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B1-1 This comment is an introduction to comments that follow.  No further 

response is required. 
 
 
 
B1-2 The comment restates information contained in the FEIR, but does not 

raise an environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA.  The 
comment will be included as part of the record and made available to 
the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.  
However, because the comment does not raise an environmental 
issue with respect to the FEIR, no further response is required. 
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B1-3 The referenced term, “Prime Farmland” is a definition of the State 
Department of Conservation, Farmland Mapping and Monitoring 
Program. The definition applies statewide and is referenced in CEQA 
Appendix G. Also refer to the Global Response: Agricultural 
Resources, Direct Impacts included in the introduction to these 
responses to comments which discusses the prime farmland category 
in the context of San Diego County’s particular characteristics.   

 
B1-4 To attempt to predict the evolution of agriculture during the timeframe 

corresponding to the build-out of this project would be speculative. A 
regional, state, national and international study to determine how 
others rate their farmlands is not required for purposes of this analysis. 
The FEIR describes how the County of San Diego rates farmland 
using the Local Agricultural Resources Assessment (LARA) model in 
subchapter 2.4.2.1. In addition, refer to Global Response: Agricultural 
Resources, Direct Impacts for additional details on the agricutlural 
resource assessment criteria.   

 
B1-5 The definition of Prime Farmland is based on the soils that are 

considered candidates for Prime Farmland for each County. Prime 
Farmland is defined as land that has been used for irrigated 
agricultural production at some time during the four years prior to the 
Important Farmland Map date and the soil must meet the physical and 
chemical criteria for Prime Farmland or Farmland of Statewide 
Importance as determined by the USDA Natural Resources 
Conservation Service (NRCS). NRCS compiles lists of which soils in 
each survey area meet the quality criteria. Factors considered in 
qualification of a soil by NRCS include:  

 
• Water moisture regimes, available water capacity, and developed 

irrigation water supply  
• Soil temperature range  
• Acid-alkali balance  
• Water table  
• Soil sodium content  
• Flooding (uncontrolled runoff from natural precipitation)  
• Erodibility  
• Permeability rate  
• Rock fragment content  
• Soil rooting depth 

 
 The soil criteria for Prime Farmland is specific to San Diego County. 

See also response to comment B1-4.  
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 B1-6 The comment restates information contained in the FEIR, but does not 
raise an environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA; therefore, a 
specific response is not required.  

 
B1-7 Please refer to Global Response: Agricultural Resources, Direct 

Impacts which discusses the County Guideline’s focus on maintaining 
consistency with CEQA by providing strong nexus with the physical 
resource, which are the soil candidates which meet the criteria for 
Prime Farmland and Farmland of Statewide Importance as opposed to 
an economic resource (the crop itself). In addition, the FEIR evaluates 
the potential impact to neighboring agricutlural land in subchapter 
2.4.3.2 of the FEIR. Refer also to Global Reponse: Agricultural 
Resources, Indirect Impacts for further discussion of the impact of the 
project on surrounding agriculture. 

 
B1-8 The County of San Diego has established a system to rate agricultural 

resources that is specific to San Diego County. A review of national 
and international approaches is not necessary for purposes of this 
analysis. Refer also to Global Response: Agricultural Resources, 
Direct Impacts for a discussion of the rating systems used to evaluate 
agricultural resources within the project site. The Global Response 
provides information supporting the appropriateness of the evaluation 
relative to San Diego County agricultural types.  The need to perform 
studies at the state, national, and international level is an opinion of the 
commenter and is not supported by the County or CEQA Guidelines.   
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B1-9 With respect to the second sentence of the comment, the potential 
economic changes resulting from a project are not significant effects 
on the environment under CEQA Guidelines Sections 15064(e), 
15131, and 15382. An additional study is not required to support the 
conclusions in the FEIR. Refer to Global Response: Agricultural 
Resources, Indirect Impacts for a discussion of the economic viability 
of agriculture within Valley Center as well as other indirect and “edge” 
effects that have the potential to impact the ongoing viability of 
agriculture adjacent to the project site.  With respect to the question at 
the end of the comment, comment does not raise a significant 
environmental issue and, therefore, no response is required.  

 
B1-10 Global Response: Agricultural Resources, Indirect Impacts as well as 

the Agricultural Resources Report (FEIR Appendix F, Section 3.2) 
provides information about indirect impacts relative to the agricultural 
operations surrounding the project site. Mitigation measures and 
project design considerations would reduce the impacts associated 
with pesticide limitations and restrictions to below a level of 
significance.  The analysis focuses on immediately adjacent land uses 
and those within one mile.  The need to analyze impacts at a regional, 
national, or international level is an opinion of the commenter and is 
not supported by the County or CEQA Guidelines. Furthermore, the 
comment does not provide any details about “any reasonable 
restrictive scenario,” and economic effects resulting from a project are 
not significant effects on the environment under CEQA.  CEQA 
Guidelines, Sections 15064(e), 15131, and 15382. 

 
B1-11 The analysis within the Agricultural Resources Report focuses on 

immediately adjacent land uses and those within one mile.  The need 
to analyze impacts at a regional, national, or international level is an 
opinion of the commenter and is not supported by the County or CEQA 
Guidelines. 

 
B1-12 The comment restates information contained in the FEIR, but does not 

raise an environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA; therefore, a 
specific response is not required. 

 
B1-13 The commenter poses a question regarding the opinion of another 

organization (the AFT). The AFT did not provide a comment letter 
within the 45-day public review period for this project and the County 
cannot respond as to their opinion of the project.  This comment does 
not raise an environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA; 
therefore, a more specific response cannot be provided.   
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 B1-14 Global Response: Agricultural Resources, Indirect Impacts as well as 
the Agricultural Resources Report (Section 3.2) provides information 
about pesticide use relative to the proposed on-site land uses and the 
surrounding off-site agricultural operations. The study is adequate for 
purposes of this analysis. 

 
B1-15 The comment restates information contained in the FEIR, but does not 

raise an environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA; therefore, a 
specific response is not required. 

 
B1-16 Please refer to Global Response: Agricultural Resources, Indirect 

Impacts which discusses state pesticide regulations, aerial 
applications, “drift,” the potential to cause indirect impacts through 
restrictions, and the mitigation measures and project design 
considerations proposed by the project.   
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B1-17 The comment restates information contained in the FEIR, but does not 
raise an environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA; therefore, a 
specific response is not required. 

 
B1-18 The commenter’s statement that regulations require schools to be 

further than one mile from agricultural operations is not accurate.  As 
discussed in subchapter 2.7 of the FEIR, the California Education 
Code (CEC) establishes the law for California public education. The 
CEC requires that the DTSC be involved in the environmental review 
process for the proposed acquisition and/or construction of school 
properties that will use state funding. The CEC requires a Phase I ESA 
be completed prior to acquiring a school site or engaging in a 
construction project. Depending on the outcome of the Phase I ESA, a 
Preliminary Environmental Assessment and remediation may be 
required.  The FEIR goes on to state “Moreover, prior to the siting of a 
school, the local education agency is required to consult with local 
officials to identify facilities within one quarter mile of the proposed site 
that might reasonably be anticipated to emit hazardous air emissions 
or handle hazardous materials, substances, or wastes. Where such 
facilities are present within one-quarter mile of a proposed school site, 
the local education agency is required to make a finding either that no 
such facilities were identified; or that they do exist, but the health risks 
do not or will not constitute an actual or potential endangerment of 
public health at the site or that corrective measures will be taken that 
will result in emissions mitigation to levels that will not constitute 
endangerment.  Therefore, based on conformance with the described 
requirements for hazardous materials, the project would result in less 
than significant impacts related to the location of the proposed school 
site.”  Lastly, the Agricultural Resources Report (bottom of page 72) 
discusses the agricultural uses within one-mile of the school; and 
discusses potential health concerns, the applicable regulations, and 
the features of the project design used to preclude significant impacts 
in Section 3.2.2.1.    

 
B1-19 The comment restates information contained in the FEIR, but does not 

raise an environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA; therefore, a 
specific response is not required. 
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 B1-20 As discussed in the Agricultural Resources Report (Section 3.2.2), 
aerial applicators are required by law to use all precautions to prevent 
pesticide “drift” into a neighboring property; these are required 
regardless of the type of land use occurring on the adjacent parcel. 
Notwithstanding, these regulations in place to protect people and the 
environment from aerial pesticide spraying, the project would not 
prohibit the use of aerial spraying as a part of normal agricultural 
practices in the surrounding area.  There are numerous guidelines in 
place that can make aerial spraying feasible, without drift, even in 
proximity to residential use.  Aerial spraying under the appropriate 
meteorological conditions (e.g., low wind), using equipment that is 
properly calibrated to release an appropriate droplet size (larger 
droplets can minimize drift) and at the appropriate height (altitude) can 
be conducted to ensure drift would not occur, as required by the 
regulations cited above. As a result, the project would not prevent 
existing or future uses from application of aerial pesticides provided 
they are applied in conformance with applicable regulation. As with 
schools, there are no existing regulations in place which would prevent 
group residential being placed within one mile of active agriculture.  As 
discussed in Section 3.2.2.5, there are no records of aerial spraying 
occurring nearer than 2,900 feet to the east of the Group Care facility; 
however, in the event that the nearest agricultural operation to the 
group care site makes the decision to utilize aerial spraying in the 
future, the spraying would occur 600 feet from the boundary of the 
group care site.  Any future agricultural uses that are different from 
what has been in the area in the past would be speculative, and 
analysis is not required. 

 
B1-21 The on-site retained agriculture would be maintained by a professional 

operator.  The Specific Plan will specifically prohibit interim on-site 
agricultural operations from applying pesticides. Aerial spraying is 
further addressed within the Global Response: Agricultural Resources, 
Indirect Impacts.    
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B1-22 As acknowledged by the commenter, “little is known about its spread 

or prevention….makes management of these and any potential future 
pests nearly impossible”.  The agricultural components which would 
continue on the site after build-out would be managed by professionals 
hired by the HOA consistent with the Specific Plan, which prohibits the 
application of pesticides.  Because of the unknown nature of this 
particular pest, the necessity of further studies at this juncture would 
be speculative, and further are not required pursuant to CEQA.   

 
B1-23 Please refer to Global Response: Agricultural Resources, Indirect 

Impacts which discusses nighttime lighting and potential incompatibility 
impacts to adjacent agricultural operations.  With regard to impacts on 
future residential uses, the combination of agricultural buffers, LBZs, 
fencing, and the two rows of trees (M-AG-2, 3, and 4) along the project 
boundaries that border an agricultural operation would serve to 
mitigate any potentially significant impacts to below a level of 
significance.  

 
B1-24 The comment restates information contained in the FEIR, but does not 

raise an environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA; therefore, a 
specific response is not required. 

 
B1-25 Global Response: Agricultural Resources, Indirect Impacts addresses 

both economic viability and the edge effects mentioned in the first part 
of this comment.  With regard to the statement about “wiser” uses than 
those proposed, this expresses an opinion of the commentator.  The 
comment will be included as part of the record and made available to 
the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.  

 
B1-26 Global Response: Agricultural Resources, Indirect Impacts addresses 

a broad spectrum of agricultural compatibility-related issues as well as 
proposed mitigation measures and project design considerations.  
Given the depth and breadth of information provided in the FEIR, the 
Agricultural Resources Report, and the Global Response, further 
studies comparing saturation of uses is not warranted and no further 
response is required pursuant to CEQA.  However, this comment will 
be included as part of the record and made available to the decision 
makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.   
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