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C1f-1 This comment is an introduction to comments that follow.  No further 

response is required. 
 
 
 
 
 
C1f-2 The County does not agree that the DEIR objectives are biased and 

that the project does not meet its own objectives. The project 
objectives were developed pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 
15124(b). The Guidelines require that a project description contain a 
statement of objectives sought by the proposed project and that the 
statement of objectives should include the underlying purpose of the 
project.  In addition, the project’s objectives aided in developing a 
reasonable range of alternatives. Responses to the comment about 
the Downtown Escondido Specific Plan Area Alternative are addressed 
further in the letter and in these responses. Remaining comments are 
addressed in detail in the remainder of these responses.  

 
 
C1f-3 This comment restates information in the FEIR and expresses support 

for the General Plan Consistent alternative. This comment is noted.  
 
 

Letter C1f 

C1f-1 

C1f-2 

C1f-3 
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C1f-4 The County does not agree that the project objectives do not conform 

to CEQA. They were developed pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 
15124(b). The comment references comment letter C1c. Detailed 
responses to the issues raised in that letter can be found in those 
responses.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C1f-5 Refer to response to comment C1s-3. 

C1f-3 
(cont.) 

C1f-4 

C1f-5 
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C1f-6 The project includes an extensive and thoroughly integrated, 16 plus 

mile Trail Network, including community pedestrian and bike paths, 
linking together the major project components, including the Town 
Center and Neighborhood Centers, Neighborhoods, the K-8 school, 
and the 13.5-acre central park. The trails include a staging area in the 
Town Center, and provide three trail connections at the north and 
south ends of the project to trails defined in the County Master Trail 
Plan. See FEIR, Figure 1-4a (Lotting Study) and Figure 1-8 (Trails 
Plan) showing the integration of the project as a whole with the Trail 
Network. Also, project parks and trails are designed to be integrated 
with the dedicated 104.1-acre Biological Open Space. The FEIR, 
Figure 1-9 (Open Space and Parks) illustrates this for example, in 
showing adjacency of the Biological Open Space to four parks, 
including the 13.5-acre main community park, and to the K-8 school 
site recreational area. Additional perimeter trails provide linkages to 
the County Master Trail Plan and will also allow equestrian usage. The 
road exceptions would not hinder the provision of trails to support 
walking and biking and will not degrade safety. Road exceptions are 
not approved if they would affect the safety of roads for vehicles, 
pedestrians, or bicyclists.  

 
C1f-7 As discussed in subchapter 3.1.5 of the FEIR, various public services 

would serve the project including fire protection and law enforcement, 
schools, parks, and libraries. A school site has been identified within 
Phase 3 of the project site for potential acquisition by a school. As the 
project cannot guarantee that the school will acquire the site, the future 
construction of a school cannot be guaranteed. However, for purposes 
of the FEIR, the project will appropriately pay school fees to offset the 
cost of increasing enrollment from the community. As shown on 
Figure 1-9, the project would provide numerous parks located 
throughout the project site including a 13.5-acre public park, 
10.1 acres of private parks, and a 2.0-acre private recreation facility. 
The public park would be dedicated to and owned by the County, and 
maintained by the HOA. At this time commercial areas are identified in 
the Specific Plan without specificity to tenants or specific uses. As 
those areas are developed in the future, site plans or use permits 
would be processed that include more detail on the type of use 
proposed, in accordance with the Specific Plan.  

 
Also, refer to response to comment C1s-4. 

 

C1f-5 
(cont.) 

C1f-6 

C1f-7 

C1f-8 
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C1f-8 Services available within the project site would be available to the 

public. Trip generation rates for the project were developed based on 
SANDAG’s Guide to Vehicular Traffic Generation Rates for the San 
Diego Region (April 2002), ITE (Institute of Transportation Engineers) 
Trip Generation Manual (8th Edition). Table 2.3-10 (also see TIS 
[Appendix E] Table 4.8) lists the daily trip generation rate utilized for 
each of the land uses proposed as part of the project. The trip 
distributions used for the analysis are adequate and do not 
underestimate trips because existing traffic would already be 
accounted for on area roads.  

 
C1f-9 This comment states general background information but does not 

raise any environmental issue; therefore, a detailed response is not 
provided.  

 
C1f-10 The project has achieved the objective through integrating the 

sensitive woodland habitats and drainages into the biological open 
space, designing the project with use of low-impact development 
techniques to preserve natural drainages and minimize concentrated 
hydrological flows. All storm water flows would be directed to on-site, 
grass-lined detention basins, as described in the project Drainage 
Plan, for settling and filtration prior to discharge off-site through both 
natural and man-made drainages. The Drainage Plan includes 
measures such as planting shallow drainage slopes to prevent erosion 
and siltation. The Project Drainage Plan must meet applicable local, 
state, and federal standards, be approved by the Department of Public 
Works, and maintained by either the Public Works Flood Control 
Division or the HOA. Natural drainages within the project site are 
further protected by the Resource Management Plan, to protect 
104 acres of biological open space, including natural drainages 
throughout the site, as detailed in the FEIR Table S-1, mitigation 
measures M-BIO-2.  As demonstrated in the FEIR, including 
Appendices U-1a, U-1b, U-2a, and U-2b, the project would not 
increase runoff or total dissolved solids or pathogens into downstream 
water bodies.  

 
C1f-11 This comment is noted.  
 

C1f-9 

C1f-10 

C1f-11 
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C1f-12 This comment is noted. The County does not agree that this is a 

biased objective. The project objectives were developed pursuant to 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15124(b). The Guidelines require that a 
project description contain a statement of objectives sought by the 
proposed project and that the statement of objectives should include 
the underlying purpose of the project.   

 
C1f-13 This comment is noted.  
 
C1f-14 The County disagrees that the project is required to include the 

Escondido Downtown Specific Planning Area (located nearly 15 miles 
away from the proposed project) as an off-site alternative in the FEIR. 
Section 15126.6(a) of the 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.” The CEQA Guidelines provide several factors that should 
be considered with regard to the feasibility of an alternative: (1) site 
suitability; (2) economic viability; (3) availability of infrastructure; 
(4) general plan consistency; (5) other plans or regulatory limitations; 
(6) jurisdictional boundaries; and (7) whether the project applicant can 
reasonably acquire, control or otherwise have access to the alternative 
site (if an off-site alternative is evaluated). The suggested Escondido 
alternative is outside the jurisdiction of the County of San Diego and 
would, therefore, fail to meet the project objective of providing a range 
of diverse housing types with the jurisdiction of the County of San 
Diego. The County’s General Plan Housing Element Background 
Report which identifies senior housing as a need for future 
accomodation by new development.  The Village style design of the 
project offers particular advantage to senior populations via providing 
proximity to services and shopping. locating senior housing in another 
jurisdiction does not assist the County in accommodating its fair share 
of housing needs for the elderly.    

C1f-11 
(cont.) 

C1f-12 

C1f-13 

C1f-14 



 LETTER RESPONSE 

Community Groups-329 

 C1f-14 (cont.) 
 The range of proposed housing types in the proposed project also 

includes single-family detached homes abutting open space.  This 
housing type cannot be duplicated in a small-lot urbanized 
environment such as the Escondido Downtown Specific Plan Area 
(see Figure II-4, page II-12, of the Escondido Downtown Specific Plan, 
which Figure is attached) that lacks any adjacent open space areas. 

 
 Also, the applicant cannot reasonably, economically and timely acquire 

a large block of parcels under the Escondido alternative that are 
necessary to develop a comparable project that includes single-family 
detached homes and single-story senior housing.  As shown in 
Figure II-4, page II-12, of the Escondido Downtown Specific Plan, the 
Escondido Downtown Specific Plan residential areas are comprised 
almost exclusively of very small legal parcels that are already 
developed, Those parcels are mostly in separate fee title ownership.  
The applicant would therefore be required to negotiate for and acquire 
hundreds of separate occupied and operational legal parcels from 
diverse ownership interests to assemble land for a comparable 
development project.  Also, the existing structures on most of the 
parcels would have to be demolished, and any existing business 
operations and uses on those parcels, many of which are medium to 
long-term leases, would also have to be relocated at significant cost to 
the project applicant as part of any purchase transaction for a parcel.. 
Such tasks are unrealistic, costly, and infeasible. Please refer to the 
December 16, 2014 letter from project applicant regarding the 
Escondido Downtown Specific Plan submitted to the County. 

 
 The alternatives evaluated in detail within the alternative subsection 

include: (1) No Project/No Development Alternative, (2) No 
Project/Existing Legal Lot Alternative, (3) General Plan Consistent 
Alternative, (4) Reduced Footprint Alternative, (5) Reduced Intensity 
Alternative, (6) 2.2 C Alternative, (7) Roadway Design Alternative, and 
(8) Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative.  Each of these 
alternatives was selected in order to either: (1) avoid or minimize 
significant impacts associated with the project, or (2) compare potential 
effects with the General Plan Consistent alternative, which is 
considered a viable development option for planning purposes. 
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C1f-14 (cont.) 
 These alternatives permit informed decision making and public 

participation because there is enough variation amongst the 
alternatives to provide a reasonable range. As required under CEQA, 
the alternatives would avoid or minimize significant impacts associated 
with the project while also meeting the project objectives. The 
alternatives are compared to the impacts of the project and are 
assessed relative to their ability to meet the basic objectives of the 
project. Please refer to Table 4-2 for a breakdown of project 
alternatives impact comparison. 

 
 The alternative posed by the commenter would not serve any new 

purpose, and therefore, is not needed to create a “reasonable range” 
as required by CEQA. 

 
 CEQA does not require in-depth review of a project alternative which 

cannot be realistically considered and successfully accomplished. The 
proposed alternative site is not under the ownership of the project 
proponent and is not located within the jurisdiction of the County of 
San Diego.  

 
 An alternative site in the County for the project was considered taking 

into account a number considerations including the existing General 
Plan (or Community Plan) land use designations, and availability of 
infrastructure. No other similarly sized (600+ acres) parcel, or group of 
contiguous parcels available for assembly, was available for 
development that met the Project’s objectives. The two village sites 
identified in the Valley Center Community Plan) were considered and 
rejected. 

 
 The suggested Downtown Escondido Specific Plan project is not a 

feasible project alternative and the Draft REIR already includes a 
reasonable range of alternative.   

 

C1f-14 
(cont.) 

C1f-15 
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C1f-14 (cont.) 
 The FEIR alternative site analysis was completed in compliance with 

CEQA Section 15126.6.  Accordingly, the alternative site criteria 
utilized was based on the ability of the site to meet the basic project 
objectives, the ability of the proponent to reasonably acquire the 
alternative site, and the location of the site within County-jurisdictional 
area.  For clarification, the “northern San Diego County” area 
referenced in the objectives is referring to the northern County area 
under the jurisdiction of the County of San Diego.  The County cannot 
direct development in areas outside their jurisdiction, such as the 
incorporated City of Escondido area.  Regardless of if the Downtown 
Escondido SPA meets some of the project’s objectives, the FEIR 
includes a reasonable range of alternatives and need not consider 
every conceivable alternative to a project.   

 
C1f-15 Please see response to comment C1f-14. 
 
 
C1f-16 See response to comments C1f-14.  Any of the factors identified in 

CEQA Section 15126.6(f) may be reasons to determine an alternative 
is not feasible, not all seven factors are required to determine 
infeasibility. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C1f-17 See response to comments C1f-14-14. 

C1f-15 
(cont.) 

C1f-16 

C1f-17 
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C1f-18 The comment represents the opinions of the commenter and further 

serves as an introduction to comments that follow. Therefore, no 
response is required. 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. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C1f-19 The comment restates information contained in the TIS, 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. 

 

C1f-17 
(cont.) 

C1f-18 

C1f-19 
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C1f-20 Section 1.2 of the traffic study does reference the County private road 

standards in conducting the analysis of Mountain Ridge Road. The 
table on page 11 compares several metrics including graded width, 
improved width, vertical design speed, and maximum grade.  

 
 
 
C1f-21 The driveways around Mountain Ridge Road serve only a very small 

amount of traffic and, therefore, an analysis of these locations is not 
warranted based on County guidelines. CEQA does not require a 
quantitative analysis of very rare speculative occurrences such as the 
impact to a roadway of a full evacuation scenario. 

  

C1f-19 
(cont.) 

C1f-20 

C1f-21 
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C1f-22 The 1,190 ADT forecast is correct for Mountain Ridge Road. Only 

Phase 5 of the project will have access to Mountain Ridge Road; 
hence, the lower traffic projection on this roadway. 

 
C1f-23 The adequacy of fire and emergency response service is evaluated in 

Chapter 2.0, subchapter 2.7.2.4 of the FEIR and Appendices J (Fire 
Protection Plan) and K (Evacuation Plan). The project’s Evacuation 
Plan includes multiple components intended to create an orderly and 
safe evacuation of the project site in time of emergency. As discussed 
in subchapter 2.7 of the FEIR, the Evacuation Plan details evacuation 
routes, evacuation points, and implementation of a resident awareness 
and education program to keep future residents and employees 
informed and safe if wildfire occurs. A quantitiative analysis of the 
traffic volumes on roadways during emergency evacuation is not 
required because delays during evacuation are expected and normal. 

 
C1f-24 As explained in response to comment C1f-21, the driveways along 

Mountain Ridge Road do not require a quantitative analysis.  
 
C1f-25 The Mountain Ridge Road/Circle R Drive intersection was analyzed 

and sight distance requirements would be met and verified during 
implementation of a future implementing Tentative Map for this area. 
The road modification proposed is intended to alleviate any hazards 
associated with the roads current design. The existing sight distance 
issue at Mountain Ridge Road and Circle R Drive has been resolved 
by means of vegetation clearing along Circle R Drive completed by the 
County. As detailed in Chapter 1.0 of the FEIR a Clear Space 
easement would be required at this location to assure the ongoing 
adequacy of the sight distance. Refer also to Global Response: 
Easements (Covey Lane and Mountain Ridge Roads) for details on the 
sight distance anaysis that was completed. 

C1f-21 
(cont.) 

C1f-22 

C1f-23 

C1f-24 

C1f-25 
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C1f-26 The referenced table does not refer to the two referenced APNs; 

therefore, it is unclear what area of the FEIR the comment is referring 
to.  

 
 
C1f-27 The commenter states that all roadway standard design exceptions 

should be denied.  This is not a comment on the adequacy of the 
FEIR; therefore, a detailed response is not required.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C1f-28 See Global Response:  Fire and Medical Services. 

C1f-25 
(cont.) 

C1f-26 

C1f-27 

C1f-28 
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C1f-29 Table 1 presented in this comment, is reflective of Table 4-1 that was 

circulated in the June 2013 EIR. This table was revised in 2014 when 
the Draft Revised EIR was sent out for public review. As now shown in 
Table 4-1 in the FEIR, all columns add to a total of 608 acres. Table 4-
1 in the FEIR provides a matrix of the proposed land uses for each of 
the Alternatives. This table is accurate and does not require revision. 
These alternatives are valid alternatives and are adequately described 
in the FEIR. The information and analysis in Chapter 4.0 provides 
sufficient detail to complete an adequate analysis of impacts 
associated with each alternative.  

C1f-29 
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C1f-30 The table in the comment is noted. Refer to response to comment C1f-

14 regarding why the Downtown Escondido SPA is not a viable 
alternative. 

C1f-29 
(cont.) 

C1f-30 
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C1f-31 For details on how the project, and alternatives, would comply with the 

travel time standards refer to the Global Response: Fire and Medical 
Services included in the introduction to these responses to comments. 
In addition, the analysis includes the Lilac Hills Ranch Fire Service 
Response Capabilities Assessment (Dudek & Hunt Research Corp. 
2014) that shows the DSFPD would have capacity to respond to 
expected calls from the project. As the comment does not raise a 
specific issue with the analysis, a more detailed response cannot be 
provided.  

C1f-30 
(cont.) 

C1f-31 
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C1f-32 Chapter 4.0 of the FEIR includes an evaluation of all of the subject 

areas mentioned by the commenter for the Mountain Ridge Road Fire 
Station Alternative. The purpose of the analysis is to disclose the 
impacts of the proejct and the FEIR has adeuqately done this for the 
alternative analysis.  

 
C1f-33 This comment makes general assertions about the inadequacy of the 

alternative analysis and the project alternatives that are further detailed 
and responded to in the remainder of these responses.  

 
 
C1f-34 Refer to response to comment C1f-14 regarding why the Downtown 

Escondido SPA is not a viable alternative.  
 
C1f-35 Refer to the Global Response: Fire and Medical Services included in 

the introduction to these responses to comments. The adequacy of fire 
and emergency response service is evaluated in subchapter 2.7.2.4 in 
Chapter 2.0 of the FEIR and Appendix J and K.  In addition, the 
analysis includes the Lilac Hills Ranch Fire Service Response 
Capabilities Assessment (Dudek & Hunt Research Corp. 2014) that 
shows the DSFPD would have capacity to respond to expected calls 
from the project. As the comment does not raise a specific issue with 
the analysis, a more detailed response cannot be provided. 

 
C1f-36 Impacts to surrounding properties are adequately addressed in 

Chapter 4.0, subchapter 4.9 of the FEIR.  

C1f-32 

C1f-33 

C1f-34 

C1f-35 

C1f-36 
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C1f-37 Refer to response to comment C1f-2. 
 C1f-37 
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C1f-38 Refer to response to comment C1f-5. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C1f-39 While Valley Center Road is a major road in the Valley Center area, it 

would not be considered a major transportation corridor. This term is 
generally reserved for major highways or corridors that offer 
interregional travel (e.g., I-15, I-5). The remainder of this comment 
provides background information that does not require a response.  

 

C1f-37 
(cont.) 

C1f-38 

C1f-39 
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C1f-40 Refer to the Global Response: Easements (Covey Lane and Mountain 

Ridge Roads) included in the introduction to these responses to 
comments for information about the legal access rights of the project. 
Sewer and water easements are owned or would need to be obtained 
by the Valley Center Municipal Water District to construct requried 
pipelines. The County does not agree that the project is not in 
compliance with CEQA and County policies and regulations. The FEIR 
adequately discloses project impacts.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
C1f-41 This comment provides background information about the County 

General Plan and expressses the opinions of the commenter. 
However, as this comment does not raise a specific issue with the 
content of the FEIR, a detailed response is not required.  

C1f-39 
(cont.) 

C1f-40 

C1f-41 
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C1f-41 
(cont.) 
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C1f-42 This comment provides background information but does not raise a 

specific issue with the content of the FEIR, a detailed response is not 
required. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C1f-43 This comment provides background information about the County 

General Plan and expressses the opinions of the commenter. 
However, as this comment does not raise a specific issue with the 
content of the FEIR, a detailed response is not required. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
C1f-44 As indicated in the FEIR, the County considers the 1.5- to 3-mile trip to 

the I-15 a short trip to major transportation infrastructure.  
 
 
C1f-45 The County does not agree with this general statement. This comment 

expresses the opinions of the commenter and will be considered by 
decision makers.  

 
C1f-46 This comment provides background information about the existing 

transit services in the area. The FEIR further explains that the project 
would provide for park-and-ride facilities and would coordinate with the 
NCTD to provide for future bus service to the project site.  As the 
comment does not raise a specific issue with the content of the FEIR, 
a detailed response is not required. 

 

C1f-41 
(cont.) 

C1f-42 

C1f-43 

C1f-44 

C1f-45 

C1f-46 
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C1f-47 Chapter 3.0, subchapter 3.1.4, Land Use Planning of the FEIR and 

Appendix W provide information demonstrating how the project would 
comply with the General Plan. As discussed in the FEIR, the project is 
consistent with the County’s Community Development Model. Refer 
also to the Global Response: Project Consistency with General Plan 
Policy LU-1.2 for additional detail on compliance with the County’s 
Community Development Model. 

 
C1f-48 This comment restates information from the FEIR.  
 
C1f-49 Property owners may request a General Plan Amendment pursuant to 

Government Code Sections 65300 et seq.  Prior to the sunset of Board 
of Supervisors Policy I-63, in order to initiate an amendment to the 
General Plan, an applicant was required to process a Plan 
Amendment Authorization (PAA). An application to amend to the 
General Plan was allowed to proceed by the approval of a PAA by the 
Planning Commission on December 17, 2010. The County does not 
agree that the Community Development model requires amendment 
because the project can demonstrate compliance with the model.  

 
C1f-50 Overall, the residential-oriented Neighborhoods will radiate out from 

the Town Center to the project perimeter with the largest, ranchette-
styled lots feathering the edges. This design conforms to the 
Community Development Model. 

C1f-46 
(cont.) 

C1f-47 

C1f-48 

C1f-49 

C1f-50 
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C1f-51 Refer to response to comment C1f-49. 
 
 
 
C1f-52 This comment describes the existing condition and does not address 

what is proposed by the project. Adequate services would be provided 
concurrent with development, as detailed in the FEIR and Specific 
Plan.  

 
 
C1f-53 General Plan Policy LU-1.2 allows for new villages. For additional 

detail on compliance with this policy, refer to Global Response: Project 
Consistency with General Plan Policy LU-1.2 included in the 
introduction to these responses to comments. 

 
 
 
 
 
C1f-54 Chapter 1.0 of the FEIR, Table 1-1 provides a land use summary of 

the proprosed project that clearly describes the square footage of 
various proposed land uses. The project description clearly defines a 
12-acre public school site, 90,000 square feet of commercial and 
mixed-use, and over 25 acres of public and private parks. Figure 1-4 of 
the FEIR provides the Specific Plan Map that shows the location of the 
various land uses proposed. The project was designed to create a 
walkable community through its walkable streets, compact 
development, connected and open community, mixed-use 
neighborhood centers, traffic calming measures; provision for a mass 
transit bus stop and a regionally coordinated Transit Demand 
Management program; close access to civic and public spaces and to 
recreational facilities; promotion of local food production; tree-lined 
streets, parks, and trails; and a neighborhood school that is walkable 
and bikable by students because of traffic calming measures.   

 
C1f-55 The County does not agree that the first objective is biased.  

C1f-50 
(cont.) 

C1f-51 

C1f-52 

C1f-53 

C1f-54 

C1f-55 
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C1f-56 Refer to response to comment C1f-6. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C1f-57 Refer to response to comment C1f-7. 
 
 
 
 
C1f-58 Refer to response to comment C1f-8. 
 
 
C1f-59 The County does not agree with this conclusory statement.  
 
 
 
 
C1f-60 This comment is noted; however, most projects with a discretionary 

application do not provide recreational opportunities as part of the 
project.  

 
 
C1f-61 This comment restates information from the FEIR and does not require 

a response.  

C1f-56 

C1f-57 

C1f-58 

C1f-59 

C1f-60 

C1f-61 
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C1f-62 The County does not agree that the objective is too vague to be 

measurable. Refer to response to comment C1f-10.  
 
 
C1f-63 Refer to response to comment C1f-10.  
 
 
 
 
 
C1f-64 Refer to response to comment C1f-10.  
 
 
 
 
C1f-65 The County does not agree that the project does not meet Objective 4. 

Refer to response to comment C1f-10.  
 
 
C1f-66 This comment is noted.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
C1f-67 The project correctly accounts for dwelling units per County Zoning 

Ordinance definitions of a dwelling. This comment states opinion that 
do not require further response.  

 
 

C1f-62 

C1f-63 

C1f-64 

C1f-65 

C1f-66 

C1f-67 
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C1f-68 This comment is noted.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
C1f-69 This comment expresses opinonions of the commenter and a detailed 

response is not required. 
 
 
 
 
 
C1f-70 This is a conclusory comment. Further response is not required as the 

comments are addressed in the remainder of the letter.  

C1f-67 
(cont.) 

C1f-68 

C1f-69 

C1f-70 
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