expanded road segments to mitigate other projegted failing segments.
However, based on criteria developed in the General Plan Update, these measures were
rejected as infeasible.

In addition to implementation of the same applicable 2011 General Plan policies and
mitigation measures identified in the General Pla Upda;e/PEIR, andyrepeated below,
the listed reclassifications of the followin obility ment roads (to meet the LOS D
standards of County Policy M-2.1) would reduce Project traffic impacts to below a level
of significance for the roadway segments ‘shown.below:

e Alpine Boulevard from Taver Reéa to«West Victoria Drive: Reclassify
roadway segment fro;a Light§Collector with Raised Median (2.2A) to a
t

Boulevard withYptermittént Turn Lanes (4.2B).
e AlpineBoulevard \from West Victoria Drive to Louise Drive: Reclassify
roadway segment f}g%a Light Collector with Raised Median (2.2A) to a

jor Road with Intermittent Turn Lanes (4.1B).
o Alping_Boulevard from Louise Drive to South Grade Road: Reclassify

roadwa segﬁent from a Light Collector with Raised Median (2.2A) to a
Boulevardwith Intermittent Turn Lanes (4.2B).

o Alpine Boulevard from South Grade Road to Viejas View Place: Reclassify
roadway segment from a Community Collector with Improvement Options
(2.1D) to a Boulevard with Intermittent Turn Lanes (4.2B).

o Alpine Boulevard from Viejas View Place to West Willows Road: Reclassify
roadway segment from a Community Collector with Improvement Options
(2.1D) to a Boulevard with Intermittent Turn Lanes (4.2B).

e Alpine Boulevard from West Willows Road to Willows Road (eastern end):
Reclassify roadway segment from a Community Collector with Intermittent
Turn Lanes (2.1C) to a Boulevard with Intermittent Turn Lanes (4.2B).
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e South Grade Road from Eltinge Drive to Olive View Road: Reclassify
roadway segment from a Light Collector with Intermittent Turn Lanes (2.2C)
to a Boulevard with Intermittent Turn Lanes (4.2B).

o West Willows Road from Alpine Boulevard to Otto Avenue: Reclassify
roadway segment from a Light Collector (2.2E) to a Boulevard with Raised
Median (4.2A).

o Willows Road from Otto Avenue to Viejas Casino Road: Reclassify roadway
segment from a Light Collector (2.2E) to a Prime Arterial (6.2).

¢ Willows Road from Viejas Casino Road to I-8 On-Ramp: Reclassify roadway
segment from a Light Collector (2.2E) to a Prime Arterial (6.2).

In accordance with Goal M-2 under Policy M-2.1 and shown in_Fable 2.13-7, the County
has determined that it is more appropriate to maintain defigient LOS E or F operations
on the following 11 roadway segments:

Alpine Boulevard from:
0 Tavern Road to Boulders Road
0 Boulders Road to Alpine

0 Alpine Special Treatment

e Road fro
o0 Eltinge Drive to Olive View Road
West Willows Road from Alpine Boulevard to Otto Avenue / Willows Road
Willows Road from:
o0 Otto Avenue to Viejas Casino Road
0 Viejas Casino Road to I-8 On-Ramp

With respect to these 11 roadway segments, the County has established the following
LOS E/F criteria to define the conditions where a deficient LOS is acceptable, because
mitigation to fully reduce the impact would be infeasible for one or more of the reasons
described below:

Environmental Impacts: Construction of some roads would significantly impact
important habitats, destroy archaeological sites, impact waterways, or require the
demolition of historic landmarks.
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Established Land Development: Existing businesses, historic buildings, established
neighborhoods, and a pedestrian-friendly environment are essential components of a
healthy town center. Road improvements that negatively affect these components can
be undesirable. Wider roads may divide a town and change its character.

Town Centers: Roadways may be exempted from County LOS standards when
widening the road would obstruct pedestrian movements, impede the economic vitality of
existing/planned businesses, require the demolition of historic structures, or negatively
alter the overall character of the area.

Marginal Deficiencies: Exempting a road from County LOS standards may be the more
preferable choice when a road failure results from only a marginal deficiency in
performance. If the projected volume is not anticipated to affect gverall traffic operation,
planning for a wider road to accommodate the additional traffic may not be required.
Acceptance of a lower LOS is particularly appropriat henunderutilized, alternate
routes are available.

Environmental Constraints: Major physical and environmentaly_constraints can
severely hinder construction of needed improvements for some failing roads. The 2011
General Plan policies seek to minimizé environmental impacts and minimize road
construction costs.

\\_
The mitigation measures listed-above have been found to be infeasible; therefore,
impacts would remain signifigant and unavoidable. i

None of the Project alternatives would-reduce impacts associated with County traffic and
level of servicesstandards to elow sig'hificant. While the Environmentally Superior
alternative would further reduce traffic impacts, this alternative still allows development
that would result in impactsithat are not mitigated to a level below significant without new
or expanded road and/or igtersection construction as described above. In addition, this
alternative would “pot ‘meet the Project objective of recognizing community and
stakeholder interests while striving for consensus.

Conclusion: Because new or expanded road and/or intersection construction on the
deficient roadway segments would be infeasible; because application of all feasible
mitigation and Project design measures would not achieve a level of less than
significant; and because there are no feasible Project alternatives that would achieve a
level of less than significant; impacts associated with County traffic and level of service
standards would remain significant and unavoidable.

Cumulative Impact — Unincorporated County Traffic and Level of Service
Standards: As described above, implementation of the proposed FCI Lands GPA would
have the potential to result in an increase in traffic and exceedance of Level of Service
(LOS) standard. In combination with other cumulative projects, the project would have
the potential to result in a significant cumulative impact within the Alpine CPA.
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Facts in Support of Finding: Cumulative projects would result in additional LOS E
roadway segments and this would be considered a significant cumulative impact. The
FCI Lands GPA is projected to result in significant impacts to nine road segments in the
Alpine CPA. Therefore, the project would result in a cumulatively considerable
contribution to a significant cumulative traffic impact.

C-17 Significant Effect — Rural Road Safety: The FEIR identifies significant impacts related
to substantial increases in hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or
dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment).

Mitigation Measures: The mitigation measures identified in the BEEIR partially mitigate

the significant impact as follows:

» Tra-1.3 is the implementation of County Public Roag during review of new
development projects. Tra-1.3 also includes revision of the Publi¢ Road Standards to
include a range of road types according to Regional Cigegory context. Application of
this measure will ensure that future public roads meet Current safety standards.

» Tra-1.4 is the implementation, and r visioqas necessary, of the County Guidelines
for Determining Significance for Trapsportation and Traffic to evaluate adverse
environmental effects of prejects and r&quiré mitigation when significant impacts are
identified. This measufe will ‘ensure tRat appropriate site design and mitigating
measures are applied prevg;ﬁ road hazards associated with future development.

= Tra-1.7 reguites the County, to develop project review procedures to require large
commerdial and office development to use Transportation Demand Management
Programs 10 reduce sihgle-occupant vehicle traffic generation and to prepare and
forward annual reportg to the County on the effectiveness of the program. This
measure will reduce potential rural road hazards from features or incompatible uses
associated with commercial and office development under the General Plan Update.

» Tra-3.1 requires coordination with SANDAG to obtain funding for operational
improvements to State highways and freeways in the unincorporated area. This will
reduce potential incompatibility of alternative transportation facilities with roadway
and highway facilities, thereby improving safety for pedestrians and bicyclists.

The Project also includes policies in the Land Use and Mobility Elements that address

rural road safety. The relevant policies are: LU-2.8, LU-6.10, M-4.3, M-4.4, M-4.5, and

M-9.1. These policies help minimize adverse effects that are detrimental to human

health and safety, help to protect people and property from natural and man-induced

hazards, require that roads have safe and adequate emergency access, and encourage
operational improvements that increase the effective vehicular capacity of the public
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road network. Adherence to these policies will further reduce impacts associated with
rural road safety from future development.

Facts in Support of Finding: Implementation of the proposed General Plan would
result in the adoption of a Mobility Element network that includes existing roadways with
horizontal and vertical curves that are sharper than existing standards. This would be
considered a potential transportation hazard. Additionally, the proposed General Plan
Update may pose an increased risk to pedestrians and bicyclists by increasing and/or
redistributing traffic patterns. Implementation of the proposed General Plan Update
would also have the potential to result in hazards from at-grade rail crossings. General
Plan Update policies and mitigation measures would reduce impacts to rural road safety,
but not to below a level of significance.

The following measures were also considered to reduce impacts to rural road safety to
below significant. However, the County has determineed that these measures would be
infeasible, as described below. Therefore, the following mitigation weasures will not be

implemented. /

(1) Measure: Require all roadway faciliti€s with horizental and vertical curves that are
sharper than existing standards to undqgo construction improvements so that
facilities would be compliant with existiag sa?;y standards.

«
.

uld be considered infeasible due to related
ct that while some roadways may not be
ey may be operating at acceptable LOS

Rationale for Rejection:* This measure
construction improvement costs and the
compliant with_existing safety standards,

implementation of this Imeasure would require construction improvements to many
roadways the upmincorporated backcountry area, where the majority of
development wauld not be located under implementation of the proposed General
Plan Update. Théerefore, this mitigation measure would conflict with the Project’s
objective to provide and support a multi-modal transportation network that enhances
connectivity and supports community development patterns.

(2) Measure: All transportation facilities within the unincorporated County shall be
retrofitted to provide safe bicycle and pedestrian movement corridors.

Rationale for Rejection: This measure would conflict with the Project’s objective to
minimize public costs of infrastructure and services and correlate their timing with
development. Additionally, this measure would be considered infeasible due to
related construction improvement costs and the fact that improvements required by
this mitigation measure may reduce the existing and future service level standards of
the facilities. In addition, some of the transportation facilities in the unincorporated
County are within the jurisdiction of another agency, such as Caltrans.
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None of the Project alternatives would reduce impacts associated with rural road safety
to below significant. While the Environmentally Superior alternative would further reduce
rural road safety impacts, this alternative still allows development that would result in
impacts that are not mitigated to a level below significant without adopting the measures
noted above. In addition, this alternative would not meet the Project objective of
recognizing community and stakeholder interests while striving for consensus.

Conclusion: Because the measures listed above have been found to be infeasible;
because application of all feasible mitigation and Project design measures would not
achieve a level of less than significant; and because there are no feasible Project
alternatives that would achieve a level of less than significant; i cts associated with
rural road safety would remain significant and unavoidable.

Cumulative Impact — Rural Road Safety: As describ boveyimplementation of the
proposed Project would have the potential to resultsin substantial ipcreases in hazards
due to a design feature or incompatible uses. combipation with, other cumulative
projects, the Project would have the potential to result in & significant cumulative impact.

Facts in Support of Finding: The atea Qt analysis\for cumulative transportation
operation includes the County of San Diego ands;immediately surrounding jurisdictions.
Cumulative projects in these™ areas in ude/;)rojeqts consistent with surrounding
jurisdictions’ general plans“and r(jj'onal roadway plans such as the SANDAG RTP and

SCAG RTP. Cumulative prejects ia surrounding jurisdictions would face similar potential
transportation operational issues as these in the unincorporated County. Older roadways
in incorporated4risdictions thatsurround the County would not be adequate by existing
roadway stafdards. Additionally, many unincorporated areas that surround the County,
including areas within the Counties of Riverside and Imperial have rural roadway
conditions similakto the ugincorporated County. Therefore, cumulative projects in these
areas would face the same traffic operational concerns including: roadway networks that
include existing roadways with horizontal and vertical curves sharper than existing
standards; increased traffic on rural roads with slow moving agricultural vehicles;
increased risk to pedestrians and bicyclists by increasing and/or redistributing traffic
patterns; or hazards from at-grade rail crossings. While cumulative projects would not
preclude improvements to roadways with potential hazards, there is no guarantee that
these improvements would be constructed concurrently with the anticipated increase in
vehicle trips on these roadways. General Plan Update policies and mitigation measures
incorporated into the Project would reduce cumulative impacts to rural road safety, but
not to below a level of significance. Additional mitigation measures as described above
for Project-level impacts were considered but found to be infeasible. Therefore, Project
impacts to rural road safety would remain cumulatively considerable.
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UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS

C-18 Significant Effect — Adequate Water Supplies: The FEIR identifies significant impacts
related to (1) a demand for water that exceeds existing entittements and resources, or
necessitates new or expanded entitlements; and (2) substantial depletion of groundwater
supplies or interference with groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit
in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table level.

Mitigation Measures: The mitigation measures identified in the FEIR partially mitigate
the significant impact as follows:

= USS-4.1 requires the County to review General Plan Amendments (GPAs) for
consistency with the goals and policies of the General RPfan. This shall include
designating groundwater dependent areas with land
consistent with the long-term sustainability of _gr

se density/intensity that is
ndwater supplies; locating

that would result in a demand for
groundwater supplies.

= USS-4.2 requires the Co
Green Building Program with incentivesfor development that is energy efficient and
conserves resources, including”both groupdwater and imported water. Participation
in this program_can-potentially reduce future demand on existing water supplies.

= USS-4.3{s the implementation of Policy 1-84 requiring that discretionary projects
district compmitment that water services are available. This will prevent
future discretignary projects in water district areas that require imported water supply
in exceedance\of existing availability. USS-4.3 also requires the County to
implement and reVise as necessary Board Policy G-15 to conserve water at County
facilities. Water conservation efforts at County facilities will reduce future demand on
water supply in the County and serve as an example to other land uses that rely on
water supply.

» USS-44 is the implementation of the Groundwater Ordinance to balance
groundwater resources with new development. USS-4.4 also requires the County to
implement and revise as necessary the Watershed Ordinance to encourage the
removal of invasive species to restore natural drainage systems, thereby improving
water quality and surface water filtration. In addition, this measure requires
implementation and revision of the Ordinance Relating to Water Efficient for
Landscaping to further water conservation through the use of recycled water. These
efforts will minimize drawdown of groundwater supply, allow for recharge of
groundwater storage, and reduce future demand of imported water and groundwater.

Forest Conservation Initiative Lands GPA SEIR County of San Diego
October 2016 DRAFT Findings-149



DRAFT CEQA Findings Regarding Significant Effects

= USS-4.5 requires the County to use the County Guidelines for Determining
Significance for Groundwater Resources, Surface Water Quality, and Hydrology to
identify and minimize adverse environmental effects on groundwater resources.

= USS-4.6 requires the County to establish a water credits program between the
County and the Borrego Water District to encourage an equitable allocation of water
resources. This measure will potentially allow for replacement of water intensive
uses in Borrego with land uses that require less groundwater.

= USS-4.7 is the coordination with the San Diego County Water Authority and other
water agencies to correlate land use planning with water ,supply planning and
support continued implementation and enhancement _«0f water conservation
programs. This effort will reduce the potential for exceédance of water availability
under the General Plan Update.

The Project also includes policies in the Land U
Elements that address water supply. The relevant palicie$S are: LU-8.1, LU-8.2, LU-13.1,
LU-13.2, COS-4.1 through C0OS-4.4, COS5.2, and COS-5.5. These policies require that
densities and development in groundwater deggndent areas be consistent with the long-

and (:,}vrservatio and Open Space

plementation of the proposed Project would increase
opulations served within the service areas of San
Diego County Water Authotity member water districts and groundwater dependent water
districts. Although multiple/planning documents exist to ensure a reliable water supply is
available for future‘growth within the County, the combined effect of the impacts related
to obtaining additional water supplies, the uncertainties inherent in obtaining those
supplies, and construction impacts related to extraction, processing and/or conveyance
of additional water supply leads to the conclusion that implementation of the proposed
Project would be potentially significant.

The following measure was also considered to reduce impacts to adequate water
supplies to below significant. However, the County has determined that this measure
would be infeasible, as described below. Therefore, the following mitigation measure will
not be implemented.

(1) Measure: Implement a Countywide moratorium on building permits and
development applications in any areas of the County that would have an inadequate
imported water supply to serve future development until adequate supplies are
procured.
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Rationale for Rejection: This would effectively result in no increase in the amount of
imported water demand within the unincorporated County. However, this measure
would impede the County’s ability to implement the Project because it would prohibit
future development in areas identified for increased growth in the Project. This
mitigation measure would also conflict with the Project objective to support a
reasonable share of projected regional population growth. Therefore, for the reasons
listed above, this mitigation measure would not be implemented.

None of the Project alternatives would reduce impacts associated with adequate water
supplies to below significant. While the Environmentally Superior alternative would
further reduce the impacts to water supplies, this alternative still allews development that
would result in impacts that are not mitigated to a level below sighificant without adopting
the measure noted above. In addition, this alternative mould not meet the Project
objective of recognizing community and stakeholder “interests while striving for
consensus.

Conclusion: Because the measure listed above “has 'Gg/en found to be infeasible;
because application of all feasible mitigation and Project design measures would not
achieve a level of less than significang and\because here are no feasible Project
alternatives that would achieve a level of I@ss than significant; impacts to adequate water
supplies would remain significafit and unav@idaBle. .

Cumulative Impact — Ad uate)/ater Supplies: As described above, implementation
of the proposed Project would have the potential to exceed existing water entitlements
and resourcesys” necessitate w or expanded entitlements, deplete groundwater
supplies, or substantially ipterfere™with groundwater recharge. In combination with other
cumulative projects, the PRroject would have the potential to result in a significant
cumulative impa

Facts in Support of Finding: Many water districts that would serve cumulative project
areas have prepared and adopted Urban Water Management Plans (UWMPs) and/or
other planning documents that include supply and demand projections and procurement
strategies to ensure a reliable water supply exists to meet the projected demand within
the region. Although multiple planning documents exist to ensure a reliable water supply
is available for future growth, as with project-level impacts, the combined effect of the
impacts related to obtaining additional water supplies, the uncertainties inherent in
obtaining those supplies, and construction impacts related to extraction, processing
and/or conveyance of additional water supply results in cumulative projects having the
potential to increase the demand for potable water in the region in a manner that
exceeds existing entitlements and resources. Although regulations such as the California
Water Code, SB 610, SB 221, Urban Water Management Planning Act, Water
Conservation Projects Act, and San Diego Groundwater Ordinance, are intended to
reduce impacts to water supply, impacts in the San Diego region would remain
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significant and unavoidable. General Plan Update policies and Project mitigation
measures would reduce cumulative impacts to water supplies, but not to below a level of
significance. An additional mitigation measure as described above for project-level
impacts was considered but found to be infeasible. Therefore, Project impacts to
adequate water supplies would remain cumulatively considerable.

C-19 Significant Effect — Sufficient Landfill Capacity: The FEIR identifies significant
impacts related to insufficient permitted landfill capacity to accommodate the Project’s
solid waste disposal needs.

Mitigation Measures: The mitigation measures identified in the FEIR partially mitigate
the significant impact as follows:

USS-6.1 requires the County to participate in interjugisdictional reviews to gather
information on and provide comments on plans ¢ orpotated jurisdictions and
public agencies in the region. It also requires the Countysto work with other
jurisdictions in the region to facilitate regulations to site/r,e‘cyclingf ilities. This effort
will help the County and other jurisdictions to planhfor Solid waste disposal concurrent
with need and to reduce solid waste production throygh increased recycling.

“ .
» USS-6.2 requires the County to review all plans for large scale projects and planned
developments to ensure thére is spade affocation. for on-site storage to separate
recyclable solid wastes” This)neasure will increase participation in recycling and

reduce solid waste output.

Uires the Couhty to promote and enforce the Management of Solid
dinance requiring mandatory recycling. This measure further requires the
County to ®valuate the}Zoning Ordinance and other County ordinances, codes and
policies to allew the development of the most environmentally sound infrastructure
for solid waste facilities including recycling, reuse and composting businesses. This
requirement will acrease recycling efforts and reduce solid waste output in the
County. In addition, USS-6.3 also requires implementation of the Zoning Ordinance
mandate for a Major Use Permit for new landfills to ensure the facilities are sited in
accordance with the San Diego County IWMP. This regulation will help with the
successful processing of new landfill projects, thereby increasing landfill capacity in
the County.

» USS-6.4 is the use of Board Policy B-67 requiring the County to purchase products
containing recycled and recyclable materials. Recycling efforts at County facilities
will reduce future demand on County landfills and serve as an example to other land
uses that generate solid waste.

= USS-6.5 requires the County to regulate refuse hauling companies through County
Franchise Hauler Agreement permits and coordinate with solid waste facility
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operators to extend and/or expand existing landfill capacity by encouraging on-site
materials diversion options. USS-6.5 further requires the County to develop
incentives to encourage pilot projects with unincorporated area landfills to use
anaerobic digesters to process organic materials currently being landfilled. This
measure can promote alternative means of solid waste disposal and alleviate some
demand on landfills.

» USS-6.6 requires the County to permit and regulate solid waste operators and closed
solid waste disposal sites to ensure compliance with California Code of Regulations
and Titles 14 and 27. This measure will ensure that landfills meet current State
standards.

= USS-6.7 requires the County to maintain and monitor inagtive solid waste disposal
sites to ensure compliance with all applicable envifonmental regulations, and
establish additional compatible uses for inactive solid*wastesites, where possible,
that generate cost-saving revenue and provide desirable community resources. This
measure ensures that landfills minimize th impacts~and increase their value,
thereby making solid waste facilities feasible and‘\desirable operations in the County.

= USS-6.8 requires the County to conduct ngcycling and composting public education
programs for residents, schools, and usin«ta;es; and to develop programs to assist
farmers, residents, and busifiesses to diver organic. materials. USS-6.8 requires the
County to encouragegCountysand private contractors and developers to practice
deconstruction and regycling of construgtion, demolition and land clearing debris.
Implementation.ef-this measure will. reduce demand on solid waste facilities through
alternative diSposal.optionsfor the public.

The Project also includes policies in the Land Use and Conservation and Open Space
Elements that address laadfill capacity. The relevant policies are: LU-12.1, LU-12.2,
LU-16.1, LU-16.2, [U-16.3, and COS-17.1 through COS-17.4, COS-17.6, COS-17.7 and
CO0S-17.8. These policies require concurrency of infrastructure and services with
development; require the maintenance of such services; encourage recycling facilities;
and require landfill waste management, composting, methane recapture, and recycling.
Adherence to these policies will further reduce impacts associated with insufficient
landfill capacity from future development.

Facts in Support of Finding: If additional landfills are not constructed and existing
landfills are not expanded, the Integrated Waste Management Plan Siting Element
estimates that the County will run out of physical landfill capacity by 2016; however, a
Needs Assessment was recently prepared in association with an Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) for Gregory Canyon Landfill in December 2012 which indicates that the
capacity of landfills within San Diego County would be reached by the year
2024Regardless, additional capacity would be required to accommodate development
under the Project. Therefore, the development of future land uses as designated in the
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Project would have the potential to be served by landfills with insufficient capacity to
accommodate the future solid waste disposal needs. General Plan Update policies and
Project mitigation measures would reduce impacts to landfill capacity, but not to below a
level of significance.

The following measures were also considered to reduce impacts to sufficient landfill
capacity to below significant. However, the County has determined that these measures
would be infeasible, as described below. Therefore, the following mitigation measures
will not be implemented.

(1) Measure: Require all proposed development to obtain written verification of
sufficient landfill capacity for the next 20 years.

Rationale for Rejection: This mitigation measure wo prove infeasible because
existing landfill facilities are not projected to have s ient capacity to serve future
demand. Therefore, this measure would impede the County’s ability to implement the
Project because it would prohibit future development ifl/,afeas idertified for increased
growth in the Project. This mitigation measure would conflict with the Project
objective to support a reasonable jected regional population growth

(2) Measure: Require an d Projectithat is expected to result in an increase in
solid waste dispesal demand to construct a solid waste disposal facility, concurrent

Rationale
places the

r Rejection} This mitigation measure would prove infeasible because it
rden of/development of new solid waste disposal facilities on the
developer, would require permits from local and State agencies, and would have the
potential to resultin environmental consequences from creating multiple solid waste
facilities throughout the unincorporated County. This mitigation measure would result
in significant environmental impacts from the construction of multiple solid waste
facilities throughout various areas of the unincorporated County. Implementing
multiple solid waste disposal sites would increase environmental degradation
throughout the unincorporated County, which would contradict the Project’s objective
to promote environmental stewardship that protects the range of natural resources
and habitats that uniquely define the County’s character and ecological importance.

None of the Project alternatives would reduce impacts associated with sufficient landfill
capacity to below significant. While the Environmentally Superior alternative would
further reduce landfill capacity impacts, this alternative still allows development that
would result in impacts that are not mitigated to a level below significant without adopting
the measures noted above. In addition, this alternative would not meet the Project
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objective of recognizing community and stakeholder interests while striving for
consensus.

Conclusion: Because the measures listed above have been found to be infeasible;
because application of all feasible mitigation and Project design measures would not
achieve a level of less than significant; and because there are no feasible Project
alternatives that would achieve a level of less than significant; impacts to sufficient
landfill capacity would remain significant and unavoidable.

Cumulative Impact - Sufficient Landfill Capacity: As described above,
implementation of the proposed Project would have potential impacts related to
insufficient permitted landfill capacity to accommodate the Project’s*solid waste disposal
needs. In combination with other cumulative projects, the.Project would have the
potential to result in a significant cumulative impact.

Facts in Support of Finding: Many cumulative prgjécts, such as those proposed under
adjacent city and county general plans, private ojects/r}et included in the proposed
Project, or projects on tribal land, would increase solid waste disposal and management
needs within the region. The existing regjgnal landfill fagilities do not have the capacity to
accommodate the solid waste disposal{needs of the cumulative projects. Either new
landfill facilities and/or recycling facilitie WO? be needed to meet the anticipated
disposal needs. However, i it iS often.difficult to find suitable sites to

above for projeef-level.impacts‘were considered but found to be infeasible. Therefore,
Project impagts to sufficient landfilkcapacity would remain cumulatively considerable.

Despite these unavoidable effects, a comprehensive update to the County’s General Plan is
still being proposed betause the existing General Plan is based on outdated information and
is, therefore, not considered to be a sound basis for current land use decisions.

Section D — Findings Regarding Alternatives

Section 15126.6(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines requires the discussion of “a reasonable
range of alternatives to a project, or the location of a project, which would feasibly attain most of
the basic objectives of the Project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant
effects of the Project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives.” Four
alternatives to the proposed Project were analyzed, including the Modified FCI Condition
(Environmentally Superior alternative), Mid-density, Alpine Alternative Land Use Map and the
No Project alternatives. These alternatives were compared to the impacts of the proposed
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Project and are assessed relative to their ability to meet the adopted objectives of the Project.
In addition, six additional alternatives were considered but rejected from further analysis in the
SEIR because they (1) did not accomplish most of the basic project objectives, (2) were
determined to be infeasible to implement due to their inconsistency with the 2011 General Plan
or other resource constraints or, (3) were found unable to avoid the identified significant
environmental impacts of the Project, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(c).

The Alpine Alternative Land Use Map alternative has been selected as the Recommended
Project. These findings contrast and compare the alternatives where appropriate in order to
demonstrate that the selection of the Alpine Alternative Land Use Map alternative as the
Recommended Project, while still causing certain unavoidable significant environmental
impacts, would result in substantial environmental, planning, public safetyeconomic, and other
benefits. In rejecting the balance of the alternatives that were analyzegd‘in the SEIR, the County
of San Diego has examined the Project objectives and weighed the<bility of each of the various
alternatives to meet the objectives. The County finds that the R4 mended Project best meets
the Project objectives with the least environmental impact. Fhe objectives that were adopted by
the County, and which set the framework for the Project, ate as foﬂpws:

regional po

1.  Support a reasonable share of project ylation growth.

Promote sustainability by locating ngw developmenty near existing infrastructure,
services, and jobs. ;,»

individual character of existing communities
ecreational opportunities.

3. Reinforce the vitality, local<€conomy, an
while balancing housing{ employment, an

4. Promote environmental stewardship_that pretects the range of natural resources and
iquely define'the County’s character and ecological importance.

5.  Ensure th developm‘ t acco
the land.

6. Provide and support a multi-modal transportation network that enhances connectivity
and supports contmunity development patterns.

ts for physical constraints and the natural hazards of

7. Maintain environmentally sustainable communities and reduce greenhouse gas
emissions that contribute to climate change.

8.  Preserve agriculture as an integral component of the region’s economy, character, and
open space network.

9.  Minimize public costs of infrastructure and services and correlate their timing with new
development.

10. Recognize community and stakeholder interests while striving for consensus.

The following provides a summary comparison of the Recommended Project and each
alternative fully analyzed in Chapter 4.0 of Volume | of the Final SEIR. The summary includes
rationale as to why the Recommended Project is preferred compared to the other alternatives
and why an alternative has been rejected.
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No Project Alternative
The No Project alternative assumes that the pre-FCI General Plan (the Plan in place when the
FCI was enacted in 1993) land use densities apply to the former FCI lands and remain in effect.
The County has determined that the sunset date of the voter-approved FCI refers to the
initiative itself, which rendered the land use designations of FCI inapplicable to the Project areas
beginning on January 1, 2011. As such, the No Project alternative generally allows higher
densities in areas outside of the SDCWA boundary, as compared to the Recommended Project.
The land use categories currently in effect on those lands previously under the FCI are not
consistent with the 2011 General Plan land use categories. These inconsistent land use
designations on the former FCI lands may present substantial conflicts with adjacent properties
that are developed according to the 2011 General Plan land use designations. For example, the
2011 General Plan land use designations promote future development which is more sensitive
to existing environmental and infrastructure constraints, particularly in4he outlying areas within
and near the CNF lands, than the land use designations that are ipfeffect now (due to the 2011
General Plan not applying land use designations to the FCI lapds)-and would remain under the
No Project alternative. Accordingly, the No Project alterhative land use designations are
indifferent to the environmental (i.e., biological resourcesjsteep f)ppes) andnfrastructure (i.e.,
groundwater resources) constraints of the FCI lands.

For all subject areas evaluated in the SEIR, the\No I?\rpject alternative would have substantially
greater and more severe environmental impacts thanythe Recommended Project or other
alternatives analyzed (refer to Table 4<T in Chaptdr 4 tf,Volume | of the SEIR). Moreover, the
No Project alternative does not ip€lude any of themitigation measures described in the SEIR
and the Mitigation Monitoring and ‘Reportiag Progra

alternative would provide the greatest development potential, this
alternative would bdst meet the ¥irst objective identified for the proposed Project, to support a
reasonable share of projected redional population growth and would partially meet the eighth
objective to preserve agficulture g@s an integral component of the region’s economy, character,
and open space network. “However, since the No Project alternative would retain existing land
use designations, primarily atssemi-rural densities, this alternative would assign higher densities
in remote areas away from existing infrastructure, services and jobs.

Since the No Proje

Therefore, the No Project alternative would not achieve the following eight objectives: 2)
promote sustainability by locating new development near existing infrastructure, services, and
jobs; 3) reinforce the vitality, local economy, and individual character of existing communities
while balancing housing, employment, and recreational opportunities; 4) promote environmental
stewardship that protects the range of natural resources and habitats that uniquely define the
County’s character and ecological importance; 5) ensure that development accounts for
physical constraints and the natural hazards of the land; 6) provide and support a multi-modal
transportation network that enhances connectivity and supports community development
patterns; 7) maintain environmentally sustainable communities and reduce greenhouse gas
emissions that contribute to climate change; 9) minimize public costs of infrastructure and
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services and correlate their timing with new development; and 10) recognize community and
stakeholder interests while striving for consensus.

Under the No Project alternative, increased acreages of land would be located in the eastern
portion of the unincorporated County, which would promote land consumption within those
portions of the County, rather than reduce it. Therefore, Objective 2 would not be met by the No
Project alternative. Objectives 3 and 6 would not be met by the No Project alternative because,
unlike the proposed Project, this alternative would not increase development densities within
existing villages and communities, and would not reinforce the existing character and economy
of local communities and the lower density semi-rural designations would not support a multi-
modal transportation network, particularly pedestrian and bicycle activities. Objective 4 would
not be achieved by the No Project alternative because land uses and elopment would be
located in many undeveloped and rural eastern portions of the unincefporated County. These
areas contain multiple natural resources and habitats of ecologicalkimportance and the most of
the densities would not require the Conservation Subdivi ram, which requires
' g unit per ten acres
ctives /5,or 9 because the majority of
future development would be in the eastern portion of%the ‘Unincorporated county, which
an increased wildland fire risk.
oject\alternativ because this land use pattern
would not focus growth in village centers or néar e?ing public: services and development

h the unincorpofated ‘eounty. Objective 10 would not be
because it would not incorporate stakeholder considerations
blic review, and hearing process for the proposed

met by the No Project alternativ
that were received during the s
Project. —

Therefore, the No P{oject altern een rejected because (1) it fails to meet eight of the
ten project objectives;sand (2) it fails to avoid, and in many instances increases, the significant
environmental impacts of the Prgject. The Board finds that each of these reasons is sufficient
on its own to justify rejecting this alternative in favor of the Recommended Project.

Modified FCI Condition Alternative

Prior to and since the adoption of the General Plan in August 2011, the County PDS
Department has been working with community planning and sponsor groups, and affected
property owners, to plan for the appropriate and equitable application of land use and zoning
designations for the former FCI lands, while ensuring consistency with the Guiding Principles of
the 2011 General Plan. Through this process, different approaches for distributing density were
considered among the former FCI lands, with an emphasis on future development which is more
sensitive to the environmental resources and/or constraints on the subject properties. The
General Plan Update PEIR forecasted growth within the former FCI lands consistent with the
zoning designations established by the voter initiative which allowed one dwelling unit per 40
acres (1:40). The forecasted growth within the 2011 General Plan is approximately 235 fewer
dwellings units (DUs) than the proposed Modified FCI Condition alternative. The additional
development potential proposed by the Modified FCI Condition alternative is primarily located in
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the Alpine CPA as an eastern extension to the existing Alpine Village. This alternative was
developed in response to public comments received during the public review period for the
SEIR in 2013 and the NOP public review period to allow for additional growth in this area, while
avoiding impacts with CNF lands by retaining lower densities adjacent to and in the vicinity of
CNF lands.

Based on the recommendations in comment letters responding to the NOP and public review
comment letters received during review of the Draft SEIR circulated in 2013, a Modified FCI
Condition alternative land use map was created (Volume |, Chapter 4, Figures 4-1.1A through
4-1.13). The Modified FCI Condition Land Use Map and the Recommended Project Land Use
Map are the same for the following communities: Desert, Mountain Empire, North Mountain,
Pendleton-DelLuz, Pine Valley, and Ramona. However, the Modified FClsCondition alternative
would support buildout of approximately 4,521 residential DUs, or appreXimately 1,214 less than
the Recommended Project land use map.

When compared to the Recommended Project Land Use Map, the Modified FCI Condition Land
Use Map would assign 2,331 additional acres as Semi-Rural anq}mrease the amount of Rural
Lands by 2,746 acres. In addition, this map would assign 167 less acres of Village Residential
and 152 less acres of Village Core Mixed Usg’(VCMU) land uses than the Recommended
Project land use map. The areas that would exp rienc:g substantial increases in the Rural Lands
designations under this alternative, and therefofe less;residential buildout compared to the
Recommended Project land use m include D scaéo Subarea (1,666 acres), Alpine CPA
(740 acres); and Jamul/Dulzura Subregiony(242 acres).

The Modified FCI Condition-alternative would-achieve all ten of the Project objectives to some
extent. When compare@ to the Recornmended Project, the Modified FCI Condition alternative
would better fulfill f@ur of the Preject objectives identified below because of the lower overall
development potentialy particularlyjin the Alpine CPA and in certain instances adjacent to CNF
lands. However, the Reeommendeéd Project also fulfills these four objectives below, while better
fulfilling other Project objectives:.
e 4) Promote environmental stewardship that protects the range of natural resources and
habitats that uniquely define the County’s character and ecological importance;
e 5) Ensure that development accounts for physical constraints and the natural hazards of
the land;
e 8) Preserve agriculture as an integral component of the region’s economy, character,
and open space network; and
¢ 9) Minimize public costs of infrastructure and services and correlate their timing with new
development.

The Recommended Project contemplates land use designations consistent with Project
objectives because it also assigns low density land uses in remote areas of the unincorporated
county, while providing nearly all the potential growth in an area within or adjacent to an area
with infrastructure, the community of Alpine, which is not remote, nor far from services and jobs
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or employment opportunities. Therefore, the Recommended Project would better fulfill the
following six Project objectives than the Modified FCI Condition alternative:

1) Support a reasonable share of projected regional population growth. The
development capacity of the Recommended Project is greater (5,735 additional future
DUs) than the Modified FCI Condition alternative (4,521 additional future DUSs).

2) Promote sustainability by locating new development near existing infrastructure,
services, and jobs. As discussed above, the Recommended Project generally limits
future growth to the Alpine CPA in areas within or adjacent with infrastructure and
services.

3) Reinforce the vitality, local economy, and individual character of existing communities
while balancing housing, employment, and recreational opportunities. The
Recommended Project would allow for greater development potential in the Alpine CPA,
which would allow for a greater population base to supp6ért a broader range of
community facilities, particularly a new high school.
6) Provide and support a multi-modal transportation n nhances connectivity
and supports community development patterns. herally development patterns in the
remote Project areas of the FCI lands do not upporw multi-modal transportation

designation to an area in Alpine as an
compact development patterns facilitate
multi-modal transportation network.

7) Maintain environmentally«Sustainable ‘communities and reduce greenhouse gas
emissions that contribute blima? change.\ While both Recommended Project and the
Modified FCI Condition altegnative®would minimize development in remote areas, which
would reduce vehiele miles traveled and, thereby minimize GHG emissions. However,
the Recommerided Project would also allow for additional compact development
potential in the Alpine CRA east '@f Viejas Casino in an area designated village core
Mixed Use.
10) Recognize community’and stakeholder interests while striving for consensus. Both
the Recommended\Project and Modified FCI Condition recognize the interests of
environmental stakeholders by assigning low density land use designations in the
remote areas of the unincorporated county; however, the Recommended Project more
fully recognizes the interests of the Alpine community to allow a greater population base
that would support a broader range of services in the community.

mix_of land uSes at densities that support a
i

.

Therefore, the Modified FCI Condition alternative has been rejected because, while it would
meet Project objectives to some extent, it would not meet them to the same extent as the
Recommended Project because the Recommended Project would better meet six of the ten
Project objectives.

Mid-density Alternative
The Mid-density alternative land use map is based on an analysis of the consistency of the 2012
Initial Draft Land Use Map with the 2011 General Plan Update’s policies and planning principles
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as well as issues raised in public comment letters on the Draft SEIR circulated for public review
in 2013. Based on these comment letters, staff identified several areas of consideration for
further analysis. In formulating a recommendation for each area, County staff considered
factors such as existing land use and parcel sizes, conformance with the Community
Development Model, access to a public road, the extent of physical and environmental
constraints, and proximity to environmentally sensitive CNF lands.

Volume |, Chapter 4, Tables 4-2, 4-3, and 4-4 include a comparison of the Mid-density
alternative to the Recommended Project (Alpine Alternative Land Use Map) and the other
alternatives. As shown in Table 4-4 the Mid-density alternative would result in buildout of less
dwelling units than the Recommended Project in the Alpine CPA and Central Mountain
Subregion. The land use designations assigned by the Recommended Preject and Mid-density
Land Use Maps are the same for all communities with the exception of‘Alpine, Cuyamaca, and
Palomar Mountain. The Mid-density alternative land use maps«are provided in Volume |,
Chapter 4 on Figures 4-2.1A through 4-2.13.

The Mid-density alternative land use designations are léss intensive than the Recommended
Project land use map and would result in similar but re ced}:;]\vironmental impacts. This
alternative would support buildout of approximately 5,589 residential DUs, or approximately 146
less than the Recommended Project. When co ared\to the Recommendation Project, the Mid-
density alternative would assign 91 additional ackes ?emi-Rura and 98 less acres as Rural

) r dénsity“tq the VCMU land uses than the
n 14.5 DUs per acre).

Iternative assign land use designations
consistent with Project.dbjectives becalise they both assign low density land use designations in
remote areas of the{unincorporated county, but allow for additional growth in the community of
Alpine, which is not remote, nor far from services, jobs or employment opportunities. However,
the Mid-density alternative wouldpermit less growth within and adjacent to the CNF in remote
areas of the Cuyamaca Suharea and Alpine CPA. When compared to the proposed Project, the
Mid-density alternative would'better fulfill the fourth and fifth Project objectives:

e 4) Promote environmental stewardship that protects the range of natural resources and
habitats that uniquely define the County’s character and ecological importance. The
Mid-density alternative assigns lower density Rural Lands designations in the
environmentally constrained Japatul Valley area of the Alpine CPA and in the Central
Mountain Subregion.

e 5) Ensure that development accounts for physical constraints and the natural hazards of
the land. As discussed above, the Mid-density alternative assigns lower density Rural
Lands designations in the Japatul Valley area of the Alpine CPA and in the Central
Mountain Subregion where there are very high risks of wildland fires.

As with the Recommended Project, the Mid-density alternative contemplates land use
designations consistent with Project objectives because it also assigns low density land uses in
remote areas of the unincorporated county, while providing nearly all except for the potential
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growth in an area of the Alpine CPA within or adjacent to an area with infrastructure and
services. However, the Recommended Project would better fulfill the following Project objectives
than the Mid-density alternative based on the rationale provided below.

1) Support a reasonable share of projected regional population growth. The
development capacity of the Recommended Project is greater (5,735 additional future
dwelling units) than the Mid-density alternative (5,589 additional future dwelling units).

2) Promote sustainability by locating new development near existing infrastructure,
services, and jobs. While both alternatives generally limit future development to the area
in the Alpine CPA as an extension to the existing Alpine Village, the Recommended
Project assigns higher density Village densities to promote compact development
patterns that will support additional community services.

3) Reinforce the vitality, local economy, and individual character gf#existing communities
while balancing housing, employment, and recreational opportunities. While both the
Recommended Project and Mid-density alternative would aifow for greater development
potential in the Alpine CPA, the Recommended Prefect would allow for a greater
population base to support a broader range of munity facilities and employment
opportunities. :
6) Provide and support a multi-modal transportation metwork that enhances connectivity
and supports community development pétterns. Generally development patterns in the
remote Project areas of the FCI landsydo™“not supportya multi-modal transportation
network; however, the Recommended Prpject a signs a higher density to the Village
Core Mixed Use designatgd-area in Alpiné, which will result in more compact
development patterns to Cilitate) mix of land uses at densities that support a multi-
modal transportation network.

7) Maintain envirenimentally\sustainable communities and reduce greenhouse gas
emissions that<€ontribute to climate changé. While both Recommended Project and the
Mid-density ‘alternative uld minimize development in remote areas, which would
reduce vehicle\miles traveled and, thereby minimize GHG emissions. However, the
Recommended Project would also allow for more a compact development pattern of
development in the Alpine CPA east of the Viejas Casino.

8) Preserve agriculture as an integral component of the region’s economy, character,
and open space network. The Mid-density and Recommended Project assign the same
number of agricultural lands at Semi-rural and at Rural Lands designations; however, the
Recommended Project assigns lower density semi-rural designations in the Alpine CPA
south of Interstate 8 and east of the Alpine Village.

9) Minimize public costs of infrastructure and services and correlate their timing with new
development. In the area east of the Alpine Village, south of Interstate 8, the semi-rural
land use designations of the Recommended Project have a lower density than those of
the Mid-density alternative and will require less infrastructure expansion.

10) Recognize community and stakeholder interests while striving for consensus. Both
the Recommended Project and Mid-density alternative recognize the interests of
environmental stakeholders by assigning low density land use designations in the
remote areas of the unincorporated county; however, the Recommended Project more
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fully recognizes the interests of the Alpine community to allow a greater population base
that would support a broader range of services in the community.

Therefore, the Mid-density alternative has been rejected because, while it would meet Project
objectives to some extent, it would not meet them to the same extent as the Recommended
Project because the Recommended Project would better meet eight of the ten Project
objectives.

Proposed Project
The Recommended Project proposes the same land use designations as the proposed Project
for all communities, with the exception of the Alpine CPA. Within the Alpine CPA, the
Recommended Project proposes different land use designations than therproposed Project in
three areas as described below. (See Recommended Project Figures J¢through 13 in Volume 1lI
of this SEIR.)

o Eastern Alpine, south of the Viejas Reservation (1,09

acres) under the proposed Project. The oteqtjal buildout of the Recommended Project
Iess);han under the proposed Project (661

-

This would reduce~the potential buitdogt from 14 dwelling unit under the proposed
r the Recommended Project.

acres) for 16 ‘parcels rather than Rural Lands 20 (1:20 acres) assigned under the
proposed Project, This different land use designation would reduce the potential
buildout of these parcels from 64 dwelling units under the proposed Project to 32
dwelling units under the Recommended Project.

The Recommended Project land use designations are less intensive and would accommodate
less development than the proposed Project and would generally result in similar but reduced
environmental impacts. The Recommended Project would support buildout of approximately
5,735 residential DUs, or approximately 510 less DUs than the proposed Project. When
compared to the proposed Project, the Recommended Project would assign 206 additional
acres as Rural Lands, but would assign 24 less acres as Village Residential, 174 less acres as
Semi-rural, and seven less acres as Rural Commercial.

The Recommended Project proposes greater residential development densities and number of
residential dwelling units than the Mid-density and Modified FCI Condition alternatives, but less
development density and fewer residential dwelling units than the proposed Project. In some
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cases the Recommended Project would result in similar impacts to the Mid-density and Modified
FCI Condition alternatives but impacts are often reduced or less significant than the proposed
Project.

As with the proposed Project, the Recommended Project would also achieve all ten Project
objectives. Both the proposed Project and the Recommended Project assign land use
designations consistent with Project objectives because they both assign low density land use
designations in remote areas of the unincorporated county, but allow for additional growth in the
community of Alpine, which is not remote, nor far from services, jobs or employment
opportunities. However, the Recommended Project would permit less growth in the Alpine CPA.
Therefore, when compared to the Recommended Project, the proposed Project would better
fulfill the first through third Project objectives:

e 1) Support a reasonable share of projected regional

services, and jobs. While both alternatives genera
in the Alpine CPA as an extension to the existing
assigns more acres of Village and Semi-gdral densities iQ some areas, which will result in
a greater expansion of the existing pine\\/illage, ich will better facilitate the
expansion of the infrastructure because th add'i’f‘pnal development potential will result in
a lower cost per dwelling unit
e 3) Reinforce the vitality, lo€al eco:?my, and\individual character of existing communities
while balancing housing, ployment, and fecreational opportunities. While both the
proposed Project and-Alpine Alternative.would allow for greater development potential in
the Alpine CPA| the proposed\Project would allow for a greater population base to
ity facilities and employment opportunities.

ine Village, the proposed Project

-

Both the proposed Proje¢t and Recommended Project would meet the sixth Project objective:
Provide and support a [ti-modal transportation network that enhances connectivity and
supports community development patterns. Both assign a 14.5 dwelling unit per acre density to
the Village Core Mixed Use designated-area in Alpine, which will result in compact development
patterns to facilitate a mix of land uses at densities that support a multi-modal transportation
network.

When compared to the proposed Project, the Recommended Project would better fulfill the
following six Project objectives:

e 4) Promote environmental stewardship that protects the range of natural resources and
habitats that uniquely define the County’s character and ecological importance. The
Recommended Project assigns lower density Rural Lands designations in the
environmentally constrained Japatul Valley area of the Alpine CPA.

e 5) Ensure that development accounts for physical constraints and the natural hazards of
the land. In the Alpine CPA the Recommended Project assigns lower density Rural
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Lands designations in the Japatul Valley area and lower density Semi-rural designations
in eastern Alpine where there are very high risks of wildland fires.

e 7) Maintain environmentally sustainable communities and reduce greenhouse gas
emissions that contribute to climate change. Both the Recommended Project and
proposed Project would minimize development in remote areas; however, the
Recommended Project would reduce vehicle miles traveled more than the proposed
Project.

o 8) Preserve agriculture as an integral component of the region’s economy, character,
and open space network. The proposed Project and Recommended Project assign the
same number of agricultural lands at Semi-rural and at Rural Lands designations;
however, the Recommended Project assigns lower density semi-rural densities in the
Alpine CPA south of Interstate 8, east of the Alpine Village.

¢ 9) Minimize public costs of infrastructure and services and cor
development. In the area east of the Alpine Village, sout Interstate 8, the semi-rural
land use designations of the Recommended Project have a lower,_density than those of
the proposed Project and will require less infrastructdre expansion.

e 10) Recognize community and stakeholder interests while/sfriving forsg
the proposed Project and Recommended Project recognize the interests of
environmental stakeholders by assigniflg low density, land use designations in the
remote areas of the unincorporated couRty; however, the,Recommended Project more
fully recognizes the concerns of environméntal stakeholders by assigning lower land use
densities in eastern Alpine, re there is ahigh risk of-wildland fires.

Therefore, the proposed Project“has b?en rejectead because, while it would meet Project
objectives to some extentyit'would Rot meet'them to the same extent as the Recommended
Project because the RéCommended Project would better meet six of ten Project objectives.

ate their timing with new

Conclusion
Although the proposed Rroject anhd the Mid-density and Modified FCI Condition alternatives
would be consistent with all of the Project objectives, the Recommended Project more fully
meets more of the Project objectives than these alternatives. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines
Section 15093, therefore, the County adopts the Statement of Overriding Considerations and
rejects the proposed Project and the Mid-density and Modified FCI Condition alternatives
because specific economic, legal, social, technological or other considerations make these
alternatives infeasible and because they Project objectives are better met by the Recommended
Project.
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