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C1d-85 (cont.) 
 Additional surveys for this species would be required as part of other 

Wildlife Agency approvals. Although the surveys were conducted in 
early summer, they were well within the breeding season. The 
current approved survey protocol for the coastal California 
gnatcatcher requires a minimum of seven days between surveys, 
which was met by the project surveys. The surveys conducted for 
the project meet the current Wildlife Agency protocol guidelines; 
therefore, additional surveys at this time are not required or 
necessary.  

 
C1d-86 The least Bell’s vireo survey was conducted on the project area at 

the time of the surveys. The survey did not cover all suitable habitats 
now within the current project area. An updated survey for least 
Bell’s vireo was conducted in 2014 to cover areas not within the 
project boundary at the time of the initial surveys. The results of 
these additional surveys were negative. The survey report is 
included in the FEIR, Appendix G. It is also expected that updated 
surveys for the least Bell’s vireo will be required as part of future 
Wildlife Agency approvals for the project. 

 
C1d-87 The entire project site has been evaluated for the potential to support 

sensitive species or their habitat, but only certain areas of the site 
are considered suitable habitat for certain species such as least 
Bell’s vireo. As indicated above in response C1d-67, surveys were 
completed for least Bell’s vireo in 2014 that cover all areas of the site 
potentially suitable for this species. The results of these additional 
surveys were negative. The survey report is included in the FEIR, 
Appendix G. It is also expected that updated surveys for the least 
Bell’s vireo will be required as part of future Wildlife Agency 
approvals for the project. 

 
 All project areas for potential to serve as coastal California 

gnatcatcher habitat have been surveyed.  Additional 2014 surveys 
for the coastal California gnatcatcher were not completed because 
the additional project acreage was not suitable coastal California 
gnatcatcher habitat.  As detailed in response to comment C1d-66, a 
second survey has not been required by the County but additional 
surveys for this species would be required as part of other Wildlife 
Agency approvals. 

 

C1d-85, 
cont. 
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C1d-88 A focused habitat assessment for the Stephens’ kangaroo rat was 
conducted on the site. This habitat assessment concluded that little 
to no suitable habitat to support this species is present in the project 
site due to various factors. The majority of the known historic 
occurrences of Stephens’ kangaroo rat in the vicinity of the project 
are decades old and for the large part have been extirpated, 
reducing the likelihood of this species to occur on the site due to the 
lack of a source of animals. 

 
C1d-89 The Biology Report (FEIR Appendix “G”), based on a site assessment, 

adequately disclosed that there is a moderate potential for mountain 
lion to utilized the project site due primarily to availability of prey 
species on the site.  With that disclosure, further surveys were not 
deemed necessary to disclose the mountain lions potential use of the 
site.  The Biology Report was prepared by a County approved 
biological consultant.  The proposed mitigation will be comprised of 
similar habitat which would be expected to contain similar prey 
species and would therefore adequately mitigate any potential impacts 
to mountain lion and the loss of foraging habitat.  To clarify, the project 
would not impact 608 acres, and 104.1 acres are preserved in 
permanent biological open space.  The Biology Report studied the 
impacts of the project and the effect to the local and regional 
populations and habitat, and determined impacts are less than 
significant with the mitigation described in the FEIR. 

 
C1d-90 Habitat assessments, focused surveys, and evaluations of the 

potential for occurrence for each of the threatened or endangered 
listed species referred to in the comment were performed and the 
results of this analysis included in the Biology Report and 
summarized in the FEIR. The biological surveys conducted on the 
property followed the adopted County guidelines and are considered 
appropriate for the proposed project.  The potential for these species 
to occur on-site is low given the habitats present on the property. 

 
C1d-91 A regionally significant population, as referenced in the FEIR is 

generally used to describe the fact that the numbers of observed 
sensitive species on the project site were considered small in 
comparison to the regional population of the species as understood 
from scientific literature. For example, some of the species identified 
on-site are widespread in the region. When comparing a small on-
site population to the larger, widespread, and commonly occurring 
population, the small on-site population would not be described as 
regionally significant. 

C1d-88, 
cont. 

C1d-89 

C1d-90 

C1d-91 

C1d-92 

C1d-93 

C1d-94 



 LETTER RESPONSE 

Community Groups-206 

 C1d-91 (cont.) 
 Regarding estimates of on-site population densities, the FEIR 

documents the results of various biological resource surveys 
conducted over 31 individual days from 2011 through 2012. The 
dates and type of survey are documented in Table 1 of Appendix G 
of the FEIR.  The numbers of individual species documented on-site 
represent the population observed during surveys and are not 
intended to capture the complete number of individuals that may be 
present on-site. The FEIR recognizes that the habitats on-site may 
support additional individuals of the species. A complete population 
count of the sensitive species on-site is not required because a 
significant portion of the native habitat on-site would be retained in 
biological open space which would continue to provide habitat for 
sensitive species.    

 
 It is not only range, but also the frequency of occurrence and 

prevalence of habitat to support the species that is considered when 
determining the significance of a local population.  The County agrees 
that the loss of local populations can ultimately reduce regional 
populations of a species; however, species specific significance 
determinations are made based on the extent of the impact to the 
species, its habitat, and its frequency of occurrence in the region. Loss 
of a sensitive species in itself does not represent a significant impact; 
rather it requires consideration of these various factors. 

 
C1d-92 Ranges for species do include all areas and types of habitats within 

their boundaries. The extent and density of the different types of 
habitat are not known specifically for each species range. See 
response to comment C1d-91 above. 

 
C1d-93 Historical ranges for every species have likely diminished. Those 

species that have lost the most historical range and/or the most 
individuals are those species listed as endangered or threatened by 
federal and state resource agencies. The draft North County MSCP 
focuses on the preservation of the larger, higher quality habitat 
blocks that are considered to contain the largest populations of 
sensitive species, allowing smaller less viable and fragmented 
habitat areas that support smaller populations of species outside of 
these core resource areas to be considered for development. Refer 
to response to comment C1d-91, above, for additional detail as to 
how the determination of significance is made.  
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 C1d-94 The FEIR conclusions for impacts to sensitive species are based on 
site specific surveys for sensitive species as documented in Table 1 
of Appendix G of the FEIR. Attachments 9 and 11 of Appendix G 
document the sensitive plant and wildlife species with the potential to 
occur on-site, their likelihood of occurrence and the factual basis for 
this determination. Significance conclusions consider their 
occurrence on-site, the suitability of the on-site habitat to support 
sensitive species, their relative abundance in the region, and the 
regional abundance of their preferred habitat. As most of the project 
site (approximately 76 percent) is marginal habitat (agricultural land, 
disturbed land, currently developed land) and the sensitive biological 
resource areas would be preserved on-site and off-site in 
conservation easements, the project would not result in a significant 
loss of habitat for the studied species. In addition, of the species with 
the potential to occur on-site, the FEIR demonstrates that a 
combination of the preservation of habitats suitable for these 
species, on-site or within draft PAMA lands, in combination with the 
abundance of species as documented in scientific literature as 
described in the Biological Resource Report in section 1.3.1 
(Literature Review), would result in less than significant sensitive 
species impacts. 

 
 The determination was made using the draft North County MSCP 

which focuses on the preservation of the larger, higher quality habitat 
blocks that are considered to contain the largest populations of 
sensitive species, allowing smaller less viable and fragmented 
habitat areas that support smaller populations of species outside of 
these core resource areas to be considered for development. The 
project site is outside of the draft North County MSCP PAMA areas, 
which are the most important locations for preservation of habitat 
and species. 

 
 The Biological Resources Report relies on the regional MSCP 

planning efforts within the county and southern California as the 
basis for the determination of where the highest quality habitats and 
regionally significant populations of sensitive species occur in 
relation to the project.  Refer to response to comment C1d-91, 
above, for additional detail as to how the determination of 
significance is made.  For example, under section 3.2.5 Preserve 
Components for the PAMA, the Draft North County Plan states, “This 
concept (PAMA) develops the preferred preserve configuration  
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C1d-94 around large contiguous area of habitat, areas supporting important 
species populations or habitat areas, and important functional 
linkages and movement corridors between them.”  The project is not 
within a high priority area for habitat conservation.  

 
C1d-95 The FEIR includes observed numbers of sensitive species based on 

observations occurring during the course of numerous site visits 
occurring on suitable habitat. The dates and type of surveys 
completed are documented in Table 1 of Appendix G of the FEIR.  
Refer to Attachments 9 and 11 of Appendix G of the FEIR for a list of 
sensitive plant and wildlife species, with the potential to occur on-
site. These attachments document whether or not the species were 
observed on-site and in what numbers. The numbers of individuals 
documented on-site represent the population observed during 
surveys and are not intended to capture the complete number of 
individuals that may be present on-site and the FEIR recognizes that 
habitats on-site may support additional individuals of the species.   

  
 The significance of an on-site population is dependent on various 

factors, further detailed in response to comemnt C1d-72. It is 
reasonable to assume that the on-site populations of wildlife would 
be smaller after the project is built given that there would be less 
available suitable habitat. However, the report concludes impacts 
would be less than significant based on the low numbers of species 
observed on-site in comparison to their regional distribution. Other 
factors support this conclusion such as the fact that a majority of the 
site is agricultural land. For example, of the 505 acres to be affected 
by the project, 425.3 acres – more than 84 percent – are located on 
land that is currently being used for agriculture, is disturbed, or is 
already developed.  (See Biology Report, Appendix G, Table 8.). 

 
 Project thresholds of significance were based on the County 

Guidelines of Significance – Biological Resources, available for the 
preparation of CEQA documents as discussed and detailed in the 
Biological Resources Report in section 3.0 (Special Status Species), 
Project impacts to the remaining habitat (approximately 79 acres) will 
be mitigated off-site as necessary, pursuant to ratios established by 
the County and/or the resource agency with jurisdiction over the 
impact (e.g., California Department of Fish and Wildlife). (Ibid.) In 
addition, the site does not provide habitat for all 50 special status 
species evaluated for the potential to occur. The potential for these  
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 C1d-95 (cont.) 
 special status species to occur on the site was considered in light of 

the ecological and distributional characteristics for each; only those 
species that had a reasonably high potential to occur on the site 
were evaluated in detail.  

 
C1d-96 Section 3.2.6 of the Biological Resources Report and FEIR 

subchapter 2.5 address impacts to nesting and functional foraging 
habitat for raptors. Although these woodland habitats are not 
referred to directly by name, these habitats are contained within the 
native vegetation and agricultural lands discussed. These sections 
also state that indirect impacts as a result of edge effects may be 
considered significant. The proposed mitigation measures to avoid 
direct and indirect impacts to raptors during the breeding season 
would be implemented through conditions placed on the project that 
restrict construction activities during the breeding season, if raptor 
nests are found to be within the impact area. Pre-construction 
surveys by qualified biologists would be required prior to any clearing 
or removal of vegetation/trees to ensure that nests are discovered 
before impacts occur. If active raptor nests are discovered the nest 
and vegetation within 300–500 feet of it would be avoided until the 
young have fledged. 

 
 Nesting raptors, if discovered during construction activities will be 

protected from edge effects as detailed in the FEIR, subchapter 2.5 
and Table 1-3.  Restrictions would be a condition of project approval 
and included in Wildlife Agency permits. If the attenuation measures 
are properly implemented then their effectiveness is quite high.  
Finally, the comment regarding the location of Table 1-3 is 
referencing information from the Draft EIR that was circulated for 
Public Review in 2013. The Draft REIR circulated for review in 2014 
included Table 1-3 on Page 1-52 of Chapter 1.0. 

 
C1d-97 Please see response to comment C1d-96 above. 
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 C1d-98 All phases of the project would be required to conform to all 
conditions of approval inlcuding those relating to construction 
restrictions relating to seasonality and time of day. Specifically, prior 
to any grading or native vegetation clearing during the 
nesting/breeding season for raptors (roughly from mid-February 
through mid-July), a “directed” survey shall be conducted to locate 
active raptor nests, if any.  If active raptor nests are present, no 
grading or removal of habitat will take place within 500 feet of any 
active nesting sites. The project proponent may seek approval from 
the Director of PDS if nesting activities cease prior to July 15. Please 
see also response to comment C1d-96 above. 

 
C1d-99 The blasting component of the grading operations would be timed to 

avoid the raptor nesting period. If an active raptor nest is within 500 
feet of a blasting location then the blasting activity would have to 
occur after the young have fledgedAny blasting that must occur 
during the raptor breeding season, roughly from mid-February 
through mid-July,  and must comply with the raptor breeding season 
restrictions if an active nest is discovered within 500 feet of the 
construction activity. Implementation of the measures designed to 
avoid impacts to active raptor nests would reduce any impacts on 
raptors to a level below significant.Please also see, response to 
comment C1d-98. 

 
 County Guidelines for Determining Significance  as discussed and 

detailed in the Biological Resources Report in section 3.1 
(Guidelines For Determination of Significance)do not require 
biological mitigation for the conversion of agricultural land.  Native 
habitat areas and grasslands provide the highest quality raptor 
foraging land and the project would mitigate the loss of these types 
of habitats. Raptors in the area would adjust their foraging area to 
include un-disturbed lands surrounding the project site. 
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C1d-100 On-site biological open space area and associated buffers will help 
reduce potential edge effects and provide for the maintenance of 
local secondary wildlife movement corridors.  Potential edge effects 
to biological open space areas preserved on the site shall be 
reduced by providing the open space buffers and limited building 
zone setbacks from the boundaries of the conserved native habitats. 
These setbacks in conjunction with project design features, such as 
barriers to dampen noise and restict encroachment by humans and 
pets, lighting restrictions (shielding, directing away from open space) 
and the implementation of Best Management Practices during and 
after construction will help reduce potential edge effects. Long-term 
mangement of the buffers, fences, and signage adjacent to open 
space areas as approved in the Resource Management Plan shall 
ensure that these features function to reduce potential edge effects 
in the future. The FEIR, M-BIO-2, requires preparation of a Resource 
Management Plan (RMP). As detailed in M-BIO-2, the RMP shall 
address site preparation, irrigation system requirements, on-site 
culvert maintenance to allow for wildlife passage, plant palettes, 
installation procedure, and describe the maintenance and monitoring 
program for both the establishment of mitigation areas and the 
enhancement of mitigation areas per the project conceptual wetland 
revegetation plan (FEIR Appendix G, Attachment 16) or 
requirements for habitat selection contained in the conceptual 
resource management plans (FEIR Appendix G, Attachments 17 and 
18).  The RMP will include success criteria for the creation, 
restoration, and/or enhancement of native habitats. In addition, the 
RMP would be required to achieve the following goals: 

 
1. Preserve and manage the open space lands to the benefit of the 

flora, fauna, and native ecosystem functions reflected in the 
natural communities occurring within the RMP land. 

2. Manage the land for the benefit of sensitive plant and wildlife 
species and existing natural communities, without substantive 
efforts to alter or restrict the natural course of habitat 
development and dynamics. 

3. Reduce, control, and where feasible, eradicate non-native, 
invasive flora and/or fauna known to be detrimental to native 
species and/or the local ecosystem. 

4. Maintain the character and function of certain agricultural areas 
within the wetland buffer and open space area. (Refer to MM-
BIO-2.) 
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 C1d-100 (cont.) 
 Implementation of the RMP will be assured by a project condition 

established by the County that includes assurances that funding will 
be provided to maintain the RMP as required will ensure that the 
features desgined to reduce edge effects would not compromise on-
site mitigation. The RMP will identify the entity that will be 
responsible for its implementation in perpetuity. 

 
C1d-101 The loss of raptor foraging habitat is being mitigated through the 

avoidance of the habitat within the on-site open space and the 
purchase and preservation of off-site native habitats. The proposed 
on-site open space is not counted as mitigation, but rather as impact 
neutral areas set aside for avoidance of Resource Protection 
Ordinance (RPO) wetlands. The proposed creation and/or 
restoration of wetlands are required by the RPO, which requires that 
all impacts to wetlands include a creation/restoration component. 
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C1d-102 If mitigation land to cover the impact area to be graded has not 

already been purchased, then the applicant would be required to 
purchase mitigation acreage for the areas to be graded in future 
phases before the grading in those phases could begin. See, 
Mitigation Measure M-BIO-1.  Implementation of the measures 
designed to avoid impacts to nesting raptors would reduce any 
adverse effects on raptor nesting during construction. 

 
C1d-103 The black-tailed jackrabbit is considered a covered species under 

the regional MSCP planning efforts in southern California. These 
planning efforts have been designed to preserve large blocks of 
native habitats used by this species; therefore, allowing for the 
determination that the small population of this species found on the 
project site would not be a significant impact. In addition, it is likely 
that these black-tailed jackrabbits on-site would avoid direct impacts 
from the project by moving to adjacent undisturbed lands within the 
biological open space on-site or to off-site areas of habitat. It is 
doubtful that the black-tailed jackrabbit population on the project site 
is the last within the region as the species is widespread throughout 
the southwest and midwestern United States and Mexico as 
documented in the Jameson and Peeters 2004 report. 

 
C1d-104 As noted in the Hydrogeological Assessment for Lilac Hills Ranch, 

six existing wells on the property have been pumping groundwater 
for at least five years with no evidence of groundwater table 
drawdown. Since the project is not anticipated to result in pumping at 
rates greater than existing conditions, no significant impact is 
anticipated. The estimated production of these wells is 191 acre-feet 
per year. The HOA will own and operate the groundwater wells and 
would be responsible for any restrictions imposed on groundwater 
pumping as a result of project approval.  As a result, a less than 
significant impact to groundwater-dependent habitat is anticipated. 
Should the wells be accepted and used by VCMWD, it would be up 
to that agency to determine the safe yield and operate the wells in a 
manner that would not be detrimental to the groundwater basin. The 
water district would also be responsible for implementing any water 
use restrictions, as they do today.  The goal of the wetland mitigation 
is to create and restore self-sustaining wetlands that do not rely on 
supplemental irrigation water. Therefore, the project is not 
anticipated to impact the long term groundwater levels and there  

 

C1d-103 
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 C1d-104 (cont.) 
 should not be a need to provide groundwater irrigation to the 

mitigation areas after the five year establishment period when the 
wetland restoration areas are expected to be self-sustaining. 

 
C1d-105 After the dedication of the open space easement, the wells would 

continue to be the responsibility of the project HOA. As stated in the 
FEIR subchapter 3.1.7, the project will continue withdrawal the 
historical amount of 191 afy of groundwater. As discussed in FEIR 
subchapter 2.5, the groundwater extraction rates for the project 
would not exceed the current rates of extraction therefore extraction 
would not have an impact on the long term ground water levels or 
wetlands as discussed in response C1d-104. In addition, the 
proposed application of 700 acre-feet of recycled water, potable 
water, and groundwater over the site has the potential to increase 
the groundwater recharge rate over the existing condition,  
Separately, the HOA could restrict groundwater extraction as a 
means of preservation in a drought situation to mitigate impacts to 
the long term groundwater levels . The intention of the 5-year 
restoration period is to assure the on-going vitality of the wetland 
areas due to the establishment of the plants root systems and overall 
increase vitality of the plants. The implementation of the RMP and 
the increased groundwater recharge would allow the continuing 
irrigation of the wetland areas.  There is no priority system that would 
require water use to be diverted to open space and wetland areas 
during drought conditions. 
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C1d-106 It is County practice to require preparation of a Conceptual Resource 
Management Plan (CRMP) during this planning phase of the project. 
A CRMP was prepared for the on-site open space and off-site 
mitigation areas and is included as Attachments 16 and 17 to the 
Biological Technical Report, Appendix G. These attachments were 
prepared in accordance with the requirements of the “County of San 
Diego Report Format and Content Requirements – Conceptual 
Biological Resources Management Plan” (2010). At this time there 
are several unknown factors that prevent the preparation of the final 
resource management plan including the identification of a 
management entity, and a detailed costs analysis.  In addition, the 
location of the off-site habitat preservation area has not been 
determined at this time. Once an appropriate habitat area is 
identified, a biological resource survey will be required to document 
the condition of the biological resources on-site and evaluate the 
consistency of these resources with the required mitigation.  The 
details of the CRMP for on-site and off-site areas may be modified 
when the Final Resource Management Plans (RMPs) are prepared 
and submitted to the County for approval. The County will review the 
Final RMPs to ensure that the plans meet the specified purpose and 
objectives.  A description of the mitigation strategies, performance 
standards and management goals and actions are described in the 
CRMPs (Attachments 16 and 17) and in M-BIO-2. The existing 
CRMP contains the details of the information needed to prepare the 
final resource management plan. Once this information is available. 
the final resource management plan can be prepared and approved. 

 
C1d-107 The specific resource management entity for the open space areas 

has not yet been determined, but will likely be a private entity or 
conservancy type entity.  

 
C1d-108 The easements will be funded by one of the following financial 

mechanisms: Special District (e.g., Community Facility District), a 
non-wasting endowment, annual fees, or transfer of ownership to an 
existing entity for management as outlined in the Conceptual 
Resource Management Plan. The Final Resource Management Plan 
would identify the specific financial mechanism to be implemented 
and the final conditions of approval will identify when the financial 
mechanism will need to be in place. 
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C1d-109 Animal movement is discussed in detail in FEIR subchapter 2.5. 
Specifically, FEIR subchapter 2.5.2.4 finds that while the project 
would reduce existing blocks of native vegetation, the local wildlife 
corridors identified on-site are not recognized as important regional 
linkages in the draft North County MSCP. Nonetheless, no barriers 
would be created that would isolate portions of the riparian habitat 
within the local wildlife movement corridors from breeding or foraging 
habitat, or prevent access to water sources necessary for 
reproduction.  The 50-foot buffers would be in addition to LBZ areas. 
The buffers and LBZ in combination have been determined to be 
ample to protect the native habitat from edge effects. In some places 
the buffers and LBZ provide 100-feet of separation. Additionally, the 
movement of wildlife would continue through the project site via 
culverts. The culverts can function as wildlife corrodors and are 
sufficient for small terrestrial animals to avoid crossing over roads. 
Larger terrestrial animals would not use  the smaller culverts; 
additionally, large mammals that are  anticipated to occur 
infrequently on the site (such as mountain lions) are not generally 
inclined to use culverts. Avian movement through the site would be 
minimally affected, as birds would be able to continue to use the 
riparian woodlands by flying along the habitat corridor and over road 
crossings.  The term nursery sites in this context refers to areas 
where migratory species use areas along their migration routes for 
breeding activities. Surveys and habitat assessments for the least 
Bell’s vireo and southwestern willow flycatcher, both migratory avian 
species with the potential to occur on the site, concluded that these 
species are not using habitat on the site for breeding purposes. No 
other migratory species have been identified as having the potential 
to use habitat on the site for beeding activities. Thus, it was 
concluded that the project site does not support nursery sites for 
migratory wildlife and would have no impact to nursery sites. 

 
C1d-110 Cumulative impacts to biological resources are addressed in FEIR 

subchapter 2.5.3. The selected cumulative project area represents 
those projects surrounding the project site with similar resources, 
habitats and within the same watershed and local ecological 
conditions as a means to analyze potential cumulative loss of these 
resources. The cumulative impacts analyses were completed in 
compliance with County Guidelines and the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA). The FEIR also includes an analysis of 
consistency with General Plan policies. Refer to subchapter 3.1.4 
and in Appendix W of the FEIR for this analysis. 
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 C1d-111 through C1d-114 
 These comments on the County’s approach for cumulative impact 

analyses are noted.  However, the cumulative study area and list of 
cumulative projects were developed following the CEQA Guidelines 
and the County EIR preparation guidelines.  Specifically, as required 
by CEQA Guidelines section 15130 (b)(1), the project’s discussion of 
cumultive impatcs analyzes “a list of past, present, and probable 
future projects producing related or cumulative impacts…” The 
comprehensive list of projects used throughout the FEIR is found in 
Table 1-6. Those projects specific to cumulative biological impacts 
are listed in Table 2.5-5 and shown on Figure 2.5-5. Both the study 
area and the list of projects are considered appropriate for the 
purposes of the cumulative analysis in the FEIR.  The cumulative 
impact analysis also follows the adopted County policies and relies 
on the previously prepared biological documents, as field studies of 
the cumulative projects is outside of the scope of analysis required 
for the FEIR (CEQA Guidelines section 15130(b)).     

 
C1d-115 The draft North County MSCP has identified the large blocks of 

native habitat where the most biological diversity remains in the 
County. Even without the adoption of the draft North County MSCP, 
development in these areas would likely be highly restricted because 
of their previous identification as core biological resource areas, their 
geographical location which limits potential developable area (e.g., 
steep hillsides, riparian corridors), and current regulations that are 
designed to protect these large patches of native habitat from 
extensive impacts with the idea that development would occur in the 
least sensitive areas. 
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C1d-116 It is doubtful that the adjacent off-site habitat areas are saturated 
with wildlife populations such that there is no room for additional 
species. These large blocks of habitat can certainly accommodate 
more wildlife individuals. Species will adapt their territories to the 
available habitat, for example, those species that are territorial will 
defend their habitat areas, sending those species immigrating to 
other unoccupied patches of habitat. Population sizes will equilibrate 
over time, replacing any initial losses that may occur during the 
immigration. 

 
C1d-117 The conceptual RMP is prepared to set the minimum standards for 

the Final Resource Management Plan. The details of the monitoring 
of the biological open space areas may be modified in the final RMP 
to help address any inadequacies in the monitoring program. While 
the final RMP provides the framework for monitoring the 
effectiveness of the measures designed and implemented to reduce 
indirect effects on the adjacent biological open space, it is 
anticipated that adaptive management measures may need to be 
implemented in the future if indirect effects are not being sufficiently 
addressed. 

 
C1d-118 These comments on the mitigation formula adopted by the County 

for impacts to jurisdictional wetlands are noted.  
 
C1d-119 Impacts to riparian habitat and/or sensitive natural communities are 

mitigated through the preservation of on-site biological open space 
and the purchase and preservation of native habitats off-site. RMPs 
are required for these open space areas to ensure their success and 
provide for long-term management as biological preserves. 
Regarding success criteria for the RMPs, all yearly goals are 
calculated as a percentage when the mitigation site is compared with 
similar values at a reference site. The yearly diversity goal is based 
on the comparison of native species plant diversity at the mitigation 
site with the reference site, calculated as a percentage. Density 
refers to the number of individuals in a given area while cover refers 
to vegetative canopy cover. If the Year 1 goals for plant cover are 
not met, then the addition of new container stock in Year 2 would 
make up the deficit. Natural recruitment may also make up some of 
the plant loss from year to year.  The yearly vegetation cover goals 
are based entirely on native species only.  

C1d-115, 
cont. 
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 C1d-119 (cont.) 
 M-BIO-4 sets forth the success criteria/performance standards. The 

specific methodology used to calculate the success goal parameters 
can be any or a combination of sampling methods (i.e., quadrats, 
transects, estimation, etc.) and will be decided by the specific 
restoration monitor chosen. If the success criteria/performance 
standards are not achieved the applicant will consult with the County 
to develop appropriate remedial measures.  The Conceptual 
Resource Management Plan has been prepared to the current 
County standards and is a technical document used by restoration 
experts. 

 
It is anticipated that not all plants installed in the first year of the 
mitigation effort will survive, thererore, there is an allowance of 20 
percent loss. It is anticipated that this level of plant mortality in year 1 
will not jepordize the overall mitigaiton effort and that natural 
recruitment, either by seed or vegetative spread, shall compensate 
for these losses in year 2, if not then additional planting of native 
container stock shall be required such that the year 2 goals are met. 

 
The 50 percent vegetation cover requirement refers only to native 
plant cover.  

 
The diversity requirement is based on a comparison of the diversity 
of native species at the mitigaiton site to an approved natural 
reference site as a percentage of native species present at the 
referrence  site versus the mitigation site.  

 
The density requirement is based on a comparison of the native 
speices density at the mitigaiton site to an approved natural 
reference site as a percentage of native species present at the 
refernce site versus the mitigation site.  

 
The methodolgy used to determine preformance criteria are 
determined by the person doing the measurements, but typically 
involve a combination of methods. For example, transects can be 
used to measure vegetation cover and diveristy while quadrats can 
be used to measure density, diversity, and cover.  
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C1d-120 The discussion of potential edge effects on the biological open space 
habitats would encompass all wildlife species that use those 
habitats. Project design considerations (e.g., buffers, limited building 
zones, barriers, etc.) would reduce these potential edge effects and 
mitigate these effects below a level of significance. 

 
C1d-121 through C1d-123 
 The reduction in the level of significance for indirect impacts on the 

biological open space involves more than just the 50-foot buffer. The 
buffer in combination with the limited building zone, barriers, 
educational signage, and management of the open space are all 
factors considered in the determination of significance. In addition to 
those project features designed to reduce potential edge effects, the 
open space area would be managed to oversee the effectiveness of 
these project features in accordance with the Final Resource 
Management Plan. The open space would be managed by a 
resource manager whose duties would include the monitoring and 
enforcement of the potential effects of encroachment into the open 
space areas.  

 
 Attachments 16 and 17 of the Biological Resources Report contain 

Conceptual Resource Management Plans which describe how the 
preserved wetland would be managed to reduce any potential 
indirect edge effects. A Final Resource Management Plan would be 
prepared that would contain the specifics of the resource 
management of the biological open space area on-site. Please also 
see response to comment AI-18. 

 
 The LBZ is outside of and in addition to the proposed 50-foot habitat 

buffer. These two zones create horizontal separation of at least 
150 feet to reduce potential edge effects on the preserved habitats. 
Any trails that traverse LBZs near open space would be appropriately 
managed and designed with consideration of protection of open 
space.  

 
 

C1d-119, 
cont. 
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C1d-124 through C1d-126 
See response to comment C1cd-109. 

 
C1d-127 The County of San Diego Guidelines for Determining Significance for 

Biological Resources defines Native Wildlife Nursery Sites as sites 
where wildlife concentrate for hatching and/or raising young, such as 
rookeries, spawning areas, and bat colonies. The project site does 
not contain any areas that meet this definition. Although 13 Group 1 
species were observed on-site, the population estimates based on 
observations made in the field concluded that the site does not 
support large numbers of individuals of any of these species. Habitat 
being preserved in biological open space would continue to support 
these species. 

 
C1d-128 FEIR subchapters 2.5.2.2 and 2.5.4 both clearly state that impacts to 

coastal sage scrub habitat would be considered significant. 
Mitigation for coastal sage scrub impacts would still be required at 
the designated ratio whether or not the draft MSCP/PAMA is 
approved. The Draft Habitat Loss Permit contains the necessary 
findings in support of the habitat loss per the NCCP guidelines in the 
absence of an adopted MSCP document/plan. All impacts to coastal 
sage scrub are considered significant and require mitigation with or 
without the MSCP/PAMA per County and Wildlife Agency 
requirements.  While the loss of small stands of CSS contribute to 
cumulative losses of this habitat type, the NCCP CSS programs 
focus on the more important task of preserving larger blocks of CSS 
habitat that have been shown to be more beneficial for the 
preservation of CSS and the diverse assemblage of organisms 
supported by this habitat type.  In general, the larger the acreage the 
more significant the patch becomes, however, other factors such as 
presence of sensitive species may make smaller patches of habitat 
significant. 

C1d-124, 
cont. 
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C1d-129 The mitigation requirement for coastal sage scrub (CSS) will not be 

affected if the draft MSCP/PAMA is not approved as the CSS habitat 
provided as mitigation will still be conserved. 

 
All impacts to CSS are considered significant within or outside of the  
MSCP/PAMA. 

 
The NCCP CSS program is designed to protect the larger blocks of 
CSS habitat which are most important for the conservation of 
biological diversity. Thresholds for the loss of CSS have been 
established for jurisdictions until such time as a habitat conservation 
plan is approved. These losses are generally approved in areas 
outside of areas deemed a high priority for conservation. 

 
C1d-130 The County considers all impacts to coastal sage scrub as significant. 
 
 
 
C1d-131 The proposed changes to the adopted VCCPG and the General Plan 

would not result in significant impacts relative to biological resources 
and hence were determined to be consistent wit the goals, policies, 
and objectives of these plans. 

 
C1d-132 through C1d-134 
 Cumulative impacts to agricultural and biological resources are 

addressed in FEIR subchapters 2.4.3 and 2.5.3, respectively. The 
selected cumulative project area represents those projects 
surrounding the project site with similar resources, habitats and 
within the same watershed as a means to analyze potential 
cumulative loss of these resources. The cumulative impacts 
analyses were completed in compliance with County Guidelines and 
the California Environmental Quality Act. The FEIR also includes an 
analysis of consistency with General Plan policies. Refer to 
subchapter 3.1.4 and in Appendix W of the FEIR for this analysis. 

C1d-129 
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C1d-135 through C1d-138 
 It is noted that the FEIR subchapter 2.6.3 cultural resource 

cumulative analysis quoted in this comment differs than what was 
included in the 2014 FEIR.   

 
 The FEIR appropriately analyzed all project impacts together and the 

FEIR does not piecemeal the project as the comment suggests.  Due 
to the variation between archaeological sites and the CEQA criteria 
for determining significance, each individual archaeological site must 
be evaluated for significance individually and, if necessary, mitigation 
must be developed specifically for each archaeology site.  The 
analysis evaluates the entire site and off-site improvement areas as 
a whole and, as this comment points out, in the context of the 
cumulative study area.   

 
 As indicated in the FEIR, the project would preserve all known on-

site resources that meet the CEQA significance criteria.  The FEIR 
identifies potentially significant impacts to unknown resources and 
an off-site site CA-SDI-5072 and identifies mitigation (M-CR-2 and 
M-CR-3) for those potential impacts.  The importance of cultural 
resources under CEQA is tied to the archeological information the 
resources have.  The proposed mitigation includes curating or, as 
appropriate, repatriating recovered materials.  Also, documentation 
of the sites would be archived at the South Coastal Information 
Center (SCIC) that serves to make the information available to future 
researchers, so that associations with other sites and the overall 
area can be better addressed.  As the proposed preservation and 
project mitigation preserves the archeological resource information 
for the future, the project’s impacts are considered mitigated to 
below a level of significance. 

 
 In the results section of the cultural resources study (Appendix H-1) 

and FEIR subchapter 2.6.1.5, it was determined that all four of the 
sites tested were processing locations and that one of the sites also 
included a temporary habitation component.  

 
 It was determined that all four of the sites tested were processing 

locations and that one of the sites also included a temporary 
habitation component. Consultation (SB 18) between the applicant, 
the County, and the Native American community is ongoing and is 
required as a matter of law. Native American monitoring is required 
for the project (M-CR-1 to M-CR-3). Consultation with the Luiseño  

C1d-135 
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 C1d-135 through C1d-138 (cont.) 
 Native American monitor is required during archaeological 

monitoring including if cultural resources are identified. If human 
remains are identified, consultation with the Most Likely Descendant 
(MLD) would also be required.   

 
 The FEIR addresses the project as a whole and does not piecemeal 

the project.  As indicated above, a thorough cultural resources 
survey of the project site that meets industry and County standards 
was conducted to identify any cultural resources. As such, the 
integrity of the project site in relation to the larger area would be 
preserved in the information that was obtained during the study.  The 
FEIR identifies impacts for the entire project and mitigation to reduce 
potentially significant impacts to below a level of significance. 

 
C1d-139 It is noted that M-CR-1 included in the FEIR does not include a data 

recovery program and instead requires preservation of the portion of 
CA-SDI-20436 that is considered significant.   

 
 Monitors must have the education and experience necessary to 

conduct monitoring and will be under the direction of a Principal 
Investigator who is on the County’s list of Approved Consultants. 

 
 Several Luiseño tribes have monitoring capabilities with monitors 

who have experience and training in working with archaeologists and 
monitoring during earth disturbing activities. The Principal 
Investigator who conducts the monitoring program would be 
responsible for overseeing and contracting with appropriate Luiseno 
Native American monitors. Consultation during earth disturbing 
activities is incorporated into the conditions of approval. 
Furthermore, if human remains are identified, consultation with the 
MLD is required.  As indicated above, consultation (SB-18) between 
the applicant, the County, and the Native American community is 
ongoing and required by law. 

 
 The County is in agreement that the area in which the project is 

located is rich in cultural resources. This is why the FEIR identifies a 
potentially significant impact to unknown subsurface archeological 
impacts and requires mitigation that includes monitoring and, as 
necessary, curation or repatriation of discovered materials. 
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C1d-140 The project mitigation has been revised to require the preservation of 
CA-SDI-20436 in open space instead of a data recovery program. In 
general, as addressed above, the Principal Investigator would be 
responsible for contracting Luiseño monitors through one of the tribal 
entities with trained monitors. There is no effective mechanism to 
guarantee that any monitor would be acceptable to all or a majority 
of the tribes.   

 
C1d-141 This is the standard transect spacing used in archaeological surveys. 

The archaeologists thoroughly checked bedrock outcrops, cut banks 
or other exposed soil profiles, and other high-potential areas during 
the evaluation. No comments have been expressed by the Tribes 
disagreeing with the methodology that was used. 

 
C1d-142 CA-SDI-5072 was originally recorded in 1977 and was noted as a 

village site.  CA-SDI-4808 was addressed as a previously recorded 
site in proximity to proposed off-site improvements for the project. It 
was subsumed under SDI-5072 in 1980. The site is located in an 
area where trenching for signalization is required and the FEIR 
identifies a potentially significant impact to this site (Impact CR-3). 

 
 If the trenching for the signalization cannot be accommodated within 

the existing fill layer above the native soils, mitigation M-CR-3 that 
includes a capping program is required. No further study is required. 
Archaeological monitoring is required for all off-site improvements as 
a part of mitigation M-CR-2. See response to comment C1d-135-
138, above, regarding the requirements of archaeological monitoring 
including the identification of unidentified, buried resources. 

 
C1d-143 The records search addresses previous studies to give a 

background for understanding the current study. A thorough cultural 
resources survey was conducted for the project, which included 
Native American consultation (SB 18) and the presence of Luiseño 
Native American monitors during all fieldwork. All Luiseno Tribes 
were invited to consultation under SB 18. Only Soboba, Pechanga, 
Rincon, Pala, and San Luis Rey requested consultation which has 
been an ongoing throughout the processing of the project. 
Consultation with Pala has been concluded and consultation is on-
going with all of the other Tribes. Also see response to comment 
C1d-135-138, above regarding the study. 

C1d-140, 
cont. 
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C1d-144 The presence of eight homes within the approximately 600-acre 
project site does not itself constitute a historic district. To be 
designated as a historic district, the houses would be required to 
meet the criteria for listing on the California Register of Historical 
Resources (see FEIR subchapter 2.6.1.2). When taken individually 
or collectively, the eight houses on site do not meet the criteria for 
listing on the California Register. As detailed in the FEIR subchapter 
2.6.1.5, seven of the eight houses within the project site that are over 
45 years old were built between 1953 and 1964. They are typical 
post-World War II residential construction, lacking historical or 
architectural significance taken individually or collectively. The single 
house that predates 1950 has been substantially remodeled and 
does not retain the necessary integrity to qualify as a significant 
resource. In addition, this house is not architecturally or historically 
significant either individually or as a contributor to a district. The 
FEIR subchapter 2.6.2.1 was updated to clarify this. 

 
 Archaeological monitoring is required by M-CR-2 for all earth 

disturbing activities, including areas of the project site in which these 
structures are located.   

 
C1d-145 As indicated in mitigation measure M-CR-2, monitoring would be 

completed by County-approved archaeologists.  The remainder of 
this comment raises economic, social, or political issues that do not 
appear to relate to the project’s physical impact on the environment, 
and no further response is required. 

 
C1d-146 Significant impacts associated with agricultural adjacency issues are 

addressed in FEIR subchapter 2.4. The project identifies significant 
indirect Impacts AG-2 through AG-15 related to adjacency issues.  
Mitigation measures M-AG-2 though M-AG-5 are proposed to provide 
adequate buffering on-site and reduce the potential impacts to below a 
level of significance. The mitigation buffers on-site residential and 
other uses from off-site agricultural operations which, in some cases, 
include pesticide usage. The FEIR was revised to direct the reader to 
the Agricultural Resources section for a full evaluation of the project’s 
compatibility with off-site agricultural operations including a discussion 
of adjacency areas and off-site spraying.  The project design features 
combined with the required mitigation is adequate to protect future 
residences with adjacency issues.  For additional information, refer to 
FEIR subchapter 2.4, Table 1-3 and Global Response:  Agricultural 
Resources, Indirect Impacts.   
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C1d-147 Please see response to comments C1d-146, and Global Response: 

Agricultural Resources, Indirect Impacts.  An agricultural 
compatibility buffer is proposed for several locations around the 
perimeter of the project. However this buffering is not imposed on 
the adjacent landowner’s property.  All landowners have been 
provided notice of the proposed project and the EIR public review(s) 
in accordance with County notification requirements.  

 
C1d-148 An agricultural compatibility buffer is proposed for several locations 

around the perimeter of the project. However this buffering is not 
imposed on the adjacent landowner’s property.  All landowners have 
been provided notice of the proposed project and the EIR public 
review(s) in accordance with County notification requirements 

 
C1d-149 Refer to Global Response: Agricultural Resources, Indirect Impacts, 

and FEIR subchapter 2.4. As suggested by this comment, the FEIR 
identifies significant indirect impacts related to adjacency issues and 
identifies appropriate mitigation to reduce these impacts to below a 
level of significance.. 

 
C1d-150 As discussed in the FEIR, subchapter 2.7, the risk of accidental 

release of chlorine gas is less than significant. The multiple safety 
measures taken include required inspections by multiple agencies; a 
Risk Management Plan (RMP) and plant design all ensure that the 
impact of the location and operation of the Water Reclamation 
Facility (WRF) is less than significant. 

C1d-146, 
cont. 
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C1d-151 The FEIR, Chapter 1.0 and subchapter 3.1.7, has been revised to 
clarify that sewage may be collected and trucked to an off-site facility 
for the first 100 homes. This is necessary due to the fact that a 
minimum flow would be needed to operate the WRF and as soon as 
sufficient flows are available, trucking operators would cease.  

 
 The sewage will be hauled by a company that is familiar with the 

practices and response procedures needed when hauling sewage. 
These include safety procedures for the truckers themselves as well 
as procedures for accidental spill of material.  Initial trucking of 
sewage will likely take place for a period of three to six months and 
would involve approximately one to three trucks per week.  

 
 The comment also discusses trucking after the construction of the 

WRF is operational. The other type of material that would be 
screened from an on-site treatment plant would be dry solids and 
would be disposed of in a bin. The company would be familiar with 
the procedures needed to deal with an accidental spill. In the case of 
the screenings it would be a spill of solid material not liquid material. 
The facility is designed to contain any spills that may occur on-site. 

 
C1d-152 As discussed in response to comment C1d-151, trucking of sewage 

would be required for up to the first 100 homes. This would equate to 
approximately three truck trips per day as estimated in the 
Wastewater Management Alternatives Report (FEIR Appendix S) 
and the traffic impact was included in the Traffic Impact Statement 
(FEIR Appendix E and this study included 6 ADT for these truck 
trips) and the related analyses. . 

 
C1d-153 It is noted that the most recent comments from DSFPD were 

provided July 28, 2014.  See Global Response: Fire and Medical 
Services for a thorough discussion of this topic.  

 
 There is sufficient information provided to the County, which can 

support the four options as feasible and that the options can achieve 
comparable emergency response objectives.  The Capabilities 
Assessment (Appendix D of the Lilac Hills Ranch Specific Plan) 
thoroughly examined the four options and provided sufficient 
evidence to support the feasibility of each of the options. 
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 C1d-153 (cont.) 
 (Capabilities Assessment, Executive Summary, pages x-xiii.) The 

ultimate determination of feasibility is made by the County Board of 
Supervisors who prepare the findings in the project approval 
process. (Los Angeles Unified School District v. City of Los Angles 
(1997) 58 Cal. App. 4th 1019.)   

 
C1d-154 See Global Response:  Fire and Medical Services for a thorough 

discussion of this topic.  
 
C1d-155 The commenter’s agreement with the Impact HZ-1 is acknowledged.   

Mitigation M-HZ-1 states that either an easement shall be obtained 
to allow compliance with the 100-foot FMZ standards off-site, or 
measures identified in the FPP shall be used to provide equivalent 
fire protection.  The easement would allow the project access to the 
adjacent parcels to complete brush management. If the adjacent 
property owners do not agree to an easement, then the project 
would implement the equivalent fire protection measures.  Either 
mitigation option would be effective and enforceable, and would 
provide protection in compliance with the County Consolidated Fire 
Code.   
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C1d-156 As indicated above in response to comment C1d-136, Mitigation M-

HZ-1 would be effective and would provide protection in compliance 
with the County Consolidated Fire Code.  No changes to the project 
are warranted. 

 
C1d-157 The quote provided by this comment is accurate, and is intended to 

provide a conclusion for the approximately one page of preceding 
evacuation plan analysis. As the impact would be less than 
significant, mitigation is not warranted. 

 
 The traffic analysis included in FEIR subchapter 2.3 is intended to 

address average daily traffic conditions and is not intended to 
analyze the evacuation traffic.  There is not one area of San Diego 
County that offers roadways that can handle a mass evacuation 
without some level of congestion, and it is infeasible to build roads to 
that standard.  Instead, contingency plan evacuations will be 
implemented in phases, based on predetermined trigger points so 
smaller percentages of the evacuees are on the road at the same 
time.  When a wildfire occurs, if it reaches a predetermined trigger 
point, then the population segment located in a particular vulnerable 
area downwind of that trigger point would be evacuated.  Then, 
when the fire reaches the next trigger point, the next phase of 
evacuation would occur.  This would allow smaller groups of people 
and correspondingly fewer vehicles to more freely evacuate areas.  
The Evacuation Plan determined that the location of the project and 
the existing and planned roads provide adequate multi-directional 
primary and secondary emergency evacuation routes (Evacuation 
Plan, page 8). The commenter’s concern is acknowledged and 
included in the project’s FEIR for the decision makers to consider. 

 
C1d-158 This comment identifies West Lilac Road and Circle R Drive as 

westerly evacuation routes consistent with the FEIR analysis.  The 
project does include improvements to West Lilac Road as identified 
in this comment, but the purpose of these improvements are to 
improve daily traffic flows and to provide frontage improvements.  
While the West Lilac Road improvements may also improve 
evacuation conditions, it is not the primary purpose of these 
improvements.  Refer to response to comment I51e-21 above 
regarding evacuation procedures.  As indicated in the FEIR  
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 C1d-158 (cont.) 
 subchapter 2.7.6, impacts associated with emergency response and 

evacuation plans would be less than significant and no mitigation is 
warranted. 

 
 The FEIR analyzed the road network design and determined the 

project would provide adequate emergency access and conform to 
Goal M-4, including the single evacuation route to the east and with 
approval of the roadway design exceptions.  The roads within the 
project site were designed to accommodate emergency vehicles and 
allow residents to evacuate efficiently if necessary (Policy M-4.4) and 
the project would provide four connecting points to existing roads 
ensuring that both local and surrounding residents have alternate 
routes (Policy M-4.2). (see FEIR, subchapter 2.3.3.3.)  It should be 
also noted that the project’s emergency access has been approved 
by DSFPD, as a part of the Fire Protection Plan.   
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C1d-159 As indicated in response C1d-158,, overall road network design for 

the project would provide adequate ingress and egress for residents 
as well as emergency access.  Terrain, fuel loads, and wildfire risks 
were evaluated as a part of the Fire Protection Plan and adequately 
addressed in the FEIR to determine environmental impacts.  Refer to 
FEIR subchapter 2.7 and the Fire Protection Plan for details.   

 
 The FEIR concluded the project would have a less than significant 

impact related to evacuation plans and no mitigation was warranted. 
 
 The commenter’s concern is acknowledged and included in the 

project’s FEIR for the decision makers to consider.  The analysis 
included in FEIR subchapter 2.7 and the Fire Protection Plan is in 
compliance with the County’s requirements 

 
 
C1d-160 The text quoted in this comment is discussing the site access points 

for project Phases 4 and 5, and is identifying that Rodriquez Road 
would be an emergency access point for the project.  This statement 
does not imply that Rodriquez Road is for internal project circulation. 
The map referenced in this comment and shown in FEIR Figure 2.7-
3 accurately shows Rodriguez Road as an evacuation route 
consistent with the quoted statement. 
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cont. 
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