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Subchapter 3.1.4 and Appendix W of the FEIR address project
consistency with the General Plan and its Guiding Principles and
Policies. For example, General Plan Policy 4.1.7 states, “Discourage
incompatible land uses on areas of agricultural use and land suitable
for agricultural usage.” As discussed in Appendix W, the project
demonstrates consistency with this policy through the protection of of
20.8 acres of on-site agricultural land that would be available for
community gardens and orchards, and through off-site preservation of
48.3 acres of agriculture. In addition, trails would be lined with 50-foot
buffers planted with orchards. Commercial areas would accommodate
farmer’'s markets and agricultural boutiques for value added products
and small wineries. Existing agricultural areas in open space would be
permitted to continue consistent with approved resource management
plans. Adjacent agriculture would also be protected by residential
Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions (CC&Rs) that discourage
complaints. Other agricultural policies are discussed further in Appendix
W.

Fire behavior modeling calculations were used to assist in the
determination of suitable fuel modification requirements, and adequate
widths of vegetation treatment and maintenance areas. These
distances and requirements are delineated as Fuel Management Zones
(FMZ) and are displayed graphically in Figure 1-6, in Chapter 1.0 of the
FEIR. In compliance with the County’s Consolidated Fire Code (Section
96.1.4907.2) and the Public Resources Code, the project includes a
100-foot FMZ or provides alternative measures to meet the intent of the
requirement.

The 100-foot FMZ is defined in terms of two distinct zones. The area
50 feet from the edge of all structures, identified as Zone A, requires
clearing of all vegetation that is not fire resistant and replanted with
irrigated fire-resistant landscaping. Actively managed irrigated
agricultural crops/orchards may be integrated into the zone. Zone B is
the remaining 50 feet of fuel management adjacent to flammable
vegetation. Roads and other “non-structure” improvements are allowed
in this zone.
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As shown on Figure 1-6, several areas of the project site would not
meet the 100-foot standard for FMZs as described by Consolidated Fire
Code. The Consolidated Fire Code provides that fuel modification
zones may be reduced where fire-resistive structures or other features
are provided above and beyond the code that meet the intent of the
code. Specific fire-resistive building features and/or landscape features
that provide the same function as a full 100 feet of fuel modification can
be found in Section 4.6 of the FPP. Example measures include Class A
roofing, installation of fire-resistant construction specifications for
exterior walls, vents, and roof overhangs.

During an emergency, fire responders have legal rights to order
evacuations through private roads, if warranted by fire conditions. With
respect to propery owners allowing public access, it is only during an
emergency when emergency responders would have the right to allow
safe passage through the private roads.

The FEIR includes conceptual blasting locations in Figure 1-19. The
FEIR, subchapter 2.8 and Appendix M evaluates the potential impacts
that would be associated with proposed blasting, however at the current
stage of the project design, a blasting study has not been completed
and no specific blasting timelines, blast numbers, or detailed locations
are available. Detailed blasting studies would be conducted concurrent
with future grading plans. However, at this stage, the FEIR discloses
the potential blasting impacts of the project using conservative
assumptions. The FEIR identifies two blasing impacts, impacts N-14
and N-16. Mitigation measures M-N-11 and M-N-12 would reduce
potential blasting impacts to less than significant. Regarding the length
of time required for removal and placement of fills, the project would be
constructed in phases, with construction of the project anticipated to
occur over an 8- to 12-year period in response to market demands and
to provide a logical and orderly expansion of roadways, public utilities,
and infrastructure.

Individuals-481




LETTER

RESPONSE

152-5

152-6

152-7

It is unclear what Caltrans road improvements the commenter is
referring to. However, the FEIR includes an analysis of transportation
hazards and bicycle facilities in subchapters 2.3.2.3 and 2.3.2.4 and
finds impacts associated with these subject areas would be less than
significant. For example, General Plan Policy M-11.3 (Bicycle Facilities
on Roads Designated in the Mobility Element) requires maximization of
bicycle facilities on County Mobility element roads in Semi-Rural and
Rural Lands to provide a safe and continuous bicycle network in rural
areas that can be used for recreation or transportation purposes, while
retaining rural character. The project proposes to dedicate and install
the designated Community Trails Master Plan (CTMP) segment along
the entire length of the south side of West Lilac Road. This public trail
would be built as a Type D pathway. The project does not include any
feasible mitigation measures that would be implemented by Caltrans,
therefore a more detailed response to this comment cannot be
provided.

The FEIR includes a detailed discussion regarding pesticide use,
including the regulations in place to prevent harm to people or the
surrounding environment. (FEIR, subchapter 2.4; Agricultural
Resources Report (ARR) pages 34-39.). In addition, to analyze the
potential indirect impacts to surrounding agricultural land, the FEIR
identified 13 “agricultural adjacency areas” or “AAs,” around those
portions of the project perimeter where the proposed development
would abut existing off-site agricultural operations. (Draft FEIR,
Figure 2.4-7; ARR Figure 16.) Analysis of the project's impacts relative
to each AA is presented in FEIR subchapter 2.4.2.3 and ARR Section
3.0. For further discussion on the analysis of indirect agricultural
resources impacts, including pesticide use issues, refer to the Global
Response: Agricultural Resources, Indirect Impacts included in the
introduction to these responses to comments.

While the County has maintenance reponsibility over the surface of the
West Lilac Bridge over 1-15, Caltrans has maintenance resonsibility for
the actual bridge structure. Caltrans has reviewed the proposed project
and projected traffic volumes that would use the 1-15 bridge and has not
raised any concerns over the capacity of the bridge to support projected
traffic or traffic that could occur in the event of emergency evacuation.
The bridge would have been designed to support a fully loaded
scenario and no issues with bridge capacity are anticipated.
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