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I38-1 This comment is an introduction to comments that follow.  No further 

response is required. 
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I38a-1 This comment is an introduction to comments that follow.  No further 

response is required. 
 

Letter I38a 

I38a-1 
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I38a-2 This comment is an introduction to comments that follow.  No further 
response is required. 

 
I38a-3 All proposed on-site roads, as well as Mountain Ridge Road from the 

project’s southern boundary to Circle R Drive, have been designed in 
accordance to the County Consolidated Fire Code and DSFPD 
standards and would exceed the driveway minimum horizontal radius, 
fall within the 20 percent maximum allowable grade and meet or 
exceed the minimum paved width requirements.  Specifics of the 
proposed roadway designs compared to the Consolidated Fire Code 
are detailed in the Road Standard Comparison Matrix and Appendix P 
of the Fire Protection Plan (FPP).  

 
 Mountain Ridge Road from the project’s southern boundary to Circle R 

Drive is about 0.5 mile in length.  (See Traffic Impact Study, FEIR 
Appendix E, Figure 3-2A.)  The project proposes to improve the short 
road segment of Mountain Ridge Road with a paved width of 24 feet 
and a minimum design speed of 15 mph.  (FEIR Appendix E, p. 12; 
see FEIR FPP, Appendix P, and FEIR Table 1-2.)  This will increase 
the minimum design speed for certain portions of this short road 
segment by 300 percent.  (See FEIR Appendix E, p. 12.)  (The Traffic 
Impact Study also states that a recent travel speed study determined 
that the average vehicle speeds on Mountain Ridge Road were about 
30 mph, even with an existing design speed of 15 mph for the road.  
(FEIR Appendix E, p. 30.)  With these proposed design standards for 
Mountain Ridge Road, and the design standards for other evacuation 
roads, the FEIR concluded that the project’s Evacuation Plan will allow 
for the efficient and safe evacuation of residents from the project site.  
Accordingly, impacts associated with the adequacy of an evacuation 
process would be less than significant.  (FEIR subchapters 2.7.2.4, 
and 2.7.3.3, and Figure 2.7.3.) 

 
 Mountain Ridge Road was also analyzed at a design speed of 30 mph 

under both the Analysis of Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station 
Alternative (subchapter 4.9) and under the Analysis of the Road 
Design Alternatives subchapter 4.8.1.7. With implementation of the 
possible improvements to Mountain Ridge Road discussed under both 
of these alternatives, there would be a less than significant impact 
related to emergency evacuation plans, similar to the project.  (FEIR 
subchapters 4.8.1.7 and 4.9.2.7.)  The Evacuation Plan examined the 
existing and the project’s planned roads and 
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 I38a-3 (cont.) 
 determined that it would provide adequate multi-directional primary 

and secondary emergency evacuation routes (FEIR Appendix K). The 
primary evacuation routes are accessed through a series of internal 
roadways within the project which in turn permits direct emergency 
evacuations to the north, south, east and west to accommodate 
pending wildfire conditions. The project’s evacuation routes that lead to 
the north, west, south and east provide the best opportunities for 
moving residents and guests away from a wildfire threat, depending on 
the fire’s location and direction of spread.   

 
 In addition, a regional evacuation plan is being developed by the Deer 

Springs Fires Safe Council, CAL FIRE and the DSFPD.  This 
community emergency evacuation plan would provide additional 
guidance and support for the project’s Evacuation Plan. (FEIR 
Appendix K Section V).)  The evacuation information and map are 
attached as Exhibit 2 to the Evacuation Plan.    

 
 The project’s Traffic Impact Study (Appendix E to the FEIR (“TIS”)) and 

design work for roadway improvements prepared by Landmark 
Consulting for the project, was utilized in the preparation of the 
Evacuation Plan. Subchapter 2.3.2.3 and 2.3.6.2 of the FEIR analyzed 
the issue of transportation hazards with respect to the road network 
design for the project and surrounding areas, and determined that 
overall the road network design for the project and surrounding areas 
would provide adequate ingress and egress for residents as well as 
emergency access and therefore impacts associated with 
transportation hazards would be less than significant.   

 
I38a-4 The project proposes to improve the short road segment of Mountain 

Ridge Road with a paved width of 24’ and a minimum design speed of 
15 mph.  (Appendix E, p. 12; see Appendix P to the FPP; see also 
FEIR Table 1-2.)  With respect to questions about various vertical 
curves for Mountain Ridge Road, improvements to the road under the 
proposed project will lengthen one of the vertical curves and will 
increase the minimum design speed for certain portions of this short 
road segment by 300%.  (See Appendix E, p. 12.)  As discussed in the 
response to comment I38a-3 above, the proposed improvements to 
Mountain Ridge Road will provide adequate evacuation on the road 
during an emergency.  Further, Road Design Alternative 7 and the 
Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative also would involve 
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 I38a-4 (cont.) 
 redesign of the road and the lengthening of existing vertical curves to 

safely accommodate a greater design speed of 30 mph for the road as 
well as adequate evacuation during an emergency.  (See FEIR 
subchapters 4.8.1.7 and 4.9.1.4.) 

 
I38a-5  As discussed in Section III of the Evacuation Plan (FEIR Appendix K), 

during an emergency evacuation from the Project, the primary and 
secondary roadways may include inbound responding emergency 
vehicles which may reduce the available useable widths of the 
roadways for evacuating vehicles. As discussed in the Evacuation 
Plan, during an emergency evacuation from the project, the primary 
and secondary roadways will have to be shared with responding 
emergency vehicles and may reduce the available useable widths of 
the roadways required for smooth evacuation process. However, all 
proposed roads are designed in accordance with the County of San 
Diego’s Consolidated Fire Code. For example, all roads will meet or 
exceed the 28-foot driveway minimum horizontal radius with a 
minimum proposed horizontal radius of 100 feet. All roadways will 
meet or exceed the 20 percent maximum allowable grade and meet or 
exceed the minimum paved width requirement of 24 feet (14-foot lane 
on roads with medians). The key to mitigating potential impediments is 
through a strong educational program sponsored by the developer, the 
homeowner’s association and the DSFPD with regards to this 
evacuation plan. It is also incumbent on the residents to prepare their 
own “Ready, Set, Go!” evacuation plans and become familiar with the 
best available routes for them to use in the event of an emergency 
evacuation. Through implementation of all aspects of the Evacuation 
Plan, planned routes, “Ready, Set. Go” program, and residential 
awareness impacts associated with the adequacy of an evacuation 
process would be less than significant. See, FEIR subchapter 2.7. 
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I38a-6 The Lilac Hills Ranch development is enveloped by and proximate to a 
surrounding network of 4 main evacuation routes that are identified in 
the regional evacuation plan that was prepared by the Deer Springs 
Fire Safe Council, which plan was approved by CAL FIRE and the 
DSFPD.  (FEIR Appendix K, Evacuation Plan, Section V.)  The project 
Evacuation Plan relied on this regional evacuation plan.  (FEIR 
Appendix K, Evacuation Plan, Section V.)  Further, the Evacuation 
Plan relied on the fact that all onsite roads, and any offsite connecting 
roads to main evacuation routes, are designed in accordance with the 
County’s Consolidated Fire Code.  (FEIR Appendix K, Evacuation 
Plan, Section III; FEIR FFP, Appendix P, the Road Standard 
Comparison Matrix.)  In addition, the Evacuation Plan relied on the 
Traffic Impact Study for the proposed project as discussed in response 
to comment I38a-3 above.  Moreover, the Evacuation Plan is 
consistent with the County’s Operational Area Emergency Plan and 
Multi-Jurisdictional Hazard Mitigation Plan.  (FEIR subchapter 2.7.2.3.) 

 
I38a-7 The Evacuation Plan determined that the location of the project,  which 

is proximate to the approved regional evacuation plan’s major 
evacuation routes, and the existing and planned roads in the area 
provide adequate multi-directional primary and secondary emergency 
evacuation routes. (FEIR Appendix K, Evacuation Plan, Section III.)  
The primary evacuation routes are shown on FEIR Figure 2.7-3  (also 
Exhibit 1 to the Evacuation Plan),  consisting of Main Street, Street “F,” 
Lilac Hills Ranch Road, Covey Land and Mountain Ridge Road. The 
project site also has a number of secondary emergency evacuation 
routes also shown on FEIR Figure 2.7-3. (FEIR, subchapter 2.7.2.3) All 
of these roads will be improved and developed to at least the 
standards consistent with the County Consolidated Fire Code.  
(Evacuation Plan, Section III; see the Road Standard Comparison 
Matrix., Appendix P of the FPP, and pp. 33-38 of the FPP; see also 
FEIR, subchapter 2.7.2.4.) 

 
I38a-8  The comment raises a hypothetical and speculative scenario.  CEQA 

does not require the County or the project applicant to address 
speculative issues as part of this FEIR.  (See CEQA Guidelines 
section 15145 regarding speculative matters.)   The primary purpose of 
the Evacuation Plan is to identify evacuation routes and to prepare 
residents for an emergency event.   
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 I38a-8 (cont.) 
 The Evacuation Plan is not required to speculate as to what 

evacuation routes will actually be used given the uncertain nature of 
such events, such as the time of day, the location of the wildfire, the 
direction the wildfire is moving, and the size of the wildfire.  With 
respect to questions about the traffic modeling that was conducted or 
relied upon as the basis for determining that primary and secondary 
emergency evacuation routes would be adequate, the Project’s Traffic 
Impact Study (Appendix E to the FEIR) and design work for roadway 
improvements prepared by Landmark Consulting for the Project, was 
utilized in the preparation of the Evacuation Plan. Subchapters 2.3.2.3, 
2.3.6.2 (as to possible cumulative transportation hazards), 2.7.2.4, and 
2.7.3.3 (as to possible cumulative evacuation plan hazards) of the 
FEIR analyzed the issue of transportation hazards and evacuation 
hazards with respect to the road network design for the Project and 
surrounding areas, and determined that overall the road network 
design for the Project and surrounding areas would provide adequate 
ingress and egress for residents as well as emergency access and 
evacuation, and therefore impacts associated with transportation and 
evacuation hazards would be less than significant.   

 
I38a-9 See response to comment I38a-6 above as to the determination about 

the adequacy of the Evacuation Plan.  As to the issue of traffic loads 
raised in this comment, see response to comment I38a-8 above  

 
I38a-10 The Wildland Fire Behavior Assessment (or fire modeling process) did 

include consideration of the slope. Slope is one of the key variable for 
calculating wildland fire behavior.  The FPP provided four worst-case 
scenarios for wildland fires.  As a result of the findings of the fire 
modeling, project design features were incorporated into the Project, 
including fuel modification zones, use of ignition resistant building 
materials, fire and building code requirements, provision of secondary 
emergency access roads and adequate water supply for fire hydrants. 
The FEIR found that with the adoption of Mitigation Measure M-HZ-1, 
impacts to wildland fires would be reduced to less than significant. 
(FEIR, subchapter 2.7.2.4, and FPP pp 17-21.)  Subchapter 2.7.3.4 of 
the FEIR also identified the project’s contribution to a potential 
cumulative impact would be less than cumulatively considerable with 
respect to wildland fire hazards based on the FPP, associated 
landscaping plans and implementation of mitigation measures related 
to FMZs.  CEQA only requires analysis of reasonably foreseeable  
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 I38a-10 (cont.) 
 impacts. (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(d).)  This means that 

CEQA does not require analysis of impacts that are too remote or 
speculative.  (In re Bay-Delta Programmatic Environmental Impact 
Report Coordinated Proceedings (2008) 43 Cal.4th 1143, 1173.)  
Therefore, CEQA would not require an EIR to engage in speculation 
such as provided by the example of the commenter.  Nevertheless, the 
Evacuation Plan explains that evacuations are fluid events and the 
incident command, law enforcement and County OES would jointly 
enact evacuations based on fire behavior, as they have recently 
successfully completed during 2003, 2007 and 2014 San Diego 
County fires.  For purposes of the Evacuation Plan, the first and most 
logical choice for all of the residents and guest within the boundaries of 
the Project is to adhere to the principles and practices of the 
READY!SET!GO! Program and therefore education is a key element to 
the Plan (Evacuation Plan Sections IV and V).  It is important for 
residents to make the decision to evacuate as soon as possible as it 
may take more than two hours to complete the evacuation process, a 
fact that is not unique to the Lilac Hills Project, but is applicable to 
most communities and is pre-planned into County evacuation trigger 
points. The Evacuation Plan recognized that potential backups on the 
public roads and intersections may occur.  In addition, there may be 
circumstances where it would be better for residents to take temporary 
refuge in schools, churches and commercial buildings. Finally, for 
residents in the DSFPD, the Deer Springs Fire Safe Council offers a 
separate telephone notification system for registered numbers that 
provides residents with early warnings. (Evacuation Plan Sections III, 
IV and V).  

 
I38a-11 See responses to comments I38a-6, I38a-7, I38a-8, and I38a-10 above. 
 
I38a-12 As discussed in Section III of the Evacuation Plan (FEIR Appendix K), 

during an emergency evacuation from the Project, the primary and 
secondary roadways may include inbound responding emergency 
vehicles which may reduce the available useable widths of the 
roadways for evacuating vehicles. The Incident Command will 
immediately provide an on-site evacuation plan, incorporating the 
Evacuation Plan for the community, supported by the local and 
regional evacuation plans. This coordination and the use of different 
techniques employed by the Incident Command to resolve these 
impacts. See also responses to comments I38a-6, I38a-7, I38a-8, and 
I38a-10 above.  
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I38a-13 The Evacuation Plan relied on the fact that all on-site roads, and any 
off-site connecting roads to main evacuation routes, are designed in 
accordance with the County’s Consolidated Fire Code.  In addition, the 
Evacuation Plan relied on the Traffic Impact Study (TIS) for the 
proposed project. This TIS determined that overall the road network 
design for the project and surrounding areas would provide adequate 
ingress and egress for residents as well as emergency access and 
therefore impacts associated with transportation hazards would be less 
than significant.  See also responses to comments I38a-6, I38a-7, 
I38a-8 and I38a-10 above.   

 
I38a-14 See responses to comments I38a-6 and I38a-10 above. Further, the 

Project’s Traffic Impact Study (Appendix E to the FEIR) and design 
work for roadway improvements prepared by Landmark Consulting for 
the Project, was utilized in the preparation of the Evacuation Plan. 
Subchapters 2.3.2.3, 2.3.6.2 (as to possible cumulative transportation 
hazards), 2.7.2.4, and 2.7.3.3 (as to possible cumulative evacuation 
plan hazards) of the FEIR analyzed the issue of transportation hazards 
and evacuation hazards with respect to the road network design for the 
Project and surrounding areas, and determined that overall the road 
network design for the Project and surrounding area would provide 
adequate ingress and egress for residents as well as emergency 
access and evacuation, and therefore impacts associated with 
transportation and evacuation hazards would be less than significant.  
In addition, a wildland Fire Behavior Assessment or fire model was 
included in the FPP to provide four worst-case scenarios for wildland 
fires.  As a result of the findings of the fire modeling, project design 
features were incorporated into the Project, including fuel modification 
zones, use of ignition resistant building materials, fire and building 
code requirements, provision of secondary emergency access roads 
and adequate water supply for fire hydrants. 

 
I38a-15 Sections III and VI of the Evacuation Plan (FEIR Appendix K) discuss 

that during specific wildfire conditions when evacuation is considered 
unsafe the residents may be better served by taking temporary refuge 
in the schools, churches, assisted living facility, and/or the commercial 
buildings.   It is important to note that that specialized evacuation plans 
will be required for the school and the assisted living facility based on 
the numbers of individuals and the potential for physical or other 
limitations involved with occupants.  These two specialized emergency 
evacuation plans will require the approval of the authorities having 
jurisdiction prior to any occupancy of either the school or the assisted 
living facility. 

I38a-12 
cont. 
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I38b-1 This comment is an introduction to comments that follow.  No further 

response is required. 
 

I38b-1 

Letter I38b 
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I38b-2 The comment requests documents pertaining to a statement contained 

in the Capabilities Assessment.  This request for documents is outside 
the scope of CEQA .   

 
 
 
 
 
I38b-3 The comment requests the exact number of units in Phase 1 that can 

be reached within 5 minutes and 50 seconds and the number in phase 
2 in 6 minutes.  There are 71 units, spanning both Phases 1 and 2, 
that are reachable by Station 11 within a 5 minutes travel time.  (See 
FEIR, Subchapter 2.7.2.4, pp. 2.7-34.) See also Table 7 of the FPP for 
more detail.   

 
 
 
 
I38b-4 The comment states that the FEIR does not include a discussion 

regarding stations that are obligated by law to respond. 
 
 See Global Response: Fire and Medical Services Standard for a 

thorough discussion on this topic. 
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I38b-5 Please see Global Response: Fire and Medical Services Standard for 

a thorough discussion on this topic. 
 
 
 
 
I38b-6 Please refer to Global Response: Fire and Medical Services for 

additional information on this topic.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
I38b-7 The comment requests further information regarding what would 

happen if the Amador Agreement with CAL FIRE and the County is 
cancelled.  CEQA does not require analysis of impacts that are remote 
or speculative since CEQA only requires analysis of reasonably 
foreseeable impacts. (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(d) and In re 
Bay-Delta Programmatic Environmental Impact Report Coordinated 
Proceedings (2008) 43 Cal.4th 1143, 1173.) Therefore, CEQA would 
not require an EIR to engage in speculation as to whether emergency 
services may no longer be provided by an essential priority station to 
the North County. Additionally, please refer to the Global Response: 
Fire and Medical Services for additional information on this topic.      

 
I38b-8 See Global Response: Fire and Medical Services for a thorough 

discussion on this topic. 

I38b-5 

I38b-6 
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I38b-9 Please refer to Global Response: Fire and Medical Services for a 

thorough discussion on this topic. 
 
 
 
I38b-10 Please see to Global Response: Fire and Medical Services for a 

thorough discussion on this topic.  
 
 
I38b-11 Findings are based upon PRC 4143 which declares that the primary 

mission for CAL FIRE, including Station 15 is wildland fire suppression 
and prevention but it enables the “Director” to enter into agreements if 
the Director of CAL FIRE determines the contract would not jeopardize 
its wildland fire suppression and prevention mission, to provide for fire 
suppression duties. In addition, please refer to Global Response: Fire 
and Medical Services for a thorough discussion on this topic. 

 
I38b-12 The comment referred to is based upon the interpretation of the 

preparers of the Capabilities Assessment, which reviewed PRC 4141 
through 4145. The preparers are listed as Michael Huff, Fire Protection 
Planning Consultant; San Diego County CEQA Consultant List, Dudek 
and Jim Hunt, Hunt Research Corp.  Several attempts by Michael Huff 
to contact CAL FIRE’s then Unit Chief (Thom Porter) were made 
unsuccessfully over the period of several weeks.  A return call was 
provided by a San Diego County Cal Fire Battalion Chief (who was 
familiar with the project and the potential for CAL FIRE to provide 
service).  The response provided by Thom Porter’s representative was 
that Cal Fire believed there were likely ways that the existing 
agreement could be modified in order for Station 15 to serve the 
project.  There was no discussion during this telephone conversation 
whether the Station was obligated by law to respond.  However, they 
did confirm that they historically, currently, and will continue to respond 
to calls throughout the DSFPD.  

I38b-8 
cont. 
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I38b-13 Please see to Global Response: Fire and Medical Services for a 

thorough discussion on this topic.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
I38b-14 Please see to Global Response:  Fire and Medical Services for a 

thorough discussion on this topic.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
I38b-15 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.  
This topic is discussed in the Capabilities Assessment Report in 
Section 2.4.2 – “Decommissioning of CAL FIRE Station 15”. 

 
 

I38b-15 

I38b-14 

I38b-13 
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I38b-16 Please see Global Response: Fire and Medical Services for a 

thorough discussion on this topic.  
 
 
 
 
 
I38b-17 The Capabilities Assessment is included as an attachment to the 

Specific Plan and was madeavailable for public review along with the 
FEIR and its appendices on June 12, 2014.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
I38b-18 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.  
Please see to Global Response:  Fire and Medical Services. 
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I38c-1 The introductory comment is noted.  The comment expresses the 

opinion of the commenter.  The FEIR adequately discusses the issues 
related to this alternative consistent with the requirements of CEQA.  
See the responses below. 

 

Letter I38c 
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I38c-2 The introductory comment is noted.  The comment does not raise a 
specific and significant environmental issue under CEQA.  (See CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15132(d).)  The comment relates to a hypothetical 
scenario related to one of many project alternatives.   

 
I38c-3 The comment does not raise a specific and significant environmental 

issue under CEQA.  (See CEQA Guidelines Section 15132(d).)  The 
comment raises a hypothetical scenario related to one of many project 
alternatives and to possible actions of the DSFPD.  CEQA does not 
require the County or the project applicant to address non-
environmental and speculative issues as part of this FEIR.  (See 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15145 regarding speculative matters.)   If 
the hypothetical scenario posed by this comment arises in the future, 
the County will then comply with all applicable codes, ordinances, 
regulations and procedures regarding the matter.  Furthermore, the 
need for easements and use of eminent domain is not an 
environmental issue that is separate from the project or alternative.   
The environmental issue is the impacts that would result from the 
construction of facilities within and the use of the easements, whether 
purchased or acquired through eminent domain.  The FEIR addresses 
those impacts. Nonetheless, parcels with legal access rights to 
Mountain Ridge Road are disclosed for informational purposes in 
Table 4-9.  APNs are shown on Figure 4-17 and 4-18. The FEIR 
adequately discloses all physical environmental impacts that would 
result from off-site improvements, including those that may require the 
use of eminent domain.  In addition, the applicant has the required 
easements needed to construct required improvements of Mountain 
Ridge Road as a private road.  Refer to Global Response: Off-site 
Improvements – Environmental Analysis and Easement Summary 
Table for additional details about the easement rights and the 
adequacy of the environmental analysis in relation to easements. 

 
I38c-4 See response to comment I38c-3 above.  
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 I38c-5 The comment does not raise a specific environmental issue under 
CEQA.  (See CEQA Guidelines Section 15132(d).)  The comment 
raises a hypothetical scenario that is outside of the project description 
in FEIR Chapter 1.0 and the identified project alternatives listed in 
FEIR Chapter 4.0.  CEQA does not require the County or the project 
applicant to address non-environmental and speculative issues as part 
of this FEIR.  (See CEQA Guidelines Section 15145 regarding 
speculative matters.)   Furthermore, the need for easements and use 
of eminent domain is not an environmental issue that is separate from 
the project or alternative.  The environmental issue is the impacts that 
would result from the construction of facilities within and the use of the 
easements, whether purchased or acquired through eminent domain.  
The FEIR addresses those impacts. 

 
I38c-6 The comment does not raise a specific and significant environmental 

issue under CEQA.  (See CEQA Guidelines Section 15132(d).)  The 
comment raises a hypothetical scenario related to one of many project 
alternatives.  CEQA does not require the County or the project 
applicant to address non-environmental and speculative issues as part 
of this FEIR.  (See CEQA Guidelines Section 15145 regarding 
speculative matters.)   If the hypothetical scenario posed by this 
comment arises in the future, the County will then comply with all 
applicable codes, ordinances, regulations and procedures regarding 
the matter.  Furthermore, the need for easements and use of eminent 
domain is not an environmental issue that is separate from the project 
or alternative.  The environmental issue is the impacts that would 
result from the construction of facilities within and the use of the 
easements, whether purchased or acquired through eminent domain.  
The FEIR addresses those impacts  Nonetheless, parcels with legal 
access rights to Mountain Ridge Road are disclosed for informational 
purposes in Table 4-9.  APNs are shown on Figure 4-17 and 4-18. The 
FEIR adequately discloses all physical environmental impacts that 
would result from off-site improvements, including those that may 
require the use of eminent domain.  In addition, the applicant has the 
required easements needed to construct required improvements of 
Mountain Ridge Road as a private road.  Refer to Global Response: 
Off-site Improvements – Environmental Analysis and Easement 
Summary Table for additional details about the easement rights and 
the adequacy of the environmental analysis in relation to easements. 



 LETTER RESPONSE 

RTC-207 

 I38c-7 The comment does not raise a specific environmental issue under 
CEQA.  (See CEQA Guidelines Section 15132(d).)  The comment 
raises a hypothetical scenario that is outside of the project description 
in FEIR Chapter 1.0 and the identified project alternatives listed in 
FEIR Chapter 2.0.  CEQA does not require the County or the project 
applicant to address non-environmental and speculative issues as part 
of this FEIR.  (See CEQA Guidelines Section 15145 regarding 
speculative matters.)   If the hypothetical scenario posed by this 
comment arises in the future, the County will then comply with all 
applicable codes, ordinances, regulations and procedures regarding 
the matter.  Furthermore, the need for easements and use of eminent 
domain is not an environmental issue that is separate from the project 
or alternative.  The environmental issue is the impacts that would 
result from the construction of facilities within and the use of the 
easements, whether purchased or acquired through eminent domain.  
The FEIR addresses those impacts Nonetheless, parcels with legal 
access rights to Mountain Ridge Road are disclosed for informational 
purposes in Table 4-9.  APNs are shown on Figure 4-17 and 4-18.  
The applicant has the required easements needed to construct 
required improvements of Mountain Ridge Road as a private road.  
Refer to Global Response: Off-site Improvements – Environmental 
Analysis and Easement Summary Table for additional details about the 
easement rights and the adequacy of the environmental analysis in 
relation to easements. 

 
I38c-8 The comment does not raise a specific environmental issue under 

CEQA.  (See CEQA Guidelines Section 15132(d).)  The comment 
raises a hypothetical scenario related to one of many project options.  
CEQA does not require the County or the project applicant to address 
non-environmental and speculative issues as part of this FEIR.  (See 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15145 regarding speculative matters.)  If the 
hypothetical scenario posed by this comment arises in the future, the 
County will then comply with all applicable codes, ordinances, 
regulations and procedures regarding the matter.  Further, as 
discussed at FEIR subchapter 3.1.7.2, any possible routing of the 
project’s water and sewer lines in Mountain Ridge Road would occur 
within existing easements for such utilities.   
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I38c-9 The comment does not raise a specific environmental issue under 

CEQA.  (See CEQA Guidelines Section 15132(d).)  The comment 
raises a hypothetical scenario related to one of many project options.  
CEQA does not require the County or the project applicant to address 
non-environmental and speculative issues as part of this FEIR.  (See 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15145 regarding speculative matters.)  
Furthermore, the need for easements and use of eminent domain is 
not an environmental issue that is separate from the project or 
alternative.  The environmental issue is the impacts that would result 
from the construction of facilities within and the use of the easements, 
whether purchased or acquired through eminent domain.  The FEIR 
addresses those impacts. Nonetheless, as discussed at FEIR 
subchapter 1.2.1.4, Mountain Ridge Road will be improved to 24’ of 
pavement within an existing easement.  Parcels with legal access 
rights to Mountain Ridge Road are disclosed for informational 
purposes in Table 4-9.  APNs are shown on Figure 4-17 and 4-18.  
The applicant has the required easements needed to construct 
required improvements of Mountain Ridge Road as a private road.  
Refer to Global Response: Off-site Improvements – Environmental 
Analysis and Easement Summary Table for additional details about the 
easement rights and the adequacy of the environmental analysis in 
relation to easements. 
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I38c-10 The comment does not raise a specific environmental issue under 
CEQA.  (See CEQA Guidelines Section 15132(d).)  The comment 
raises a hypothetical scenario related to one of many project 
alternatives, and a scenario that is outside of the project description in 
FEIR Chapter 1.0.  CEQA does not require the County or the project 
applicant to address non-environmental and speculative issues as part 
of this FEIR.  (See CEQA Guidelines Section 15145 regarding 
speculative matters.)   If the hypothetical scenario posed by this 
comment arises in the future, the County will then comply with all 
applicable codes, ordinances, regulations and procedures regarding 
the matter.  Furthermore, the need for easements and use of eminent 
domain is not an environmental issue that is separate from the project 
or alternative.  The environmental issue is the impacts that would 
result from the construction of facilities within and the use of the 
easements, whether purchased or acquired through eminent domain.  
The FEIR addresses those impacts. Nonetheless, parcels with legal 
access rights to Mountain Ridge Road are disclosed for informational 
purposes in Table 4-9.  APNs are shown on Figure 4-17 and 4-18.  
The applicant has the required easements needed to construct 
required improvements of Mountain Ridge Road as a private road.  
Refer to Global Response: Off-site Improvements – Environmental 
Analysis and Easement Summary Table for additional details about the 
easement rights and the adequacy of the environmental analysis in 
relation to easements. 

 
138c-11 To clarify, the project would retain Mountain Ridge Road as a private 

road and the Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative would 
convert Mountain Ridge Road to a public road.  The construction of 
either the proposed project or an alternative would proceed in 
compliance with applicable permits from the County, which are 
enforceable by the County. Environmental impacts associated with the 
Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative’s construction of 
Mountain Ridge Road to public roadway standards are disclosed in 
FEIR subchapter 4.9, and illustrated in Figures 4-17 to 4-19. 

 
 Furthermore, the need for easements and use of eminent domain is 

not an environmental issue that is separate from the project or 
alternative.  The environmental issue is the impacts that would result 
from the construction of facilities within and the use of the easements, 
whether purchased or acquired through eminent domain.  The FEIR 
addresses those impacts. 

I38c-10 

I38c-11 

I38c-12 

I38c-13 
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 138c-11 (cont.) 
 Nonetheless, parcels with legal access rights to Mountain Ridge Road 

are disclosed for informational purposes in Table 4-9.  APNs are 
shown on Figure 4-17 and 4-18. The FEIR adequately discloses all 
physical environmental impacts that would result from off-site 
improvements, including those that may require the use of eminent 
domain.  In addition, the applicant has the required easements needed 
to construct required improvements of Mountain Ridge Road as a 
private road.  Refer to Global Response: Off-site Improvements – 
Environmental Analysis and Easement Summary Table for additional 
details about the easement rights and the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis in relation to easements. 

 
138c-12 See response to comment 138c-11. Refer to Global Response: Off-site 

Improvements – Environmental Analysis and Easement Summary 
Table for additional details about the easement rights and the 
adequacy of the environmental analysis in relation to easements. 

 
138c-13 The applicant has the required easements needed to construct 

required improvements of Mountain Ridge Road as a private road.   
Refer to Global Response: Off-site Improvements Environmental and 
Easement Analysis Summary Table for additional detail.  As this 
comment does not raise a significant environmental issue or concern, 
no further response is necessary. See also response to comment I38c-
11. 
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138c-14 See response to comment 138c-11 above.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
138c-15 Refer to Global Response: Off-site Improvements – Environmental 

Analysis and Easement Summary Table for additional details about the 
easement rights and the adequacy of the environmental analysis in 
relation to easements. 

 
 
138c-16 The grading and topography changes included in this alternative at the 

Mountain Ridge Road and Adam Court intersection are shown on 
figures Figures 4-17 and 4-18 and are included in the environmental 
analysis. Refer to Global Response: Off-site Improvements – 
Environmental Analysis and Easement Summary Table for additional 
details about the easement rights and the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis in relation to easements. 

I38c-14 

I38c-15 

I38c-16 
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138c-17 The grading and topography changes included in this alternative at the 

Mountain Ridge Road and Megan Terrace intersection are shown on 
Figures 4-17 and 4-18 and are included in the environmental analysis.  
Refer to Global Response: Off-site Improvements – Environmental 
Analysis and Easement Summary Table for additional details about the 
easement rights and the adequacy of the environmental analysis in 
relation to easements. 

 
138c-18 The grading and topography changes included in this alternative at the 

Mountain Ridge Road and Elmond Drive intersection are shown on 
Figures 4-17 and 4-18 and included in the environmental analysis.  
Refer to Global Response: Off-site Improvements – Environmental 
Analysis and Easement Summary Table for additional details about the 
easement rights and the adequacy of the environmental analysis in 
relation to easements.  

 
I38c-19 The comment does not raise a specific and significant environmental 

issue under CEQA.  (See CEQA Guidelines Section 15132(d).) No 
further response is required.  

 
I38c-20 The comment does not raise a specific and significant environmental 

issue under CEQA.  (See CEQA Guidelines Section 15132(d).) No 
further response is required.  

 
I38c-21 The fire station proposed as a part of the Mountain Ridge Road Fire 

Station Alternative would be a new station added to the DSFPD and is 
not proposed to be a relocation of an existing station.  The FEIR is 
intended to analyze and disclose the impacts of the project and 
potential alternatives on the environment, not to determine the best 
location of the fire station to serve the community.  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.  Ultimately, 
the County in consultation with the DSFPD would determine which fire 
service option to approve and implement.  However, because the 
comment does not raise an environmental issue with respect to the 
FEIR, no further response is required. 

I38c-17 

I38c-19 

I38c-18 

I38c-20 

I38c-21 

I38c-16 
cont. 
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I38c-22 The comment raises economic, social, or political issues that do not 

appear to relate to any physical effect on the environment. 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. 

 
I38c-23 Considering the location of the fire station under this option and the 

quickest travel routes, the proposed project fire service Option 3 would 
not include the conversion of Mountain Ridge Road to a public 
roadway.   

 

I38c-21 
cont. 

I38c-22 

I38c-23 
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I38d-1 The introductory comment is noted.  The comment expresses the 

opinion of the commenter.  The FEIR adequately discusses the issues 
related to this alternative consistent with the requirements of CEQA.  
See the responses below.   

 

Letter I38d 

I38d-1 
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I38d-2 The comment expresses the opinion of the commenter.  See the 
Global Responses: Easements (Mountain Ridge Road and Covey 
Lane) and Environmental Analysis and Easement Summary Table.  No 
easements for the referenced roads are required for the alternative.  
Impacts associated with this alternative and option are discussed at 
FEIR Subchapter 4.9.2 and 4.9.3.  No improvements beyond those 
shown on FEIR Figures 4-17 and 4-18 are proposed for this 
alternative. 

 
I38d-3 Portions of the comment do not raise a specific and significant 

environmental issue under CEQA.  (See CEQA Guidelines Section 
15132(d).)  Impacts associated with this alternative and option are 
adequately discussed in FEIR subchapters 4.9.2 and 4.9.3 and are 
consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(d).  Specific 
improvement project details and plans necessary to address the 
questions raised in the comment will be prepared later if this 
alternative and option are approved by the County.  Any possible 
improvement project plans for this alternative will comply with all 
applicable codes, ordinances, regulations and procedures regarding 
the matter.  This includes compliance with the County Grading 
Ordinance (Sections 87.101 through 87.804 of the County Code of 
Regulatory Ordinances).  The Grading Ordinance requires, among 
other items, (1) protection of utilities and adjacent real properties 
(Section 87.101(f)), (2) extensive permit application materials for major 
grading permits (Sections 87.201, 87.203, 87.204, 87.207 and 87.208), 
(3) review of grading and improvement plans for compliance with 
CEQA (Sections 87.204 and 87.207(a)(2)), (4) the imposition of 
grading permit conditions (Section 87.210), (5) extensive design 
standards and performance requirements for grading plans (Sections 
87.401 et seq.), (6) the protection of watercourses related to the 
grading work (Sections 87.601 et seq.), and (7) significant enforcement 
powers by the County related to the Grading Ordinance and grading 
permits (Sections 87.102 through 87.110.)  Compliance with the 
County Grading Ordinance will therefore ensure appropriate review of 
the possible impacts regarding specific grading and improvement 
plans, and the imposition of any needed further mitigation measures, if 
this alternative and option is approved by the County.  But sufficient 
detail about the possible alternative has already been provided in the 
FEIR consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(d).   

 
 

I38d-5 

I38d-6 

I38d-7 

I38d-3 

I38d-2 

I38d-4 
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 I38d-4 The plans used to prepare Appendix V3 are the grading plans in FEIR 
Figures 4-17 and 4-18.   

 
I38d-5 The comment does not raise a specific and significant environmental 

issue under CEQA.  (See CEQA Guidelines Section 15132(d).)  
Sufficiently detailed grading plans for this possible alternative and 
options are found in the FEIR at Figures 4-17 and 4-18 consistent with 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(d).  Specific improvement project 
detail and plans necessary to address the questions raised in the 
comment will be prepared later if this alternative and option are 
approved by the County.  Any possible improvement project plans for 
this alternative will comply with all applicable codes, ordinances, 
regulations and procedures regarding the matter.   

 
I38d-6 FEIR subchapter 4.9.1.6 discusses the amount of cut and fill related to 

the grading work for this alternative.   
 
I38d-7 The comment does not raise a specific environmental issue under 

CEQA.  (See CEQA Guidelines Section 15132(d).)  Sufficiently 
detailed grading plans for this possible alternative and options are 
found in the FEIR in Figures 4-17 and 4-18 consistent with CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15126.6(d).  The FEIR adequately analyzes 
potential impacts associated with this alternative and provides 
adequate information to identify and disclose environmental impacts. 
Should this alternative be selected by the decision maker,.     future 
improvement plans for this alternative would be prepared in 
compliance with all applicable codes, ordinances, regulations and 
procedures regarding the matter.   
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I38d-8 The comment does not raise a specific environmental issue under 
CEQA.  (See CEQA Guidelines Section 15132(d).)  The comment 
raises a hypothetical scenario related to one of many project 
alternatives.  CEQA does not require the County or the project 
applicant to address non-environmental and speculative issues as part 
of this FEIR.  (See CEQA Guidelines Section 15145 regarding 
speculative matters.)  If the hypothetical scenario posed by this 
comment arises in the future, the County will then comply with all 
applicable codes, ordinances (including the County Grading 
Ordinance), regulations and procedures regarding the matter.  
Questions posed in the comment would be addressed, to the extent 
required and permitted, at the grading permit and improvement plan 
level consistent with applicable law, and appropriate conditions and 
procedures for the work would be imposed.  This includes compliance 
with the County Grading Ordinance (Sections 87.101 through 87.804 
of the County Code of Regulatory Ordinances).  The Grading 
Ordinance requires, among other items, (1) protection of utilities and 
adjacent real properties (Section 87.101(f)), (2) extensive permit 
application materials for major grading permits (Sections 87.201, 
87.203, 87.204, 87.207 and 87.208), (3) review of grading and 
improvement plans for compliance with CEQA (Sections 87.204 and 
87.207(a)(2)), (4) the imposition of grading permit conditions (Section 
87.210), (5) extensive design standards and performance 
requirements for grading plans (Sections 87.401 et seq.), (6) the 
protection of watercourses related to the grading work (Sections 
87.601 et seq.), and (7) significant enforcement powers by the County 
related to the Grading Ordinance and grading permits (Sections 
87.102 through 87.110.)  Compliance with the County Grading 
Ordinance will therefore ensure appropriate review of the possible 
impacts regarding specific grading and improvement plans, and the 
imposition of any needed further mitigation measures, if this alternative 
and option is approved by the County.  Sufficient detail about the 
possible alternative has been provided in the FEIR consistent with 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(d).  

 
I38d-9 through I38d-12 
 See response to comment I38d-8 above. 
 
 
 

I38d-8 

I38d-9 

I38d-13 

I38d-14 

I38d-15 

I38d-16 

I38d-10 

I38d-11 

I38d-12 
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 I38d-13 Portions of the comment express the opinion of the commenter.  See 
response to comment I38d-8 above.  Further, the impacts associated 
with grading for this alternative have been discussed in FEIR 
subchapters 4.9.2 and 4.9.3. FEIR subchapter 4.9.1.6 discusses the 
amount of cut and fill related to the grading work for this alternative, 
and appropriate mitigation has been proposed where needed to 
address any potentially significant adverse impacts.   

 
I38d-14 See response to comment I38d-13 above. 
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I38d-15 through I38d-21  
 See response to comment I38d-8 above. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
I38d-22 Sufficiently detailed grading plans for this possible alternative and 

options are found in the FEIR in Figures 4-17 and 4-18 consistent with 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(d).  Also, the impacts associated 
with grading for this alternative have been discussed at FEIR 
Subchapters 4.9.2 and 4.9.3, and appropriate mitigation has been 
proposed where needed to address any potentially significant adverse 
impacts.  The FEIR adequately analyzes potential impacts associated 
with this alternative and provides adequate information to identify and 
disclose environmental impacts. Should this alternative be selected by 
the decision maker, future  improvement plans for this alternative 
would comply with all applicable codes, ordinances, regulations and 
procedures regarding the matter.     

 
I38d-23 See response to comment I38d-8 above.  Further, sufficiently detailed 

grading plans for this possible alternative and options are found in the 
FEIR in Figures 4-17 and 4-18.  Also, the impacts associated with 
grading for this alternative have been discussed in FEIR Subchapters 
4.9.2 and 4.9.3, and appropriate mitigation has been proposed where 
needed to address any potentially significant adverse impacts.   

 
 See also the Global Responses: Easements (Mountain Ridge Road 

and Covey Lane) and Environmental Analysis and Easement 
Summary Table.   

 

I38d-17 

I38d-18 

I38d-19 

I38d-20 

I38d-21 

I38d-22 

I38d-23 
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I38d-24 Sufficiently detailed grading plans for this possible alternative and 
options are found in the FEIR in Figures 4-17 and 4-18 consistent with 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(d).  Specific improvement project 
detail and plans necessary to address the questions raised in the 
comment will be prepared later if this alternative and option are 
approved by the County.  Any possible improvement project plans for 
this alternative will comply with all applicable codes, ordinances, 
regulations and procedures regarding the matter.   

 
I38d-25 See response to comment I38d-24 above.  See also the Global 

Responses: Easements (Mountain Ridge Road and Covey Lane) and 
Environmental Analysis and Easement Summary Table. 

 
I38d-26 Refer to response to comment I38d-24. 
 
 Discussion of visual impacts relating to this alternative are found in 

FEIR subchapter 4.9.2.1.  As determined in that subchapter, no 
significant adverse visual impacts for residents on Mountain Ridge 
Road would result from implementation of this alternative. 

 
I38d-27 to I38d-28 
 See response to comment I38d-24 above.   
 
 
I38d-29 See response to comment I38d-24 above.  Further, as discussed in 

FEIR subchapter 4.9.2.8 and Appendix V3, no new or additional 
significant adverse noise impacts relative to the proposed project will 
result for residences along Mountain Ridge Road during the 
construction and operational phases for implementation of this 
alternative.   

 
I38d-30 to I38d-31 
 See response to comment I38d-24 above.   
 
  

I38d-23 

I38d-24 

I38d-25 

I38d-26 

I38d-27 

I38d-28 

I38d-29 

I38d-30 

I38d-31 
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I38e-1 This comment is an introduction to comments that follow.  No further 

response is required. 
 

Letter I38e 

I38e-1 
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I38e-2 The comment identifies the CEQA requirement for the commencement 

of environmental analysis on an issue, but does not raise an issue 
under CEQA. No additional response is required. 

 
I38e-3 The comment provides factual background information, 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.   

 
I38e-4 The Mountain Ridge Fire Station Alternative is analyzed in subchapter 

4.9 of the FEIR. The level of analysis of this alternative in the FEIR is 
greater than required under CEQA 15126.6. The alternative identifies 
all additional impacts that would occur for the road design associated 
with constructing Mountain Ridge Road to public road standards (see, 
FEIR subchapter 4.9). The question of condemnation of land is outside 
the scope of CEQA; however, should the County act under its right of 
Eminent Domain, all impacts have been disclosed. Refer also to 
Global Response: Easements (Mountain Ridge Road and Covey Lane) 
for additional information regarding the use of eminent domain.   

 
I38e-5 The comment restates information contained in the FEIR, but does not 

raise an environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA.  The 
comment will be included as part of the record and made available to 
the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.  
However, because the comment does not raise an environmental 
issue with respect to the FEIR, no further response is required. 

 
I38e-6 The Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative is included in the 

FEIR as an alternative project design pursuant to CEQA 15126.6. As 
stated in the CEQA Guidelines, the analysis of alternatives is based on 
a comparison of the alternative to the proposed project (See, CEQA 
15126.6(d)). Therefore, as presented in the FEIR, the analysis of this 
alternative is adequate under the law.  

 

I38e-2 

I38e-3 

I38e-4 

I38e-5 

I38e-6 
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I38e-7  The commenter assumes that the request for a road design 

modification equates to not having a right to build the road. As stated 
in Chapter 1.0 of the FEIR, road modification requests are allowed 
under the County road standards. The remainder of this comment 
expresses the opinions of the commentator.  The comment will be 
included as part of the record and made available to the decision 
makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.  However, 
because the comment does not raise an environmental issue, no 
further response is required. 

 
 
 
I38e-8  The comment restates information contained in the FEIR, but does not 

raise an environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA.  The 
comment will be included as part of the record and made available to 
the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.  
However, because the comment does not raise an environmental 
issue with respect to the FEIR, no further response is required. 

 

I38e-6 
cont. 

I38e-7 

I38e-8 
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I38e-9 The design of the proposed road correlates with the alternative. The 

remainder of the comment expresses the opinions of the commentator 
and goes beyond the scope 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, no further response 
is required. 

 
 
I38e-10  See response to comment I38e-6. 
 
 
I38e-11  See response to comment I38e-6. 
 
 
 
I38e-12  The comment provides factual background information, 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. 

 
 
I38e-13 All proposed designs for Mountain Ridge Road are described 

throughout the FEIR. Refer to Global Response: Off-site 
Improvements – Environmental Analysis and Easement Summary 
Table for additional details about the easement rights and the 
adequacy of the environmental analysis in relation to easements. 

I38e-8 
cont. 

I38e-9 

I38e-10 

I38e-11 

I38e-12 

I38e-13 
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I38e-14  The Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative would construct the 

road to public road standards. See response to comment I38e-4 and 
I38e-9. 

 
 
 
I38e-15  The comment restates information contained in the FEIR, but does not 

raise an environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA.  The 
comment will be included as part of the record and made available to 
the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.  
However, because the comment does not raise an environmental 
issue with respect to the FEIR, no further response is required. 

 
I38e-16  Mountain Ridge Road constructed to public road standards is a 

proposed design considered as an alternative to the project. The 
remainder of this comment is an opinion of the commenter.  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, no further response is required. 

 
I38e-17 through I38e-18 
 See response to comment I38e-6. 
 
 
I38e-19 See response to comment I38e-4 regarding issues of condemnation. 

The Mountain Ridge Road alternative adequately evaluates the 
environmental impacts associated with the construction of Mountain 
Ridge Road to public road standards as required under CEQA 
15126.6. Also see response to comment I38e-6. 

 

I38e-13 
cont. 

I38e-14 

I38e-15 

I38e-16 

I38e-17 

I38e-18 

I38e-19 
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I38e-20 See response to comment I38e-19. 
 
 
 
I38e-21 See response to comment I38e-6. 
 
I38e-22  See response to comment I38e-4. 
 
 
I38e-23  To construct Mountain Ridge Road to public road standards would 

require road construction. The comment expresses the opinions of the 
commentator.  The comment will be included as part of the record and 
made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the 
proposed project.  However, because the comment does not raise an 
environmental issue, no further response is required. 

 
I38e-24  See response to comment I38e-6. 
 
I38e-25  See response to comment I38e-6. 
 
I38e-26  The comment is unclear in its request. This request is beyond the 

scope of CEQA.  Please see the County’s Report Format and Content 
Requirements that provide requirements for the preparation of 
technical studies.   

I38e-19 
cont. 

I38e-20 

I38e-21 

I38e-22 

I38e-23 

I38e-24 

I38e-25 

I38e-26 


