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I33a-1 This comment is an introduction to comments that follow. The 
comment references a Project Issue Checklist which is a document 
used to identify various project issues by the County during the course 
of the project review. The referenced issues were addressed to the 
satisfaction of the County as further detailed below.   

 
I33a-2 Chapter 3, 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. In addition, refer to Global Response: 
Compliance with General Plan Land Use Element Policy LU 1.2 
provided in the introduction to these responses to comments.  

 
I33a-3 The comment restates information from the referenced Project Issue 

Checklist.  This is an introductory comment to those that follow; 
therefore, a detailed response is provided in the following responses. 

 
I33a-4 All existing easements within the area covered by TM 5572 and 

TM 5571 are shown on the “Implementing Preliminary Grading Plan – 
TM 5572” and the “Master Preliminary Grading Plan – TM 5571” which 
are available on the County website.  Proposed project improvements 
are located within existing easements. Where grading would extend 
outside of an existing easement on private property, a letter of 
permission is required; however, some easements provide language 
that allows grading (slopes) to be constructed outside of the easement.  
A detailed response has been provided to document the easement 
rights of the project, with particular focus on the Mountain Ridge Road 
and Covey Lane easement rights. Refer to Global Response: 
Easements (Covey Lane and Mountain Ridge Roads) in the 
introduction to these responses to comments. Referenced documents 
are public documents available from the County. The referenced 
easement rights have been verified by County Planning & 
Development Services staff.  

 
I33a-5 The referenced Project Alternatives (Road Design Alternative and 

Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative) would require use of 
Eminent Domain. However, the purpose of the analysis of these 
Alternatives is to disclose potential impacts, provide a reasonable 
range of alternatives, and demonstrate what the project impacts would 
be if the County was to select one of the Alternatives. The Alternatives 
analysis is not intended to demonstrate compliance with Board of 
Supervisors Policy J-33 and this is not required under CEQA. 
Ultimately, the Board of Supervisors will make a decision on the 
project. 
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I33a-6 This comment does not raise an issue with the content of the FEIR; 

therefore, a specific response is not possible and is not required. 
Ultimately, the Board of Supervisors will have the final decision on 
whether to approve the project, selection of the project alternatives, 
and whether to require improvements that would necessitate use of 
eminent domain. In addition, the County does not agree with the 
statement: “Since the only way this private road [Mountain Ridge 
Road] can be accepted as a viable alternative to access the project is 
through the developer forcing the County to enact eminent domain.” 
The proposed project has legal access to Mountain Ridge Road. Refer 
also to the Global Response: Easements (Covey Lane and Mountain 
Ridge Roads) included in the introduction to these responses to 
comments. Regarding the feasibliliy of the fire service options, please 
see Global Response: Fire and Medical Services. 

 
I33a-7 The purpose of the discussion cited from the FEIR is to demonstrate 

what the project impacts would be if the County were to select one of 
the Road Design Alternatives. This information is provided for 
purposes of full disclosure of the potential impacts of the various 
project alternatives. This analysis is not intended to demonstrate 
compliance with Board of Supervisors Policy J-33.  

 
 
 
 


