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I51j-1 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. Specific 

comments on the proposed project are addressed below. 
 
I51j-2 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. Specific 

comments on the proposed project are addressed below. 
 
I51j-3 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. Specific 

comments on the proposed project are addressed below. 
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I51j-4 The comment raises issues related to NSLU and CNEL at a general 

level of detail, each of which is reiterated in specific detail, and 
responded to below.  Please see responses to comments I51j-5 
through I51j-14 below for responses to those specific comments.  The 
comment also raises an issue regarding the evaluation of existing 
noise conditions and adequacy of the baseline measurements. This 
issue is responded to in response to comment I51j-9.  

 
 The comment also refers to a Darnell and Associates Independent 

Expert review of the project’s traffic study and asserts that the project 
traffic study underestimated traffic volume and distribution. The 
referenced Darnell and Associates review was submitted as a public 
comment during the 2013 public review period of the project and is 
included as comment I51. Detailed responses to the issues raised by 
Darnell and Associates are provided as responses to letter I51.  

 
 Subsequent to submittal of the Darnell and Associates comment, the 

referenced traffic study dated June 28, 2013 was revised, in part, to 
address comments contained in the letter in addition to other 
comments.  The revised study, Lilac Hills Ranch Traffic Impact Study 
(TIS), is provided in full in Appendix E to the FEIR. The trip generation 
rates were revised slightly from the version that was circulated in 2013 
and the older version was the subject of the Darnell and Associates 
comments. Since the revision of the TIS, the noise report was updated 
to reflect revised trip generation rates and that update was circulated 
for public review in 2014. For details on the trip generation 
assumptions used in the TIS, refer to response I51 and Appendix E.   

 
I51j-5 The comment asserts that every assessor’s parcel number listed in 

Table 12 of the noise report (revised May 13, 2014) [FEIR Appendix M] 
("Noise Technical Report") is incorrect.  However, the comment is 
referring to the prior version of Table 12 contained in the Noise 
Technical Report (June 5, 2013) that was circulated for public review in 
2013, which has since been revised. 

 
 The assessor’s parcel numbers were updated in both subchapter 2.8, 

Noise, and the Noise Technical Report based on the revised analysis 
conducted for the FEIR, which expanded the number of parcels 
beyond the original analysis.  Please see Table 12 of the Noise 
Technical Report, and FEIR Table 2.8-12. 

I51j-4 
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I51j-6 The comment requests certain revisions to the Noise Technical 
Report.  As part of the FEIR, Figures 7a and 7b of the Noise Technical 
Report were revised to more clearly identify which locations and 
receivers are being evaluated; additionally, the figures have been 
updated to provide the numbering for all off-site noise sensitive land 
uses (NSLU) listed in Table 12 of the Noise Technical Report. 

 
I51j-7 The County acknowledges the commenter’s concerns regarding 

Rodriguez Road.  The identified off-site receivers along Rodriguez 
Road were not included in the noise assessment because project 
traffic would not result in potential noise impacts that would exceed the 
requirements pursuant to the County Noise Element.  The project 
would not use Rodriguez Road on a daily basis and is considered an 
additional access point for emergencies.  Therefore, project-related 
traffic on Rodriguez Road would not result in off-site noise impacts 
because traffic contributions to this roadway are substantially low and 
is considered less than significant. Please refer to Appendix M - Noise 
Report, Section 1.1.2.3. 

 
I51j-8 The comment states that there is a conflict between CNEL values 

presented in the text and tables in the Noise Technical Report for the 
existing residence at 9550 Covey Lane. Table 12 of the Noise 
Technical Report indicates a CNEL of 55 (not 54 as stated by the 
commenter) for receiver location 93, APN 128-290-7700. This table 
identifies the off-site receivers and identifies the exterior noise levels at 
these NSLUs.   

 
 Table 13 provides the noise levels at 100 feet from centerline in the 

existing, build-out, and cumulative condition. Noise levels 100 feet 
from the centerline of Covey Lane from the eastern project boundary to 
West Lilac Road are estimated to be 55.7 with both project build-out 
and in the cumulative condition.  

 
 The 61 CNEL value referenced by the commenter and in Section 2.3.2 

of the Noise Technical Report represents the noise levels that would 
be experienced at 9550 Covey Lane (receiver location 93) due to the 
proximity of this residence to the intersection where the combined 
traffic noise levels from Covey Lane and Lilac Hills Ranch Road traffic 
could be experienced. The 61 CNEL value is higher than what is 
reported in Table 13 because that table considers the traffic noise 
levels along individual segments, rather than noise levels at 
intersections where noise from more than one segment could result in 
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 I51j-8 (cont.) 
 a higher noise level.  The Noise Technical Report goes on to explain 

that the 61 CNEL at 9550 Covey Lane is based on the conservative 
modeling and does not account for intervening topography. The Noise 
Technical Report appropriately evaluates noise levels at individual 
NSLUs to obtain more accurate noise levels. This more detailed 
modeling showing future off-site noise levels is shown in Table 12. 
Based on the detailed modeling, the future noise level at 9550 Covey 
Lane would be 54 CNEL.” 
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I51j-9  The County acknowledges the commenter’s concerns regarding the 
noise measurements taken on Wednesday, July 25, 2012. The eight 
noise measurement locations are an adequate sample size to 
construct an acceptable noise model because they represent a 
reasonable range of noise locations throughout the site. The eight 
noise measurement locations were chosen because they represented 
typical noise sources or environments in the project area and are 
considered acoustically equivalent. Selected measurements included 
traffic counts which were required to validate the traffic noise model.  

 
 The locations where noise measurements were taken are detailed in 

Figure 5 of the Noise Technical Report. Please see subchapter 2.8.1.2 
of the FEIR, for a discussion of the measurement locations.  (Please 
also see Section 1.2.2.1 of the Noise Technical Report). In addition, 
the commenter does not provide specific rational to support the 
assertion that the selected locations are not adequate.   

 
I51j-10 The County acknowledges the commenter’s concerns regarding the 

eight noise measurement locations. The noise measurement locations 
were chosen to represent the general noise environment in the project 
area and are sufficient to identify major noise sources and to 
characterize typical noise levels in the project vicinity. Please see 
subchapter 2.8.1.2 of the FEIR for a discussion of the measurement 
locations. (Please also see Section 1.2.2.1 of the Noise Technical 
Report and Figure 5 of the Noise Technical Report that shows the 
locations where noise measurements were taken.) 

 
I51j-11 The County acknowledges the commenter’s concerns regarding the 

15-minute mid-afternoon single samples.  Based on noise 
measurement guidance published by Caltrans, a noise measurement 
representing an hourly equivalent noise level does not need to last the 
entire hour.  As long as noise levels do not change significantly, a 
shorter time period is sufficient to represent the entire hour of interest.  
The recommended length of measurements depends on traffic 
volumes and how much the noise level fluctuates, and generally 
ranges from 10 to 30 minutes and is an acceptable procedure.  
Furthermore, the noise measurements taken on-site primarily function 
as a tool to calibrate and validate the traffic noise model.  This 
measurement should not be mistaken for representing the baseline 
ambient noise levels of the site.   
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 I51j-11 (cont.) 
 In this case, noise levels during the measurement period were steady 

or, in the case of traffic, continuous. Based on the traffic volumes on 
I-15, the dominant noise source in the project area, and the steadiness 
of the noise levels during the measurement period, it was determined 
that a 15-minute measurement was equivalent to the 1-hour noise 
level. 

 
 Thus, the noise measurements were taken over a long enough period 

to be representative of a typical 1-hour equivalent noise level for 
characterization of the ambient environment. Please see subchapter 
2.8.1.2 of the FEIR for a discussion of the length of the noise 
measurements. (Please also see Section 1.2.2.1 of the Noise 
Technical Report.) 

 
I51j-12 Refer to response to comment I51j-4. 
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I51j-13 The comment states that the On-Site Noise Level Contour Graphic, 

Figure 6b of the Noise Technical Report and Figure 2.8-2b of the 
FEIR, needs to be extended to include off-site impacts for all of the 
project’s secondary access roads. This Figure 6b was revised to 
include the continuation of the future build-out noise contours at off-site 
residences prior to the 2014 public review period. The 60 dB noise 
contour is now shown for Mountain Ridge Road and Covey Lane as 
requested.  In addition, the project off-site noise impacts to existing 
residences are assessed in Tables 11, 12, and 13 showing direct and 
cumulative noise impacts, Figures 7a and 7b showing potential off-site 
noise impacted locations, and evaluation is provided in Section 2.3.   

 

I51j-13 
cont. 
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I51j-14 This is a conclusory comment. The issues raised have been 

addressed in the responses provided above. There are no errors or 
omissions in the Noise Technical Report and recirculation is not 
required. This comment will be maintained in the administrative record 
and available for review by the decision making body. 
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