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I51h-1 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 is located nearly 15 miles away from the 
proposed project.  This suggested alternative would therefore fail to 
meet a project objective of providing a range of diverse housing types 
with the jurisdiction of the County of San Diego to accommodate 
expected population growth and to assist the County in meeting the 
requirement to accommodate its fair share of housing for regional 
population growth as required by Government Code sections 65583 
and 65584.  

 
 Senior housing is a significant housing type in the proposed project.  

The 468 deed-restricted senior housing units in the development plan 
comprise 27 percent of the total number of housing units.  None of the 
171 development projects on the cumulative projects list (FEIR 
Table 1-6) appears to contain any deed-restricted senior housing units 
(or any other type of senior housing).  The County’s General Plan 
Housing Element Background Report (April 2013) identifies the 
housing needs of the growing elderly population to require special 
considerations such as proximity to services and shopping, as well as 
more affordability, all which can be achieved in the Village-style design 
of the proposed project.   
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 I51h-1 (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 the operations would also 
have to be relocated at significant cost.  Such tasks are unrealistic 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. 

 
 These alternatives permit informed decision making and public 

participation because there is enough variation amongst the 
alternatives that provide a reasonable range. As required under CEQA, 
the alternatives would avoid or minimize significant impacts associated 
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 I51h-1 (cont.) 
 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. 

 
 The court in Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of supervisors (1990) 

52 Cal.3d 553) held that in assessing the feasibility of alternatives 
located off-site, a jurisdiction may consider whether a project 
proponent owned or had reasonable access to the alternative site and 
whether such sites were in its planning jurisdiction. The law 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 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. 

 
I51h-2 See response to comment I51h-1. 
 
I51h-3 The suggested Downtown Escondido Specific Plan project is not a 

feasible project alternative and the FEIR already includes a reasonable 
range of alternatives.  See response to comment I51h-1. 
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I51h-4 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 its jurisdiction, such as the 
incorporated City of Escondido area.  Regardless of whether the 
Downtown Escondido SPA meets some of the project’s objectives; the 
EIR already includes a reasonable range of alternatives and need not 
consider every conceivable alternative to a project.  Refer to response 
to comment I51h-1. 

 
I51h-5 The quoted text is referring to a feasible alternative site, not to the 

Downtown Escondido Specific Plan.  The proposed project-generated 
trips would have an average vehicular trip length of 7.6 miles, which is 
over a half-mile lower than the rest of the Valley Center community.  
Refer to FEIR subchapter 4.1.1.1 for additional context and 
Appendix E for additional VMT information.  The FEIR analysis 
concludes that placing the project within alternative locations that are 
not close to regional facilities would result in a project with higher VMT 
and likely would increase traffic impacts to local roadways.  
Considering the context of this quoted sentence and support provided 
in the FEIR, this quoted statement is accurate. 

 
I51h-6 See response to comment I51h-1.  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. 

 
I51h-7 See response to comments I51h-4 through 151h-6. 
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I51h-8 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. 

 
 
 
 
I51h-9 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. 
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I51h-10 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. 

 
 
 
 
 
I51h-11 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. 

 
I51h-12 Contrary to the comment, quantitative metrics were used to evaluate 

Mountain Ridge Road, including the graded width, improved width, 
vertical design speed, and the minimum length vertical curves present 
on the road. In addition, the County Guidelines for Determining 
Significance Transportation and Traffic (County Guidelines) is the 
appropriate document for evaluating potential impacts under CEQA 
related to potential transportation hazards. The proposed Road 
Exception #7 for Mountain Ridge Road is a request for a modification 
to the Road Standards. County Road Standards allow for exceptions to 
design criteria, provided the exceptions meet various requirements, 
including road safety as a primary criterion. The analysis associated 
with a review of exception requests to the Road Standards is separate 
from the required CEQA analysis for transportation hazards. A 
proposed exception to the Road Standards is not a de facto impact 
under CEQA. The FEIR analysis of the proposed exception request in 
the FEIR appropriately evaluates the potential for transportation 
hazards against the County Guidelines, using appropriate quantifiable 
criteria.  
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I51h-13 The amount of trips on the driveways intersecting Mountain Ridge 

Road is very small and, therefore, an analysis is not warranted.  
Additionally, since emergency use of Mountain Ridge Road would be 
extremely infrequent, a quantitative analysis of potential traffic-related 
impacts on Mountain Ridge Road during an emergency situation also 
is not required.  Please see FEIR subchapter 2.7, Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials, for analysis of the potential impacts associated 
with wildland fires.  Additionally, an Evacuation Plan for the project has 
been prepared; please see FEIR Appendix K.   

 
I51h-14 The forecast ADT on Mountain Ridge Road is based on the fact that 

only the southern portion of the project’s Phase 5 development will 
have access to Mountain Ridge Road.  The forecast ADT of 
1,190 ADT is correct.  Please see response to comment I51d-44 for 
additional information responsive to this comment. 

 
I51h-15 As noted in the response to comment 151h-13, above, FEIR 

subchapter 2.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, includes analysis 
of the potential impacts associated with wildland fires.  Additionally, an 
Evacuation Plan for the project has been prepared; please see FEIR 
Appendix K. No further analysis is required. 

 
I61h-16 Please see the response to comments 151h-12 and 151h-13 above. 
 
I51h-17 The comment restates information contained in the FEIR, but does not 

raise an environmental issue related to CEQA.  The comment will be 
included as part of the record and made available to the decision 
makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.  However, 
because the comment does not raise an environmental issue with 
respect to the FEIR, no further response is required. 
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I51h-18 The road modification proposed is intended to alleviate any hazards 

associated with the current design of the road. 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. As 
expressed 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. The FEIR includes a sight distance analysis of this 
intersection in Appendix C-1 and recommends ongoing maintenance 
of clear space at this location. The project proponent or its designee 
would be required to maintain clear space at this intersection in 
perpetuity. 

 
I51h-19 The FEIR adequately analyzes the potential environmental impacts 

associated with construction of the off-site physical improvements as 
required under CEQA.  With respect to related property rights, please 
see the Global Response: Off-Site Improvements – Environmental 
Analysis and Easement Analysis Summary Table, which describes the 
respective off-site improvements, corresponding environmental 
analysis, status of easement rights, and affected properties. Please 
also see Global Response: Easements (Covey Lane and Mountain 
Ridge Road) for additional information responsive to this comment. 

 
I51h-20 The comment expresses the opinion of the commenter. Please see 

response to comments 151h-12 through 151h-20.  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. 

 
I51h-21 Please refer to the Global Response: Fire and Medical Services for a 

full discussion of this topic. 
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151h-22 See response to comments in Letter O3c. I51h-22 
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