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O3c-1 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 project objectives were developed pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 

Section 15124(b). The Guidelines require that a project description 
contain a statement of objectives sought by the proposed project and 
that the statement of objectives should include the underlying purpose 
of the project.   

 
 There is no legal requirement that an EIR analyze in detail a minimum 

number of off-site alternatives. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126.6(a), “There is no ironclad rule governing the nature or scope of 
the alternatives to be discussed other than the rule of reason.” As 
stated in CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)(2)(B), if the lead agency 
concludes that no feasible alternative locations exist, it must disclose 
the reasons for this conclusion, and should include the reasons in the 
EIR. This issue is fully addressed in the FEIR subchapter 4.1.1.1.  

 
 The comment states that the FEIR “fails to accurately and fairly identify 

and evaluate significant environmental impacts,” but does not provide 
any explanation, information, specific examples, or other support for 
the comment. The FEIR is adequate and fully addresses the impacts 
associated with the proposed project. The impact analysis and 
significance conclusions presented in the FEIR are based upon and 
supported by substantial evidence, including the technical analyses 
(i.e., traffic, noise, air quality, greenhouse gas emissions, biology, and 
cultural resources) provided as appendices to the FEIR. 
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O3c-2 As stated in CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)(2)(B), if the lead 
agency concludes that no feasible alternative locations exist, it must 
disclose the reasons for this conclusion, and should include the reasons 
in the EIR. This issue is fully addressed in the FEIR subchapter 4.1.1.1, 
Alternative Location. The need to consider larger parcels, or groups of 
contiguous parcels available for development was necessary as a 
project alternative because the proposed project could not be feasibly 
located on small noncontiguous parcels due to infrastructure 
requirements and to meet the walkable, mixed-use village concept. The 
analysis of off-site locations was based on knowledge of the availability 
of land in the general area and consideration of CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15126.6(f)(1), which states that factors that must be taken into 
account when considering feasibility of alternatives include “whether the 
proponent can reasonably acquire, control or otherwise have access to 
the alternative site (or that site is already owned by the proponent).” The 
FEIR explains that alternative locations were considered but rejected 
due to “the (1) lack of a suitable-sized site, (2) lack of a site located in 
proximity to I-15 and existing service areas, (3) lack of ability to reduce 
VMT the potential for greater GHG emissions and traffic impacts, and 
(4) that the proponent cannot reasonably acquire an alternative site.” 
Reasons for elimination of off-site alternatives are fully discussed and 
disclosed in the FEIR and adequately meet the requirements of CEQA. 
Refer to FEIR subchapter 4.1.1.1 for additional details. 

 
O3c-3 Two alternative sites designated as Village in the Valley Center 

Community Plan were considered and addressed in subchapter 
4.1.1.1 of the FEIR. However, these sites were rejected for reasons 
identified in response to comment O3c-2.  

 
 The two alternative sites designated as Village by the Valley Center 

Community Plan pose many constraints and disadvantages relative to 
the location of the proposed project, including encumbered emergency 
access and evacuation; greater potential vehicle miles traveled (VMT) 
and associated greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions due to the greater 
distance of these sites from regional facilities (e.g., transportation 
corridors, employment centers and shopping); and substantially 
greater constraints and impacts relative to traffic and required roadway 
improvements to provide the increased capacity necessary to 
accommodate the proposed intensity.  Such alternatives would result 
in greater traffic impacts and GHG impacts.  Ultimately, the alternative 
Village sites were considered but rejected. Refer to FEIR 
subchapter 4.1.1.1 for additional details.  

O3c-1 
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O3c-4 Please see response to comment O3c-2.  The Village sites, which 
were considered as alternative sites, are discussed in detail in 
response to comment O3c-3. The Village sites would not meet project 
objectives as discussed in FEIR subchapter 4.1.1.1 and as discussed 
above, would result in potentially greater impacts associated with 
hazards, traffic and GHG emissions. 

 
O3c-5 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.   

 
 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. Further, locating 
senior housing in another jurisdiction does not assist the County in 
accommodating its fair share of housing needs for the elderly. 

O3c-4 
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 O3c-5 (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) 
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 any existing business 
operations would also have to be relocated at significant cost to the 
project applicant as part of any purchase transaction for a parcel.  
Such tasks are unrealistic and infeasible. Please refer to the 
December 16, 2014 letter from the project applicant regarding the 
Escondido Downtown Specific Plan submitted to the County.  

 
 The alternatives evaluated in detail within the alternative subchapter 

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. 
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 O3c-5 (cont.) 
 These alternatives permit informed decision making and public 

participation because there is enough variation amongst the 
alternatives to provide a reasonable range. As required under CEQA, 
the alternatives would avoid or minimize significant impacts associated 
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 account a number of 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.  
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O3c-6 Please see response to comment O3c-5. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
O3c-7 Please see response to comment O3c-5. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
O3c-8 Regional growth reallocation from the unincorporated County to 

surrounding cities is outside the scope of the project level FEIR. 
 
 

O3c-5 
cont. 
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O3c-9 The parameters for defining the footprint of the Reduced Footprint 
Alternative are clearly stated in FEIR subchapter 4.5.1. This alternative 
is designed to reduce the development footprint in order to increase 
preservation of sensitive biological resources on-site.  As shown on 
FEIR Figure 4-3, the Reduced Footprint Alternative would entail 
clustering development on approximately 441.3 acres and the 
preservation of 166.7 acres of on-site biological open space. 
Residential development would be removed from the upland habitat in 
Phases 1, 2, and 3 of the project, and wetland buffers would be 
increased from 50 to 100 feet throughout the site. FEIR Figure 4-3 
provides a conceptual land use plan wherein the development footprint 
is clearly delineated and the areas of development are clearly labeled 
with land use proposed under the alternative.  Similarly, the 
modifications to the project’s footprint and pattern of development are 
clearly stated in FEIR subchapter 4.6.1 for the Reduced Intensity 
Alternative and FEIR subchapter 4.7.1 for the 2.2C Hybrid Alternative.  

 
 Each of the alternatives provides sufficient detail for a meaningful 

analysis and comparison of impacts relative to the proposed project. 
Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(d), “…the significant 
effects of the alternatives shall be discussed, but in less detail than the 
significant effects of the proposed project.” 

 
O3c-10 The County acknowledges that single-family senior homes do have a 

lower trip generation rate than traditional single-family. However, under 
this alternative, the total number of units on-site is being substantially 
reduced from 1,746 to 881. No attached single-family, senior housing, 
mixed-use or group care facilities would occur in Alternative 5. 
Proximity of commercial services and recreational facilities are 
practical considerations for the placement of senior housing. Due to 
the reduced intensity of the project, certain amenities and uses would 
no longer be viable, and without the viability of on-site neighborhood-
serving commercial uses and other community facilities, the project 
becomes a less desirable location for senior housing. 
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 O3c-11 CEQA does not require all possible design alternatives be analyzed. 
As an alternative to the project’s design, as stated in FEIR subchapter 
4.5.1, no single-family attached was provided in the Reduced Footprint 
Alternative in order to allow a lower density alternative within a smaller 
footprint. The implementation of the “Village” concept, identified in the 
project objectives, requires that a certain proportionality of uses be 
provided on-site retain its viability and for a “village” to function.  

 
 The project includes single-family attached units in the Town Center, 

where supporting commercial uses would also be located.  This 
mixture of uses, supported by the other residential uses, school and 
parks, creates the necessary sense of place to have a viable Village.  

 
 Because of the reduced amount of developable acreage under this 

alternative, single-family attached was not included. If single-family 
attached were to have been included within the substantially reduced 
footprint, the attached housing type would have been needed to be 
provided at a much greater intensity, possibly reaching 4 or 5 stories in 
height. This would have created substantially greater community 
character and visual impacts than the proposed project, and thereby, 
was rejected from consideration early in the process. 

 
O3c-12 The Reduced Footprint, Reduced Intensity and 2.2 C Alternative would 

be constructed at too great a density to allow for on-site septic. 
Therefore, like the project, each would require the provision of a 
centralized on-site wastewater treatment. The Water Reclamation 
Facility (WRF) would be sized accordingly under each alternative, 
appropriate for the intensity of development proposed, but would 
generally employ the same technology. 

 
O3c-13 As stated in FEIR subchapter 4.6.1, the intent of the Reduced Intensity 

Alternative is to provide an alternative that would reduce impacts 
associated with intensity of land use. Impacts associated with land use 
intensity generally include traffic, air quality, and noise. The Reduced 
Intensity Alternative would create a less dense community with a 
smaller commercial area compared to the project. As concluded in 
FEIR subchapter 4.6.3, due to the reduced intensity of development 
and fewer ADT, operational air quality, traffic, and noise impacts would 
be less under this alternative as compared to the project.  
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 O3c-13 (cont.) 
 The project site contains relatively little sensitive biological habitat and 

this alternative proposes 104.1 acres of biological open space, the 
same as the project. This represents preservation of the sensitive 
habitat on-site. Therefore, like the project, the most sensitive habitat 
(i.e., wetlands) would be preserved.  

 
O3c-14 The FEIR Chapter 1.0 (subchapter 1.2.1.4) discusses the distinction 

between "Circulating" versus "Non-Circulating Roads. “Circulating 
Roads” refer to the backbone circulation network of the project. "Non-
Circulating Roads" refers to roads that are only internal to the project 
site and would be constructed in conjunction with implementing 
tentative maps. 

 
O3c-15 These three alternatives are feasible. Refer to Global Response: Off-

Site Improvements - Environmental Analysis and Easement Summary 
Table, attached to these responses to comments for detail relating to 
all relevant easement issues. 
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O3c-16 The project description of each alternative in Chapter 4.0 explains the 
roadway improvements included in each alternative.  The No Project/ 
No Development Alternative, No Project/Existing Legal Lot Alternative, 
General Plan Consistent Alternative and Roadway Design Alternative 
all avoid roadway design exceptions as they either do not require 
roadway improvements or they construct any needed roadway 
improvements to standard.  The Reduced Footprint Alternative, 
Reduced Intensity Alternative, and 2.2C Alternative all construct the 
portion of West Lilac Road within the site as a standard 2.2C road. All 
other roadway improvements would require the same roadway design 
exceptions as the project.  The Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station 
Alternative includes all the roadway exceptions as the project but with 
a different design exception for Mountain Ridge Road.  The FEIR 
includes a Roadway Design Alternative (FEIR subchapter 4.8) that 
specifically discusses the impacts that would occur if the road design 
exceptions are not completed. 

 
O3c-17 The FEIR alternatives analysis describes the magnitude of traffic 

impacts on the surrounding transportation network by comparing the 
potential trip generation associated with each of the project 
alternatives.  The number of average daily traffic trips for each 
Alternative is identified, together with the percentage reduction of 
traffic trips compared to the proposed project.  Based upon 
Chapter 4.0 of the FEIR, each of the six project alternatives would 
generate less traffic than the proposed project. Hence, it is fair to 
conclude that the potential traffic impact associated with the project 
alternatives would be less than those of the proposed project. 

 
 FEIR Chapter 4.0 has been revised to include Table 4-1a, which  

provides a comparison of trip generation for each alternative. The 
FEIR includes sufficient information about each alternative to allow 
meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the proposed 
project. The discussion need not be exhaustive and at the same level 
of detail as the project’s effects. The courts apply the rule of 
reasonableness given the limitation of time, energy and funds. Sierra 
Club v. City of Orange (2008) 163 CA 4th 523, 547. Foundation for 
San Francisco’s Architectural Heritage v City and County of San 
Francisco (1980) 106 CA 3d 893.   
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 O3c-18 It is further noted that the location of the Valley Center Villages would 
be at greater distances from I-15 and would require an average of 20 
additional VMT per trip. With I-15 being the primary vehicle corridor in 
the project area, compliance with the location chosen in the General 
Plan for the Valley Center Villages would be anticipated to result in 
greater GHG emissions.  

 
O3c-19 The acreage of manufactured slopes associated with the Reduced 

Footprint Alternative FEIR Table 4-1 has been revised. The acreage of 
manufactured slopes has been clarified to reflect 56 acres; the 
acreage of the biological open space has been clarified to reflect 
180.3 acres.  

 
 The Reduced Intensity Alternative, as described, largely uses the 

same development footprint as the project, reflecting the physical 
constraints on the property. The grading is very similar which is 
reflected in the acreage of manufactured slopes. 

 
O3c-20 The intent of the Reduced Footprint Alternative is to lessen impacts to 

biological resources. The project would not result in any significant 
impacts to agricultural resources as identified in FEIR subchapter 
2.4.2.1. Like the project, this alternative would include 20.2 acres of 
common areas that could be utilized for on- going agriculture. 
However, the project would result in potentially significant impacts to 
biological resources, including upland habitats and wetlands, which 
require mitigation (refer to FEIR subchapter 2.5.5). Therefore, as 
required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, this 
alternative was developed in order to reduce a significant impact of the 
project, while meeting most of the project objectives.   

 
O3c-21 Table 1 presented in this comment, is reflective of Table 4-1 that was 

circulated in the June 2013 EIR. This table was revised in 2014 when 
the Draft Revised EIR was sent out for public review. As now shown in 
Table 4-1 in the FEIR, all columns add to a total of 608 acres. 
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cont. 

 

O3c-21 (cont.) 
 Table 4-1 provides a matrix of the proposed land uses for each of the 

Alternatives. This table is accurate and does not require revision. FEIR 
Figures 4-3 and 4-4 provide conceptual land use plans, wherein the 
development footprint is clearly delineated and the areas of 
development are clearly labeled with land uses proposed under the 
alternative. As stated in FEIR subchapter 4.7.1, Alternative 6 is simply 
a hybrid of the project and the Reduced Intensity Alternative. “The 
2.2C Alternative combines both Phases 1 and 2 of the Reduced 
Intensity Alternative with Phases 3, 4, and 5 of the project.” Therefore, 
no additional exhibit is necessary.  

 
The land use categories for the project are defined in FEIR subchapter 
1.2.1.3, and are consistent with the County’s land use categories as 
defined in the County General Plan and Zoning Ordinance. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
O3c-22 As stated above, an EIR must include sufficient information about each 

alternative to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison 
with the proposed project. However, the discussion need not be 
exhaustive and at the same level of detail as the project’s effects. The 
courts apply the rule of reasonableness given the limitation of time, 
energy, and funds. Sierra Club v. City of Orange (2008) 163 CA 4th 
523, 547. Foundation for San Francisco’s Architectural Heritage v City 
and County of San Francisco (1980) 106 CA 3d 893. The agency need 
make only an objective, good-faith effort to compare the project with 
alternatives. The evaluation is limited by what is realistically possible 
given limitations on time, energy, and funds. Residents ad Hoc 
Stadium Comm. V. Board of Trustees (1979) 89 CA3d 274.   
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O3c-23 Please see response to comment O3c-1.  The CEQA Guidelines state 
that the “range of potential alternatives to the proposed project shall 
include those that could feasibly accomplish most of the basic 
objectives of the project and could avoid or substantially lessen one or 
more of the significant effects” (Section 15126.6[c]). The range of 
alternatives considered in the FEIR represents a variety of ways in 
which most project objectives could be met, while environmental 
impacts could be minimized, such as reducing the number of units, 
reducing the overall footprint of the project, increasing lot size, and/or 
rearranging the location of lots. The FEIR need not address every 
conceivable alternative; rather it must consider a reasonable range of 
feasible alternatives per CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a).   

 
 The FEIR includes Table 4-4 that identifies which project objectives 

are met by each alternative.  It is noted that the FEIR Table 4-4 and 
the table provided by this comment have different conclusions 
regarding if the alternatives meet the project objective. The intent of 
the table included in the FEIR is to determine if the alternative meets 
the majority of the project objectives, which is four or more of the 
seven project objectives. Thus, it is not necessary to include the 
project in the table.   

 
 Regardless of if the Downtown Escondido Specific Plan meets the 

majority of the project objectives, the FEIR includes a reasonable 
range of alternatives and the Downtown Escondido Specific Plan is not 
considered a feasible alternative as described in response to comment 
O3c-5. Refer to response to comment O3c-5 for additional details. 

 

O3c-23 
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O3c-24 Please see response to comments O3c-1 to O3c-23 above. 
 
 The commenter is correct that CEQA requires recirculation if 

significant new information is added to the document after public 
review, per the definitions of “significant new information” in Section 
15088.5(a)(1) through (4) as listed in the comment. The County finds 
that the alternatives analysis is adequate and no new significant 
information requiring recirculation was added to the FEIR. The FEIR 
has not been modified in a way that recirculation of the document is 
necessary.  

 
 The project objectives were developed pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 

Section 15124(b). The Guidelines require that a project description 
contain a statement of objectives sought by the proposed project and 
that the statement of objectives should include the underlying purpose 
of the project.   

 
 As stated above, the County finds that the alternatives analysis is 

adequate, include a reasonable range and each reduces at least one 
impact of the project. 

 
O3c-25 The attachment is acknowledged and is included in the project’s FEIR 

for the decision makers to consider.  
 
O3c-26 The attachment is acknowledged and is included in the administrative 

record for the decision makers to consider.  
 
O3c-27 The attachment is acknowledged and is included in the project’s FEIR 

for the decision makers to consider.  
 
O3c-28 The attachment is acknowledged and is included in the project’s FEIR 

for the decision makers to consider.  
 
O3c-29 The attachment is acknowledged and is included in the project’s FEIR 

for the decision makers to consider. 
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