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I51k-1 Refer to responses I51k-2 through I51k-16 below.   
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I51k-2 The comment provides introductory comments to the letter.  The 

commenter’s opinion and discussion of project concerns is 
acknowledged and included in the project’s FEIR for the decision 
makers to consider.  The responses to the comments included in this 
letter are addressed by response to comments I51k-3 to I15k-17 
below. 

 
I51k-3 The comment refers to a comment letter submitted by another 

commenter.  Responses to the issues raised in this comment are 
provided by responses to comments for Letter O9.  In summary, the 
GHG analysis in the FEIR is adequate.  GHG is a cumulative issue by 
nature and, therefore, the analysis included in the FEIR represents the 
cumulative impact assessment.   

 
 
I51k-4 Please see response to comments to Letter I51m.  As indicated below, 

the FEIR, revised since July 2013 regarding the discussion of 
hydrology and water quality, adequately addresses hydrology and 
water quality at subchapter 3.1.3.  The determination that, after design 
features and implementation of mitigation measures, the project’s 
cumulative impact to hydrology and water quality would be less than 
significant, is based on the discussion at FEIR subchapter 3.1.3 and 
Appendices U1 through U3.  See also response to comment I51o-2.  
Further, a cumulative analysis regarding hydrology and water quality is 
found at FEIR subchapter 3.1.3.3. 

Attachment 
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I51k-5 The comment refers to a comment letter submitted by another 

commenter.  Responses to the issues raised in this comment are 
provided by responses to comment letters O3e and I51n. See also 
Global Response: Project Consistency with General Plan Policy LU 
1.2. 

 
 
 
 
 
I51k-6 The comment refers to a comment letter submitted by another 

commenter.  Responses to the issues raised in this comment are 
provided by responses to comment letter I51i.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
I51K-7 The comment refers to a comment letter submitted by another 

commenter.  Responses to the issues raised in this comment are 
provided by responses to comment letter I51m. 

 
 
I51k-8 The comment provides a summary of preceding arguments; no further 

response is required.   
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I51k-6 
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I51k-9 The commenter’s opinion is acknowledged and is included in the 
project’s FEIR for the decision makers to consider. As discussed in 
FEIR subchapter 2.1.6, Fire Code regulations prevent a more effective 
use of mature foliage to mitigate visual impacts from the project. 

 
I51k-10 The commenter’s opinion is acknowledged and is included in the 

project’s FEIR for the decision makers to consider. It is noted that 
FEIR subchapter 2.3.3 does not include a discussion of mitigation or 
significance after mitigation as this comment implies, and that such 
information is located in FEIR subchapter 2.2.6.   

 
 This comment incorrectly indicates that FEIR states cumulative Impact 

AQ-5 is mitigated by M-AQ-5.  As clarified in the FEIR subchapter 
2.2.6.3, all mitigation measures described in subchapter 2.2.5 
(measures M-AQ-1 to M-AQ-7) would be implemented to reduce the 
project’s contribution to cumulative emissions.  As indicated in FEIR 
subchapter 2.2.6.3 and Table 2.2-12, the project’s cumulative 
emissions of ROG, CO, and PM10 would remain significant and 
unmitigated.  

 
 The second quote provided in this comment misquotes the text in FEIR 

subchapter 2.2.6.2, Construction Emissions and incorrectly infers that 
this text is referring to cumulative Impact AQ-5.  The recirculated DEIR 
actually said “implementation of M-AQ-2 through M-AQ-5 would 
reduce direct and cumulative significant construction related impacts to 
less than significant” and the “impacts” it is referring to are Impacts 
AQ-2a, AQ-2b, and AQ-2c.  The word “cumulative” in this sentence 
was referring to the combination of project construction phases, not to 
Impact AQ-5.  This has been clarified in the FEIR. 

 
 Air quality mitigation measures for construction include four different 

mitigation measures to control PM10, PM2.5 and NOX emissions (M-AQ-
2 through M-AQ-5), not just M-AQ-5 or “watering down the blast site 
before detonation” as asserted by this comment.  Mitigation measures 
include dust control measures throughout the construction site, halting 
all on-site construction the days blasting is completed, rock-crushing 
emission control measures, and implementing blasting best 
management practices.  The implementation of all four measures 
would be required to mitigate the overall construction emissions to 
below a level of significance, as discussed in FEIR subchapter 2.2.6.2 
and shown in Table 2.2-10.   

I51k-11 
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 The commenter implies that the FEIR indicated mitigation M-AQ-6 
would mitigate Impact M-AQ-6.  As mentioned above, Mitigation M-
AQ-1 through M-AQ-7 are proposed to reduce the project’s 
contribution to cumulatively considerable Impacts AQ-5 and AQ-6.   

 
 As shown in Table 2.2-12, cumulative construction and operational 

emissions would exceed the significance thresholds for ROG, CO, and 
PM10 emissions even with mitigation measure M-AQ-1 through M-AQ-
7.  Therefore, the FEIR concludes that cumulative air quality impacts 
AQ-5 and AQ-6 would remain significant and unmitigated. Refer to 
subchapter 2.2.6.3 for additional information. 

 
I51k-11 The comment refers to a comment letter submitted by another 

commenter.  Responses to the issues raised in this comment are by 
response to comment letter I51l.   

 
I51k-12 The comment refers to a comment letter submitted by another 

commenter.  Responses to the issues raised in this comment are 
provided by response to comments for Letter O9.  In summary, the 
recirculated DEIR identifies significant direct and cumulative impacts.    

 
 To specifically respond to this comment, the project would have 

significant agricultural resource impacts due to the loss of 43.8 acres 
of Prime and Statewide Important soils (Impact AG-1).  This loss would 
combine with the cumulative project agricultural resource losses to 
result in a cumulatively considerable agricultural resource impact 
(Impact AG-16). 

 
 The cumulative impact analysis in FEIR subchapter 2.4.3 is divided 

into three individual issues, and the conclusion of each of those 
analyses is summarized in FEIR subchapter 2.4.6.  Thus, it is not 
inconsistent, but in fact provides separate issue analysis conclusions.   

 
 As detailed in response to comment letter O9, the analysis was 

completed consistent with the County Guidelines and CEQA 
requirements.  Contrary to what this comment states, the FEIR 
identifies significant direct and cumulative impacts related to the loss of 
a significant agricultural resources (i.e., Prime and Statewide Important 
soils).  The cumulative analysis considers both the local and regional 
conditions.  Refer to the FEIR subchapter 2.4, Appendix F, and 
response to comment letter O9 for additional information. 

I51k-12 
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I51k-13 The County typically utilizes the following CEQA analytical categories: 
no impact, less than significant impact, significant but mitigated impact, 
and significant not mitigated impact.  It is unclear where the suggested 
impact categories are from; and regardless of where they are from, the 
impact categories used for this FEIR are consistent with the current 
County EIR Format and General Content Requirements and CEQA 
requirements. 

 
 The County CEQA Guidelines state that the EIR shall “[o]nly discuss in 

detail significant cumulative impacts. For a project with a cumulative 
impact that is not cumulatively considerable, the EIR need not consider 
that effect significant, but shall provide only a brief explanation of the 
basis for the determination. (§15130(a).)”  Thus, no additional 
cumulative analysis of these impacts is warranted. 

 
 Nonetheless, it is noted that the 2014 FEIR subchapter 2.5.3 was 

revised subsequent to this 2013 comment letter to clarify the 
cumulative analysis for sensitive plants, sensitive animals, riparian and 
natural communities, jurisdictional waters and waterways, wildlife 
movement and nursery sites, and local policies, ordinances, adopted 
plans.  As detailed in that subchapter, there are sufficient regulations in 
place by the County, RWQCB, CDFW, and USFWS to ensure the 
project does not significantly contribute to a cumulatively considerable 
biological resource impact.  This includes compliance with the County 
Biological Guidelines, Draft MSCP, RPO, San Diego Light Pollution 
Code, County Zoning Ordinance, WPO, HLP Ordinance, Clean Water 
Act, MBTA, Fish and Game Code, and NCCP, as well as other Codes 
and regulations discussed at FEIR subchapter 2.5.   

 
 As with the proposed project, cumulative projects would be required to 

avoid or mitigate for the loss of biological resources in compliance with 
the previously mentioned regulations.  Implementation of these 
measures would ensure long-term sustainability of sensitive species 
and their associated habitats and would avoid significant cumulative 
biological impacts. Refer to FEIR subchapter 2.5.3 for additional 
details. 

 
I51k-14 Mitigation M-CR-1 requires the portion of SDI-20436 that meets the 

CEQA significance criteria to be preserved in open space (see 
subchapter 2.6.5.1).  As such, all significant resources will be 
preserved.  Refer to the FEIR subchapter 2.6 for additional 
information. 

I51k-13 
cont. 
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I51k-15 The project’s Evacuation Plan (Appendix K) of the FEIR does include 

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 provides evacuation routes, 
evacuation points, and specific measures to keep future residents and 
employees informed about what to do if a wildfire occurs and safe at a 
time of evacuation. See also responses to comment letter I51m. 

 
 In addition to the education materials that will be provided to all 

residents and businesses and the implementation of a “Ready, Set, 
Go” Program, the Evacuation Plan includes both primary and 
secondary evacuation routes for use during an emergency. The 
evacuation routes include project egress at multiple locations, directing 
traffic as shown in Figure 2.7-3 of the FEIR.  As shown highlighted in 
red on Figure 2.7-3,  primary evacuation routes consist of Main Street, 
Street “Z,” Lilac Hills Ranch Road, Covey Lane, and Mountain Ridge 
Road. Additionally, the project site would also be served by secondary 
emergency evacuation routes using Street “F” and Birdsong Drive on 
the north and Rodriguez Road in the south. 

 
 Specifically, existing Mountain Ridge Road would provide access to 

Circle R Drive with a direct connection to Old Highway 395. While the 
project does propose to amend the road standard for West Lilac Road 
from 2.2C to 2.2F, along certain locations, this would not affect the 
road’s actual capacity.  See Appendix E (Traffic Impact Study). 

 
 Overall, the availability of the Evacuation Plan to all residents and 

businesses, along with the multiple exits available for egress from the 
site, would assure that impacts associated with an evacuation process 
would be less than significant. 

 

I51k-14 
cont. 
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I51k-16 The FEIR subchapter 2.8.4.4 states: 
 
 Impact N-17: The project would place NSLUs in areas where 

the projected cumulative noise levels from road traffic could 
exceed the County’s exterior noise limits. This is a significant 
cumulative impact. 

 
 Impact N-18: Traffic generated noise at off-site receivers 

adjacent to Covey Lane and future Lilac Hills Ranch Road 
would increase significantly over existing conditions and would 
result in a significant cumulative impact. 

 
 Impact N-19: If construction operations occurred on-site and 

off-site simultaneously, a significant cumulative impact could 
result. 

 
 Impact N-20: Construction noise would result in impulsive 

noise events from blasting. If multiple blasting operations 
occurred simultaneously, a significant cumulative impact could 
result. 

 
 The FEIR subchapter 2.8.6.4 states:  
 
 The project could result in a cumulatively considerable noise 

impacts associated with cumulative traffic (Impact N-17 and N-
18), construction operations (Impact N-19) and blasting 
activities (Impact N-20). Implementation of mitigation 
measures M-N-1, 2, 11, and 12 would reduce cumulatively 
considerable noise impacts associated with construction and 
blasting to less than significant by limiting project construction 
noise to the County’s noise level limits such that it would not 
combine with other projects to expose any local occupied 
property to excessive construction noise. However, impacts 
associated with traffic increase would remain significant and 
unmitigated. 

 
 Nonetheless, the comment correctly characterizes the cumulative 

traffic noise impacts as significant and unavoidable. CEQA requires all 
feasible mitigation to be implemented to reduce impacts when 
significant impacts are determined. However, as discussed in FEIR 
subchapter 2.8.6.1, mitigation for the cumulative traffic noise impacts 
were determined to be infeasible for various reasons, including legal 
access issues and environmental impacts of the mitigation. 

I51k-16 
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cont. 



 LETTER RESPONSE 

Individuals-397 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
I51k-17 The comment provides a summary of preceding comments within the 

letter that are addressed above (refer to responses to comments I51k-
1 to I51k-16).  The commenter’s opinion and discussion of project 
concerns is acknowledged and included in the project’s FEIR for the 
decision makers to consider.  No additional response is necessary.  

 

I51k-16 
cont. 
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