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I86-1 The County acknowledges your comment and opposition to the 

project. Subchapter 3.1.4 and Appendix W of the FEIR address project 
consistency with the General Plan.  As the comment raises general 
issues but does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis, a 
more specific response cannot be provided.  However, 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. 

 
I86-2 This comment makes general comments with respect to the need for 

easements not controlled by the developer. The FEIR analyzes 
impacts that could occur should land be required for improvements 
outside the existing right-of-way. Refer to Global Responses: 
Easements (Covey Lane and Mountain Ridge Road) and Off-site 
Improvements – Environmental Analysis and Easement Summary 
Table) for details on the easements held by the applicant and those 
that would be needed to construct the project or one of the project 
alternatives. With respect to the use of Eminent Domain, ultimately it is 
in the discretion of the Board of Supervisors to decide whether to 
initiate proceedings to acquire additional easements. 

 
I86-3 Road 3A was considered during the General Plan update process, but 

is not currently on the existing Mobility Element Map.  With respect to 
the adequacy of fire and emergency response service, see Global 
Response: Fire and Medical Services. As discussed in subchapter 2.7 
of the FEIR, the Evacuation Plan details evacuation routes, evacuation 
points, and implementation of a resident awareness and education 
program to keep future residents and employees informed and safe if 
wildfire occurs. Primary evacuation routes are through a series of 
internal roadways with the development, which in turn permits direct 
emergency evacuations to the north, south, east, and west to 
accommodate pending wildfire conditions. Figure 2.7-3 shows the 
evacuation routes including Main Street, Street “Z,” Lilac Hills Ranch 
Road, Covey Lane, and Mountain Ridge Road. 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 
southern Senior Neighborhood (refer to subchapter 2.7, Figure 2.7-3). 
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 I86-3 (cont.) 
 The Evacuation Plan is designed to allow adjustments to the plan 

throughout each phase of construction. The plan provides that as each 
phase of construction is completed, fire and law enforcement officials 
would be given the opportunity to review the plan to assure its 
adequacy and with each phase, the evacuation routes may be subject 
to changes, as deemed necessary by fire and/or law enforcement 
officials. 

 
 The Evacuation Plan includes a resident awareness and education 

program in coordination with the Deer Springs Safety Council. The 
Plan also requires the implementation of a program known as “Ready, 
Set, Go.” The focus of the program is on the public’s awareness and 
preparedness especially for those living in the wildland-urban interface 
areas. The program is designed to incorporate the local fire protection 
agency as part of the training and education process in order to ensure 
that the information is disseminated to those subject to the impact from 
a wildfire.  

 
 All roads proposed for use during an evacuation would be constructed 

to Consolidated Fire Code standards which allow for emergency 
equipment to utilize the roads simultaneously with evacuating 
residents 

 
I86-4 The FEIR analyzes impacts that could occur should land be required 

for road improvements outside the existing right-of-way. With respect 
to the use of Eminent Domain, ultimately it is in the discretion of the 
Board of Supervisors to decide whether to initiate proceedings to 
acquire additional easements. Regarding the impact of a property 
being reduced to below the minimum two acre zoning requirement, a 
reduction in lot size to below two acres zoning minimums would not 
affect the ability of parcel to be used for single-family residential 
purposes, provided the parcel can still accommodate a residence. 
Refer also to the Global Responses: Easements (Covey Lane and 
Mountain Ridge Road) and Off-site Improvements – Environmental 
Analysis and Easement Summary Table for additional details 
responsive to this comment. 
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I86-5 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 a specific 
environmental issue, no further response is required. 

 
I86-6 Refer to Global Response: Fire and Medical Services included in the 

introduction to these responses to comments.  
 
I86-7 The comment refers to an unspecified RECON report, which is 

understood to be Appendix V, the Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station 
Alternative Noise Analysis. The referenced methodology used in the 
report is based on calculation of the hypotenuse based on the other 
two known sides. This methodology is used because construction 
noise is assessed on the hourly, or 8-hour, noise level equivalent, 
which requires a calculation of the noise levels from maximum steady 
noise levels. To determine the noise levels at a given location, when 
equipment will be moving from one location to another, or closer to or 
further from a receiver, the centroid of the activity is used to average 
the total noise exposure over the period of time. For a standard 
construction site, the center of the site is used, however, with a linear 
construction activity where the work typically covers greater distances 
the distance from the center of the roadway is not the same as the 
center of the activity. So we have to calculate the distance from the 
length of the work area as well as the distance to the nearest location 
where the equipment passes a receiver. For example, using 300 feet 
as a typical roadway construction working length, or the distance 
equipment would generally cover in a single hour during earthwork, 
paving, striping, etc., and assuming a receiver is 50 feet from the 
centerline of the working path, the average distance to the equipment 
can be calculated as h=√(150^2)+(50^2)=158.114 ft. This calculation is 
used to determine the distance to the center of construction activity for 
a linear project. See also the responses to comment letter I51j for 
additional details about the adequacy of the noise analysis.  

 
I86-8 Please see response to comment I86-7. 
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I86-9 The Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative is included to 

analyze an alternative that would include a fire station within Phase 5 
to provide additional options for a permanent fire station. The comment 
primarily restates information contained within the FEIR and does not 
raise a specific issue with regard to the analysis. It should be noted 
that with respect to the use of Eminent Domain, ultimately it is in the 
discretion of the Board of Supervisors to decide whether to initiate 
proceedings to acquire additional easements. Refer also to the Global 
Responses: Easements (Covey Lane and Mountain Ridge Road) and 
Off-site Improvements – Environmental Analysis and Easement 
Summary Table for additional details responsive to this comment.  

 
 
 
 
I86-10 This comment provides factual information (with exception of the 

references to “condemnation” and the “RECON Condemnation 
Report”) that describes the scope of work for the Mountain Ridge Road 
Fire Station Alternative Noise Analysis (Appendix V). 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. 
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I86-11 The Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative Noise Analysis 
(Appendix V) was prepared to meet CEQA requirements for evaluation 
of the environmental impact of project alternatives. Refer to the Global 
Responses: Easements (Covey Lane and Mountain Ridge Road) and 
Off-site Improvements – Environmental Analysis and Easement 
Summary Table for additional details responsive to this comment.  

 
I86-12 The County does not agree that Appendix V needs to stand alone and 

not reference information from the FEIR. This analysis was provided to 
provide detailed information to the public and decision makers as to 
the environmental impacts that would be associated with the Mountain 
Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative. This analysis would be needed if 
the Board of Supervisors decided to approve this alternative instead of 
the proposed project.  

 
I86-13 This comment makes general statements but does not provide detailed 

comments that relate to the information contained within the FEIR. As 
the comment does not raise a specific issue regarding that analysis, a 
specific response cannot be provided and is not required.  However, 
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. 

 
I86-14 The comment refers to guidance provided in the County Guidelines for 

Noise, which is stated in the Noise Report, Lilac Hills Ranch, San 
Diego County, California, (Noise Report) prepared by RECON 
Environmental on May 13 2014, on page 40, Section 2.3.1. Please 
note the Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative – Noise 
Analysis letter (MMR Addendum) is not the primary report, but rather 
an addendum prepared solely for the analysis of the Mountain Ridge 
Road Fire Station Alternative. Therefore, many concepts and basic 
principles of noise, the existing setting, and other related information is 
not replicated from the primary report in the letter.  

 
I86-15 The comment summarizes the basic principle of noise propagation 

from a point source and the human perception of noise level changes, 
which is also provided on pages 16 and 17, Section 1.2.1, of the Noise 
Report.  
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I86-16 The comment misstates the principal of logarithmic addition. If two 
equivalent noise sources are added together, it is a 3 dB increase. If 
an additional source, which is equivalent to the previous two, was 
added to the first two, it would increase the noise level by 1.8 dB. If an 
additional source, which is equivalent to the previous three, was added 
to the first three, it would increase the noise level by 1.2. Thus, the four 
equivalent sources would result in a 6 dB(A) increase over the single 
source, not a 9 dB(A) increase as asserted in the comment.   

 
I86-17 The comment correctly summarizes the basic concept of noise 

propagation along a line of sight. 
 
I86-18 The comment asserts the Noise Addendum does not disclose the 

location of modeled receivers. However, all off-site receivers used from 
modeling are shown and numbered in Figure 4 as well as in Figures 7a 
and 7b of the main noise report for Lilac Hills Ranch. Additionally, as 
correctly identified, these locations are provided again by coordinates 
in Attachment 3 of the Noise Report and Attachment 1 of the Noise 
Addendum. 

 
I86-19 Modeled receivers are placed in proximity to the affected residence. As 

required by the County Guidelines for Noise, the locations are chosen 
based on apparent use areas, such as a swimming pool or a patio 
area. The modeling did not include any structures. Thus, even when 
the location is potentially on the opposite side of a structure from the 
roadway, there is no attenuation provided by the structure at the 
receiver. Therefore, the only shielding recognized in the modeling is 
due to the existing terrain or alterations in terrain due to the proposed 
grading. Please note the marker located for R-150 is located on the 
west side of the structure nearest the roadway as that is the location of 
the apparent outdoor use area. 

 
I86-20 The markers used to identify the modeled receiver locations are 

centered on the modeled location. The size of the marker is dictated by 
the need to be able to see the marker and read the identifying 
numbers. The location of these markers are identical to the locations 
used in the Lilac Hills Ranch Noise Report (Appendix M of the FEIR).  
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 I86-21 All modeled noise receptors were placed in proximity to existing 
residences at the apparent patio location or similar area of use. No 
structures were included in the modeling of off-site receivers. 
Therefore, the modeled noise levels are conservative and represent a 
conservative assessment of the impacts at local residents in terms of 
noise level increases as well as actual noise levels at the modeled 
location. 

 
I86-22 All modeled receptor locations along Mountain Ridge Road are shown 

in Figure 4 of the Noise Addendum and Figure 7b of the Noise Report.  
 
I86-23 The comment refers to a “condemnation report,” which is assumed to 

be the Noise Addendum, and states the Noise Addendum does not call 
out Attachment 1, which contains the detailed information included in 
the model. A reference to Attachment 1 has been included in the Noise 
Addendum as a footnote to Table 7. 
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I86-24 Noise monitoring, or measurement, locations are shown by number in 
Figure 5, of the Noise Report which corresponds to the measurement 
data summarized in Table 5 of the Noise Report. Please note the 
Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative – Noise Analysis letter 
(MMR Addendum) is not the primary report, but rather an addendum 
prepared solely for the analysis of the Mountain Ridge Road Fire 
Station Alternative. Therefore, many concepts and basic principles of 
noise, the existing setting, and other related information is not 
replicated from the primary report in the letter as it is supplementary to 
the main report.  

 
I86-25 As only the Noise Report and Noise Addendum utilize the off-site 

receivers for assessing noise impacts, only these two documents and 
the FEIR noise section would have included any information on the 
receivers. Please refer to response to comments I86-18 through I86-
23.   

 
I86-26 The detailed grading plans are depicted in Figure 4 as the black terrain 

lines.  In addition, Chapter 4,0, Figures 4-17 and 4-18 depict the 
grading plans for the Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative, 
Options 1 and 2. 

 
I86-27 The 20 acres was reported for consistency with the air quality report as 

this would represent a worse case analysis under air quality. The 
comment is correct that the area is closer to 1.5 acres. However, the 
total acreage is irrelevant in the analysis of roadway construction noise 
which works back and forth along the roadway in a linear fashion as 
opposed to moving about a large area such as in the grading 
operations for the main project site. The daily disturbance is within the 
limits of grading shown in Figure 4 of the Noise Addendum as the 
black lines. 

 
I86-28 The Noise Addendum and Noise Report has been corrected to identify 

this residence as a noise sensitive land use; however, as the 
residence is located at a slightly greater distance than the residence 
located at 31013 Mountain Ridge Road, the analysis and impacts 
remain the same as reported in the Mountain Ridge Road Alternative 
analysis.  
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 I86-29 The buffer zone is simply the distance at which maximum noise levels 
from construction activities would comply with the maximum noise 
level limits of Section 36.410 of the County Code. This representation 
will be removed from Figure 4 of the Noise Addendum as requested in 
response to comment I86-30. 

 

I86-30 The FEIR has been revised to remove the 150-foot buffer from 
Figure 4 of the Noise Addendum to provide additional clarity as to the 
locations of the noise level contours. The comment incorrectly states 
that a 3 dB increase represents a 23 percent increase in loudness. A 
stated on pages 16 and 17 of the Noise Report, a 3 dB change in 
noise levels is barely perceivable to a healthy human ear. Additionally, 
a noise level increase of less than 10 dB, where the future noise level 
does not exceed the County’s land use and noise compatibility levels, 
is not considered a significant impact.   
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I86-31 As the location of Mountain Ridge Road is located on an easement, as 
are the majority of smaller roadways in less developed area, the 
roadway overlaps the property lines of the affected properties. Thus, if 
the development of the Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative 
were assessed at the nearest adjacent property line, the residential 
uses that have the easements for Mountain Ridge Road, would be part 
of the parcel that construction occurs on and would not be considered. 
Therefore, the recommendation is not practical and would not provide 
useful information in the determination of impacts. However, as these 
properties would clearly be exposed to noise from roadway 
construction, the analysis attempts to strike a balance by assessing 
noise impacts at the noise sensitive land use areas associated with 
these properties, i.e., the outdoor use areas, such as swimming pools 
and patios.  

I86-32 This information is presented in Tables 5, 6, and 7, and shown in 
Figure 4 of the Noise Addendum. Additionally, as stated in the County 
standards, the areas of noise sensitivity assessed for compliance with 
the land use and noise compatibility levels are limited areas in close 
proximity to the residence, which range in size based on the size of the 
lot. This does not imply the entire property will be exposed to the noise 
levels, rather that specific areas are not exposed to noise levels in 
excess of these standards. 

I86-33 Please see responses to comments I86-19 through I86-21. 

I86-34 The shielding would be provided by the intervening terrain due to 
topography changes associated with the grading of the roadway. To 
create a roadway with relatively smooth changes in elevation, cut and 
fills will be required, which will create locations where the roadway 
surface will drop below the terrain and shield some receivers from 
traffic noise. 

 
I86-35 The noise level reductions shown are due to the changes in 

topography associated with the Mountain Ridge Road Alternative. To 
create a roadway with relatively smooth changes in elevation, cut and 
fills will be required, which will create locations where the roadway 
surface will drop below the terrain and shield some receivers from 
traffic noise.   
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 I86-35 (cont.) 
 The details of noise impacts and calculated noise levels at off-site 

locations, including residences along Mountain Ridge Road, are 
provided in Section 2.3 of the noise report. The noise level increases 
associated with the project are presented in Table 11 and the noise 
levels at each receiver is provided in Table 12. Under the alternative 
assessed in the Noise Addendum, similar data is replicated for the 
subject receivers in Tables 5 though 7 and shown in Figure 4. 

 
I86-36 CEQA provides that only specific comments related to the adequacy of 

the project’s EIR are required to be addressed. This comment will be 
maintained in the administrative record and available for review by the 
decision making body. 

 
 The modeled noise levels under the Mountain Ridge Road Alternative 

are based on topographic surveys and engineering plans for the future 
grade. As the proposed roadway improvements would not alter the 
location of existing residences, these were not altered. However, under 
the future condition, the elevation of Mountain Ridge Road as well as 
the location of the travel lanes were modified to match the engineer 
plans. Thus, the modeled noise levels take into account the changes in 
elevation, both increases as well as decreases in elevation.  

 
I86-37 The existing modeled noise levels along these roadways are provided 

in Table 11 of the Noise Report.  
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I86-38 Existing modeled noise levels along these roadways are provided in 

Table 11 of the Noise Report. Future modeled noise levels are 
provided for the proposed project in Tables 11, 12, and 13 of the Noise 
Report and Tables 5 through 7 of the Noise Addendum.  

 
I86-39 The County acknowledges your comment and opposition to the 

project.  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. 

 
I86-40 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. 
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