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SUMMARY

S1 Project Synopsis

This Braft-Final Environmental Impact Report (BEIRFEIR) pertains to the 1,416.5-acre Project
Site known as Hoskings Ranch (Proposed Project). The Project Site is located in the
unincorporated area of east-central San Diego County, approximately one mile southwest of the
unincorporated town of Julian. State Route 78/79, also known as Firefighter Steven Rucker
Memorial Highway (SR 78/79), forms its northern boundary, with Pine Hills Road to the east
providing the main access route to the Project Site. Figure S-1, “Regional Vicinity Map,” shows
the Proposed Project’s location within the County of San Diego.

The Proposed Project would subdivide the property into 24 lots, each with a minimum lot size of
40 acres. The subdmded Iots would mclude active agrlculture and a re5|dence meelmeen—the

mpaetsAqave%eepﬁasseesed#the@ELPﬁThe Proposed Prolect would be served by

groundwater and individual septic systems.

The undeveloped Project Site is located in a rural setting and is currently used for cattle
grazing/breeding. A cattle loading chute and related corral are located near the northeast corner
of the site. Uses surrounding the property consists of estate residential lots, agriculture, open
space, and open land. The elevations onsite range from 3,100 feet above mean sea level
(AMSL) to 4,200 feet AMSL. Figure S-2, “Aerial Photograph,” shows the rural setting of the site
and its surroundings.

The Proposed Project is subject to the Historic General Plan (HGP) that was in effect pre-
August 2011, because it meets the requirement for pipelining adopted by the Board of
Supervisors. The site has a Regional Category of Environmentally Constrained Areas (ECA)
primarily because the site has been designated as an Agricultural Preserve. The Project Site
has a Land Use Designation of (19) Intensive Agricultural which permits minimum parcel sizes
of 2, 4, and 8 acres depending on slope and other factors. It is zoned A72 (8), which allows one
dwelling unit per eight acres. A portion of the site (680 acres) is within the Cleveland National
Forest. The Proposed Project is subject to a Williamson Act contract which requires lots to be a
minimum of 40 acres.

S.2 Summary of Significant Effects and Mitigation Measures that Reduce or Avoid the
Significant Effects

Table S-1, “Summary of Significant Effects and Mitigation Measures that Reduce the Significant
Effects,” provides a summary of significant environmental impacts resulting from the Proposed
Project and mitigation measures that are required to reduce and/or avoid the environmental
effects. Conclusions are provided stating whether or not the impact would be mitigated to below
a level of significance. All project impacts are either not significant or are mitigated to below a
level of significance. Detailed analyses of significant environmental effects and mitigation are
provided in Chapters 2.0 (effects found to be significant) and 3.0 (effects found to be not
significant) of this BEIRFEIR.

In addition to mitigation measures, County regulatory standards for grading, construction, and
environmental protection have been incorporated into the Proposed Project design to avoid or
reduce adverse environmental effects. These include erosion controls, adherence to public and
private road design standards, dust and noise management during grading and the control of
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runoff, and a fire protection plan for future residences. Mitigation measures and design
considerations are included as Chapter 7.0 of the EIR, List of Mitigation Measures and
Environmental Design Considerations.

S.3 Areas of Controversy

A Notice of Preparation (NOP) was distributed on August 28, 2003 for a 30-day public review
and comment period. Public comments were received on the NOP for this EIR and reflect
concern or controversy over a number of environmental issues. Refer to Appendices T and U
for the NOP and NOP comment letters. Issues raised in the NOP comment letters include
concerns regarding the following issue areas:

e Agriculture
e Cultural Resources
e Traffic

In addition to comments received on the NOP, controversy exists as to whether the Proposed
Project’s subdivision is an appropriate action under the existing Williamson Act contract.

Interpretation 1

The subdivision is not appropriate because it would ultimately result in a residential subdivision,
in violation of the Williamson Act. The Subdivision Map Act (Section 66474.4) requires that any
jurisdiction must “deny approval of a tentative map [under a Williamson Act contract]...if it finds
...the subdivision will result in residential development not incidental to the commercial
agricultural use of the land.” This interpretation posits that the Project proposes residential uses
that would not be incidental to the commercial agricultural use of the land. Under this
interpretation, the DEIRFEIR includes an alternative (Alternative 4: Consolidated Project
Alternative) which would terminate the Williamson Act contract for nearly half of the project site.

Interpretation 2

The subdivision is appropriate because it is an agricultural subdivision in which residences
would be incidental to the agricultural use. The subdivided land would continue to support
grazing/cattle breeding activities. The Williamson Act contract would remain with the land and
as such new residents of the Proposed Project would be required to abide by its provisions. As
with the current owner, new lot owners can opt out of the Williamson Act contract if they choose,
a process that either takes ten years or requires a cash payment equal to 12.5 percent of the
assessed value of the property.

S4 Issues to be Resolved by the Decision-Making Body

An EIR is an informational document intended to inform the public agency decision makers and
the public of the significant effects of a project, identify possible ways to minimize the significant
effects, and describe reasonable alternatives to the Proposed Project. The lead agency (in this
case the County) must respond to each significant effect identified in this EIR by making
“Findings” for each significant effect. The issues to be resolved for the Proposed Project include
whether or how to mitigate the associated significant effects, including whether to implement a
project alternative, the determination of which is to be made by the decision makers.

As discussed in Section S.3, the Decision-Making Body must also decide whether or not the
Proposed Project is consistent with Williamson Act requirements, or adopt another alternative
provided in Chapter 4.
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S5 Project Alternatives

Four project alternatives were identified for further analysis in this BEIRFEIR. These additional
alternatives are evaluated in Chapter 4 of this DEIRFEIR, where environmental effects are
compared to those of the Proposed Project and are assessed relative to their ability to meet the
basic objectives of the Proposed Project.

S.5.1  Alternative 1: No Development Alternative

The No Development Alternative (NDA) assumes that the Project site would continue in
its current state over the long term and the Proposed Project would not be implemented.
Grazing/cattle breeding would continue on the site with this alternative. There are
potential effects to biological and cultural resources due to unrestricted cattle grazing,
but there would be no other significant effects under this alternative. When compared to
Proposed Project, the NDA reduces impacts to biology, cultural resources, and traffic.
The NDA is discussed in detail in Section 4.2.

S.5.2  Alternative 2: No Project/Legal Lots Alternative

The No Project/Legal Lots Alternative (NPLL) assumes the Proposed Project would not
to go forward. The four legal lots would be developed with single family residences. Lot
owners could elect to continue with the existing Williamson Act contract, in which case
the existing grazing/cattle breeding would continue, or some other agricultural use could
be implemented. Significant biological and cultural resource effects would result due to
the presence of cattle and construction of pads and roads required for each lot. When
compared to the Proposed Project, these effects would be significantly reduced due to
the limited scope of development. The NPLL is discussed in detail in Section 4.3.

S.5.3  Alternative 3: Reduced Project Alternative

The Reduced Project Alternative (RPA) proposes 14 residential lots, a 42 percent
reduction from the Proposed Project. The residential lots would range in size from 58.55
to 234 acres. This alternative assumes a road network similar to the Proposed Project.
The Williamson Act would remain in effect and cattle grazing/breeding would continue on
the site. Significant biological, cultural resource, and traffic effects would occur. When
compared to the Proposed Project, these effects would be reduced because the scope
of the RPA is reduced by approximately 42 percent. This alternative would be
environmentally superior to the Proposed Project, after the NPA. The RPA is discussed
in detail in Section 4.4.

S.5.4  Alternative 4: Consolidated Project Alternative

The Consolidated Project Alternative (CPA) proposes a 34-lot design, focused in the
east and north central parts of the site. The residential lots range in size from 11.8 to
709.4 acres. The development area for this alternative is 199.9194.9 acres. There would
be 1,216.01,221.9 acres of open space provided. This alternative would require the
property owners to file the non-renewal of the Williamson-Act contract over part of the
site because lot sizes would be smaller than the 40-acre minimum required by the
contract. A 709.4-acre lot would remain within the Williamson Act. Cattle
grazing/breeding would continue on this lot, encompassing approximately 160 acres.
The applicant would pursue disestablishment of the agricultural preserve per the
procedures outlined in Board Policy 1-38, “Agricultural Preserves.” When compared to
the Proposed Project, the CPA reduces impacts to biology, traffic, and agriculture, while
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S.6

impacts to cultural resources would be similar. The CPA is discussed in detail in Section

4.5.

The Proposed Project and the above-described alternatives are compared in matrix
format in Table S-2, “Comparison of Project Alternative Impacts to Significant Proposed

Project Impacts.”

List of Persons, Organizations, and Public Agencies that Commented on the Draft

Environmental Impact Report (DEIR), Public Comments, and Responses to

comments

A draft version of this EIR was circulated for public review from 08/29/2013 to 10/14/2013. The

following is a listing of the names and addresses of persons, organizations, and public agencies

that commented during this public review period. They have been designated A through | for

ease of reference. This listing is followed by the public comment letters themselves and the

responses to those letters.

S-4

LETTER DESIGNATION

FEDERAL AGENCY

A

STATE AGENCY

B

(@]

lw)

LOCAL AGENCIES

E

NAME

U.S. Department of
Agriculture, Forest
Service

Department of Fish

and Wildlife

Department of
Transportation

Native American

Heritage
Commission

Julian Planning
Group

ADDRESS

1634 Black
Canyon Road

Ramona, CA
92065-1205

3883 Ruffin Road

San Diego, CA
92123

4050 Taylor Street

San Diego, CA
92110

1550 Harbor Drive

Sacramento, CA
95691

P.O. Box 249
Julian, CA 92036
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SPECIAL
INTEREST/ORGANIZATIONS

E

®

i

| (Late Comment)

INDIVIDUALS

HOSKINGS RANCH - DEIR

San Diego County
Archaeological

Society, Inc.

Endangered
Habitats League

Conservation
Biology Institute

Sierra Club

No letters from
individuals submitted

PO Box 81106

San Diego, CA
92138-1106

8424 Santa
Monica Blvd Suite
A592

Los Angeles, CA
90069-4267

651 Cornish Drive

Encinitas, CA
92024

8304 Clairemont
Mesa Blvd

San Diego, CA
92111
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United States Forest Cleveland National Forest Palomar Ranger District
Department of Service 1634 Black Canyon Road
USDA Agriculture Ramona, CA 92065-1205
| (760) 788-0250
(760) 788-6130 FAX
CRS 1-800 735-2922

File Code: 1560
Date: November 4, 2013

Dennis Campbell

Land Use and Environmental Planner
Planning and Development Services
5510 Overland Avenue, Suite 310
San Diego, CA 92123

To the County of San Diego:

Thank you for the opportunity to provide late comments on the Hosking’s Ranch Draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) since the federal government shutdown impeded our
ability to review of project documents. First of all, we would like to commend the quality and

level of detail provided in this analysis and its supporting documents, which eliminated many of 1
our common concerns about the impacts of adjacent development on the Cleveland National
Forest.

Our remaining concems about the Hosking’s Ranch Proposed Project result from the fact that it
lies adjacent to our Proposed Upper San Diego River Recommended Wilderness Area, for which
the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement is about to be released. We found no 2
mention of this designation in the Draft SEIR, though the County of San Diego was provided its
location during the Forest Conservation Initiative General Plan Update process. We strive to
maintain the area’s wildemess character as comprised by five elements defined by the
Wilderness Act: natural, undeveloped, untrammeled, opportunities for solitude or a primitive and
unconfined type of recreation, and special features. The terrain and habitat of the San Diego
River Gorge are among the special features of this area that warrant the highest level of
protection the US Forest Service can designate. =

The Proposed Project’s visual impacts would directly affect the area’s wildemess character.
Specifically, property development at the western end of the subdivision, particularly lots 23 and

24 of the Proposed Project, would reduce visitors’ sense of solitude in the northern part of the 3
San Diego River Gorge. Solitude, which in part encompasses freedom from extemal sights and
sounds such as homes, is an important part of the area’s wilderness character. In the Draft SEIR,
the Proposed Project’s visual impacts were not found to be significant, despite that the viewshed
area map (Figure 3-1-14) encompasses lands Proposed as Recommended Wilderness;
furthermore, no “Key View” evaluated visual impacts from this perspective. We call into
question the significance determination and request further analysis, given unaddressed —
considerations of wildemness character. In addition, noises common to rural developments, such | 4
as chainsaws, lawn or brush mowers, and vehicles, would be likely to affect visitors’ sense of
solitude nearby the Proposed Project. One way to mitigate for both visual and auditory impacts
to wildemess character would be to eliminate the two westernmost lots or relocate them to the
eastern end of the subdivision, leaving the western end as open space. -

@ Caring for the Land and Serving People Printed on Recycled Paper ﬁ
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Based on experiences elsewhere on the Cleveland National Forest, the Proposed Project would 5

also increase the potential for motorized and mechanized trespass on lands Proposed as
Recommended Wilderness. Not only would this constitute illegal activity, it would also degrade
wilderness character, impact vegetation and wildlife, and contribute to soil erosion and water —
quality impacts on the Cleveland National Fores_t_.'l_n this context, Cleveland National Forest staff
would have little to no access to Forest lands adjacent to the proposed development, and so it
would be difficult to either monitor or manage this use.

The US Geological Survey topographical map for this area shows an existing road on Cleveland |
National Forest lands in the SE % of the NW % of Section 3 (T138S, R3E). Although it does not

appear based on the project documents that this road is intended to provide access to the project 7

area, it does access the northeast corner of Lot 24. Unless this road provides legal access based
on existing easements to other landowners in the east half of Section 3, we would recommend
that the road be decommissioned as part of the Proposed Project in order to mitigate for potential
motorized access to the Proposed Recommended Wilderness. Otherwise, this road would be the
most likely conduit for such activity. —

Grazing trespass is also a potential concem given that agricultural uses, in the form of existing |

County grazing permits, must continue for at least 10 years unless property owners choose to pay 8

a substantial fee. New landowners without interest in grazing may inadvertently allow livestock
to trespass on National Forest lands. One component of the Proposed Project suggests that
“signage and/or fencing would be provided where necessary” to protect open space and habitat.
We suggest that fencing should also be required where necessary to prevent both grazing and
motorized trespass. In our considerable experience managing rangelands and livestock across
Forest Service lands, we have found that few operations at these levels are economically viable.
As a result, fencing and personnel are less affordable, which results in grazing trespass issues for
neighboring landowners such as the Forest Service. -

While the Proposed Project’s Fire Hazard analysis and Fire Protection Plan are detailed and
prudent, several additional factors are worthy of consideration. Increased development adjacent
to the Cleveland National Forest not only increases the potential for wildfire to consume
structures, it can also contribute new ignitions that may start wildfires on the National Forest.
Both possibilities are made more likely in this area because the river canyon acts as a wind
corridor that funnels winds from west to east or vice-versa, their prevailing directions. Moreover,
fires in this area would be extremely difficult to suppress due to the lack of access cited above as
well as the extremely rugged terrain of the San Diego River Gorge. These conditions place
firefighters at risk, as demonstrated by the tragic deaths of 11 firefighters that died in the 1956
Inaja Fire in this area.

Not only could such fires consume structures elsewhere, they could also exacerbate the current
trend of overly frequent, human-caused fires in the Upper San Diego River watershed. This
problem harms native ecosystems, the threatened California Gnatcatcher, and watershed
function, all of which are core values of this part of the Cleveland National Forest and San Diegp |
Counﬂﬁnally, the management of fuels on the Cleveland National Forest that could be needed |
to profett this new development from wildland fire would require additional funds that are
currently lacking and would negatively impact the wilderness character of the Proposed
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Recommended Wildemness. We agree with the inclusion of defensible space on private lands as a
required feature of the Proposed Project. The potential mitigation measure of eliminating or
relocating the westernmost lots would lessen the fire hazard associated with the development and
could enable firefighter access to the rim of the San Diego River Gorge, which would otherwise
be inaccessible. —
Finally, we are concerned about impacts to water resources since this project area affects two
tributaries to the San Diego River, Temescal Creek and the unnamed creek just to the north of
Daley Flat. According to the State Water Resources Control Board, these streams are fully e
appropriated] Increasing water use, including groundwater, impoundments, and diversions, 18~ |
responsibie for lowering flow conditions in natural watersheds on many National Forests in the
nation including the Cleveland National Forest. One of our concerns is that the combination of
an increase in long-term groundwater use associated with the Proposed Project, climate change, __|
and drought conditions could lead to a decrease in in-stream ﬂows.lThis could negatively affect — |
the water rights users in that there would be less water available in an already fully appropriated
stream.

—

For example, there is a notable trend towards an increase in subdivisions and vineyards in
Ramona contributing to cumulative impacts to local water resources. Our concern is that there
could be a similar cumulative impact to local water resources downstream of this project.

Since we are currently experiencing a multi-year drought, we are also concerned that new
property owners would be inclined to impound water in Temescal Creek and the unnamed creek__
just to the north of Daley Flat, as we have seen in other areas of the Cleveland National Forest[Tf
this scenario contributed to a decrease in in-stream flows, it could impact both the habitat for
riparian and aquatic organisms and visitors sceking wilderness experiences in the San Diego
River Gorge. Temescal Creek in particular contains a waterfall on the Cleveland National Forest
that rivals Cedar Creek Falls in size and scenic quality. Though no trail serves this falls, a well-
known cross-country route does, and a reduction in water flowing over this falls would impact

both visitors and this special wilderness feature. e

We appreciate the opportunity to work together with the County of San Diego to minimize the
impacts of adjacent development on the Cleveland National Forest. Please let us know if we can
assist you with further information to help you conduct this analysis by contacting Jeff Heys,
Forest Planner, at (858) 674-2959 or jaheys@fs.fed.us.

Sincerely,

/siJoan Friedlander
JOAN FRIEDLANDER
District Ranger
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Hoskings Ranch: Draft Response to Comments

August 10, 2014

Letter A: U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service

1. The County appreciates the comment. Comment noted.

2. The proposed Sand Diego River Recommended Wilderness Area (SDRWA) is
located north and west of the Proposed Project site. Distance varies from
adjacency to approximately on 200 feet on the west and north. A discussion of
potential impacts to the SDRWA is provided below in response to comment A-3

3. The County disagrees that the Proposed Project would “directly affect the area’s
wilderness character” as stated in the comment. Figure A, "'SDRWA in Relation
to the Project,” shows the relationship of the SDRWA to the Proposed Project.
The SDRWA is classified into wilderness areas and scenic areas,, as indicated
on the map. It is not clear from the comment where trails or other viewing points
would be located in the SDRWA. This response therefore refers to these two
general designations. The nearest SDRWA scenic area is approximately 800
feet from the pad on Lot 24 and the nearest wilderness area is 4,270 from the
pad. The SDRWA scenic area is approximately 1,200 feet from the pad on Lot 23
and the wilderness area is approximately 4,600 feet from the pad. A cross
section has been provided from the SDRWA scenic area to Lot 24 and is
provided in Figure B, “Lot 24 Cross Section.” At this distance a house on the
proposed pad would present a narrow profile. The angle of view would expose
only the northern face of the residence. The cross section also shows that
intervening vegetation would screen this western view. The residence would
appear to be similar to existing houses in the area that are adjacent to the
SDRWA. These scattered residences are an established feature of the area and
as such the Proposed Project’s lots would not be at odds with existing community
character.

Proposed Lots 23 and 24 are large lots, consisting of 84.78 and 155.62 acres
respectively. Approximately 78 and 148 acres of open space will be dedicated on
these lots, respectively. Single residences surrounded by an expanse of open
space are common in the area, so the residences on these lots will not be out of
keeping with character of views already available from the SDRWA. In addition
the entire western boundary of the Proposed Project site is proposed to be open
space, with the possibility of limited and controlled grazing, which is also a
common feature in the region. Therefore, the viewshed of the SDRWA would not
be impacted by the Proposed Project.

In summary, the view from SDRWA of Lots 23 and 24 are distant and obstructed
and would be consistent with existing views in the area. Opportunities for a
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wilderness experience are not impeded by location of two widely spaced lots
surrounded by open space. Therefore, the SDRWA would not be significantly
impacted by the Proposed Project. No change to the EIR is required as a result
of the comment.

. The County disagrees that the westernmost lots should be eliminated or
relocated due to potential noise impacts from the Proposed Project. The EIR
included an analysis of noise impacts in Section 3.1.8, including a Noise Study
as Appendix P. A comprehensive range of effects were evaluated which include
noise sensitive land uses and project-generated airborne noise (i.e. construction,
non-construction and impulsive noise). It was determined that the Proposed
Project would not result in significant noise impacts because noise levels do not
exceed the County’s noise standards and project-related operations are
anticipated to comply with the County’s Noise Ordinance. No impacts are
anticipated and no mitigation is required.

Furthermore, the relationship of the SDRWA to Lots 23 and 24 is shown in Figure
A. The nearest SDRWA scenic area is approximately 800 feet from the pad on
Lot 24 and the nearest wilderness area is 4,270 from the pad. The proposed
pads on Lot 23 and 24 are surrounded by open space. Therefore, the SDRWA
would not be significantly impacted by the Proposed Project. No change to the
EIR is required as a result of the comment.

. The Proposed Project would dedicate 1,209.8 acres of protected open space.
The entire western part of the site, adjacent to the lands proposed as
recommended wilderness, will be included in this open space area. No
residences will be located within 800 feet of the SDRWA boundary. The western
most residences are surrounded by open space and no intrusions into it will be
permitted. The exception to access will be for the open space maintenance and
monitoring of grazing activity. This activity will be focused on the monitoring
grazing activity and evaluating habitat status and the integrity of open space. Any
discovery of “motorized or mechanized trespass” would be reported and
remediated. The Proposed Project will therefore discourage rather than
encourage intrusions in to the SDRWA because an open space buffer will be
created, homes will be isolated from the SDRWA, and monitoring of open space
and grazing will provide oversight and correction of any violations of the integrity
of open space areas.

. Any rights the Forest Service currently has under law as related to access to
forest lands would not be affected by approval of the Proposed Project. The
Proposed Project will not inhibit the ability of the Forest Service to monitor forest
resources because no change to existing legal access rights are proposed, and
the reports of ongoing monitoring to be instituted as a result of the Proposed
Project will be shared with the Forest Service. Please see response to comment
A-5.
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7. The road noted in the comment is not proposed to be developed as part of the
Proposed Project. The road it is designed to serve two existing legal lots offsite to
the west, therefore it would be infeasible to decommission the road as requested
in the comment. Use of the road will be restricted to agricultural activity and
monitoring activities, as discussed in response to comment A-5. However, to
ensure access is strictly controlled, the Proposed Project’s Resource
Management Plan and the Grazing Management Plan will be amended to specify
that the road will be gated and locked at its location near Lot 24. Additionally, the
County disagrees that the grazing trespess onto adjacent wilderness lands would
occur because the project will (1) prevent trespess with gates or topography
restrictions, (2) grazing will be monitored with the extensive monitoring plan and
(3) limit access by gating any road connections.

8. Monitoring, reporting, and remediation are required as part of the plans prepared
for the Proposed Project, as discussed in response to comment A-5. To further
protect resources, the recommended fencing and gating will be used at the entry
to the unimproved road that links Lot 24 and the western boundary of the site.
The Resource Management Plan and the Grazing Management Plan will be
amended to reflect requirement.

9. The comment states there is a wildland fire risks that currently exist in the area of
the Proposed Project. The EIR and Fire Protection Plan (FPP) address the
increased risk of wildfires from the National Forest, as well as the risk that the
Proposed Project could introduce new fires into the area. See DEIR Section
3.1.6, second paragraph, page 3-39, and section 3.1.6.1 on that page indicate
the study takes onto account the possibility of wildfires in the area. The
BehavePlus computer program, (page 12 of the report in Appendix L) sanctioned
by the U.S. Forest Service, was used to calculate the fire risk from wildfires. An
extensive range of fire safety measures are specified in sections 4.3 and 4.7 to
enhance the safety of the residences and minimize the risk of fire. These include
water tanks on the site that will be available to fight fires.

10. The County disagrees that the westernmost lots should be eliminated or
relocated due to potential fire hazard impacts from the Proposed Project. Each
lot has been designed to provide fire safe features, including clearing around
structures, irrigated zones, and a 10,000 gallon water tank on each lot for backup
fire protection uses. As such elimination of the western most lots will not
contribute to a specific improvement in fire safety. Furthermore, the Proposed
Project would not restrict or prohibit firefighter access to the rim of the San Diego
River Gorge. This access is currently available off-site via Hoskings Ranch Road
and it will not be affected by the project. The existing onsite dirt road from
proposed lot 24 to the west and south will not be disturbed by the project. A gate
and fence will be constructed at the entry to this road near lot 24 to discourage
unauthorized intrusions onto open space. It will be fitted with an automatic
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opening system that can be activated by the fire department in the event of an
emergency. This information was added to the DEIR on page 3-57.

11. The County acknowledges the comment. Water rights are an issue beyond the
scope of the DEIR. The Proposed Project would not have water quality impacts
because runoff would be controlled in accordance with drainage and stormwater
plans that incorporate hydromodification requirements designed to prevent the
release of polluted water from developed areas. Please see the DEIR Section
3.1.7, Surface Water Resources, and Appendicies M-O. No change to the EIR is
required as a result of the comment.

12.Both Temescal Creek along its entire length that borders the site, and the
unnamed water course near Daley Flat will be protected in open space that
includes a 200 foot buffer and the use of appropriate signage and fencing. No
wells will be permitted in or near the creek or water course. Four existing onsite
impoundments may continue to be used for cattle but these have existed on the
site for many years. No increase in impoundments is proposed.

A groundwater assessment entitled Final Hydrogeologic Investigation, April 2012
was completed for the Proposed Project and included as Appendix K of the EIR.
Groundwater recharge and impacts due to the drought were included in the
groundwater analysis. The global climate change analysis also includes water
conservation measures. Using the General Plan build out as a worse case, the
study concluded there were ample water resources in the watershed to
accommodate the Proposed Project without impacting available water resources.
Additionally, individual wells will use water from deep aquifers from which the
streams are not dependent.

13.The County acknowledges the comment. Because the technical study for the
Proposed Project concluded that onsite wells will not negatively impact the
watershed, and because stream flows will not be impacted by the Proposed
Project, downstream water rights will not be impacted. No change to the EIR is
required as a result of the comment.

14.The general situation in Ramona cited in the comment involves “subdivisions” of
unspecified sizes and density with vineyards. While no specific example is cited,
subdivision lot sizes in the vicinity of Ramona area are generally SR-1 to SR-10,
or 1 dwelling unit per one to ten acres. The Proposed Project includes lots of 40
acres or more, with no vineyards proposed. Therefore, the situations are not
comparable. No change to the EIR is required as a result of the comment.

15. Please see response to comment A-12. The County would like to note no water

use in or near Temescal Creek will be permitted as part of the groundwater
demand for the Proposed Project.
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16. The County appreciates the comment. Please see Comment 12 for a full
response. No water use in or near Temescal Creek will be permitted. No change
to the EIR is required as a result of the comment.
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State of California — Natural Resources Agency EDMUND G. BROWN JR., Governor
DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE CHARLTON H. BONHAM, Director
South Coast Region

3883 Ruffin Road

San Diego, CA 92123

(858) 4674201

www.wildlife.ca.gov

October 9, 2013

.Mr. Dennis Campbell, Project Manager

County of San Diego, Planning and Development Services
5510 Overland Avenue, Suite 110

San Diego, CA 92123

Subject: Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) and Draft Habitat
Loss Permit (HLP) Findings for the Hosking’s Ranch Project (SCH#2003081154)

Dear Mr. Campbell:

The California Department of Fish and Wildiife (Department) has reviewed the draft
Environmental Impact Report (dEIR) and draft Habitat Loss Permit (HLP) findings for the above
referenced project, dated August 29, 2013. The project was previously brought to a monthly
County “batching” meeting, which is a forum to address projects requiring HLPs, and the
Department previously provided comments on the draft Hosking’s Ranch Conservation Grazing
Management Plan (CGMP) in a letter dated February 21, 2013. The comments provided herein
are based on the information provided in the dEIR and HLP, including their associated
documents [e.g. Biological Resources Survey Report and draft Resource Management Plan
(prepared by Vincent N. Sheidt, August 2013)], site visits in April and July of 2012, the
aforementioned batching meeting, our knowledge of sensitive and declining vegetative
communities, and our participation in regional conservation planning efforts.

The following statements and comments have been prepared pursuant to the Department's
authority as Trustee Agency with jurisdiction over natural resources affected by the project
(California Environmental Quality Act [CEQA] Guidelines §15386) and pursuant to our authority
as a Responsible Agency under CEQA Guidelines Section 15381 over those aspects of the
proposed project that come under the purview of the California Endangered Species Act (Fish
and Game Code §2050 et seq.), Fish and Game Code Section 1600 et seq., and other sections
of the Fish and Game Code. The Department also administers the Natural Community
Conservation Planning (NCCP) program (DFG Code Section 2800, et. seq.). The County of
San Diego (County) participates in the NCCP program by implementing its approved South
County Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP) Subarea Plan (SAP). The County of
San Diego (County) also has signed a Planning Agreement with the Department and the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service (jointly, the Wildlife Agencies) for the development of the East County
Multiple Species Conservation Program Subregional Plan (ECMSCP), which would be a joint
NCCP/HCP addressing development of unincorporated lands in east San Diego County.

The project involves the subdivision of the 1,416.8-acre Hosking's Ranch property, which is
located south of State Route 78/79 (SR78/79), west of Pine Hills Road, and south of Orinoco
Drive, near the community of Julian in unincorporated San Diego County. The Proposed
Project has an approximate 207-acre development footprint, and would divide the property into
24 parcels, ranging In size from 40 to 196 acres each for eventual construction of single family
homes, with portions of each lot proposed for agricultural use (and remaining under the existing
Williamson Act contract). The dEIR also identifies a Consolidated Project alternative which
would result in 34 new single family lots and require the applicant to file a notice of non-renewal

Conserving California’s Wildlife Since 1870
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Mr. Dennis Campbell, Project Manager

County of San Diego, Planning and Development Services
October 9, 2013

Page 2 of 5

of the Williamson Act Contract for a portion of the site. The Consolidated Project alternative
would result in an approximately 7.4-acre decrease in development footprint compared to the
Proposed Project. Our review of the habitat evaluation maps of the County's draft ECMSCP
indicates that Hosking's Ranch is located in the central mountains ecoregion of the east county
within a proposed Focused Conservation Area. Habitats on and adjacent to the project site
range from “moderate” to "very high" habitat quality, and are considered important to future
regional preserve design. The site also contains populations of a state-listed (endangered)
plant, the Parish’'s meadowfoam {Limnanthes gracilis ssp. parishii).

The Department offers the following comments and recommendations to assist the County in
avoiding, minimizing and adequately mitigating the project-related impacts to biological
resources, and to ensure that the project is consistent with the County’s HLP process, federal
and state endangered species regulations, and would not adversely affect ongoing regional
habitat conservation planning efforts. —

1. The Department recommends that if development is to occur on this property, a scenario
be provided where the on-site open space/mitigation is provided in the largest
contiguous blocks possible rather than through multiple smaller back yard open space
lots. Smaller conserved areas inherently have increased edge effects and often
present management problems. Of the allematives identified in the dEIR, the
Consolidated Project Alternative Design (34-lot) most closely meets this
recommendation because it would provide a single contiguous/connected open space
lot and presumably will be more efficient to manage compared to the proposed project.
However, we recommend that a 24-lot altemative with one or two large contiguous
open space lots also be evaluated and considered by the County as part of the
environmental review and permitting process. —_—

2. The Department remains concemed with the potential for cattle grazing to have a
negative effect on biological resources in areas being used as mitigation for proposed
impacts. Any conserved acreage that cattle will still have access to that contains habitat
types adversely affected by grazing (see Table 3 of the CGMP) should not be counted
towards meeting the project’s mitigation obligations. Areas/habitat types in which
grazing has a neutral/beneficial effect may be used as mitigation, provided that if
monitoring reveals a negative impact, cattle will be removed from the area if no other
workable solutions are identified to ensure biclogical values are maintained.

3. Although the Biological Resources Survey Report includes a conceptual resource
management plan (RMP), a final site-specific RMP should be developed and
implemented for the proposed on- and off-site mitigation areas as a condition of HLP
approval to ensure the long-term conservation of the mitigation sites. The RMP should
include biological goals, management objectives, specific tasks, and funding
assurances to achieve the objectives. More specifically, the RMP should contain
provisions to monitor populations of sensitive and/or listed species, control invasive
plants, provide for adequate fencing, limit public access, and address any other relevant
land/species management issues. Regarding cattle grazing, the RMP should include
specific, measurable monitoring criteria (e.g. percent dry matter, target non-native and
native cover components, etc.) that can be used to determine how the cattle are
affecting the various habitat types as well as identify potential "triggers” for altering a
given grazing regime if monitoring reveals a negative effect. The RMP for the on- and
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off-site mitigation lands would require approval by the Wildlife Agencies as part of the
County's HLP process. —
4. The Lot by Lot Analysis of Agricuttural Capacity (Appendix G) for the proposed project
contemplates agricultural activities beyond grazing. Any acreage on the project site that
may be subject to other types of agriculture should be accounted for as impacted and
require mitigation. The open space easement being dedicated to the County as
mitigation for the proposed project should prohibit any agricultural activity other than
grazing performed in accordance with the approved grazing management plan.

5. The proposed fencing design included in Attachment F of the Biological Resources
Survey Report and draft HLP Findings (page 19) appears to be inconsistent with that
being proposed in the CGMP (page 15). The Department suggests that the design
proposed In the CGMP be implemented as it is consistent with our earlier comments
(see February 21, 2013 draft CGMP letter) on fencing design. ]

6. The draft EIR and supporting documents (e.g., Tables 1 and 11 of biology report) do not |
address potential for impacts to the federally listed endangered and state-listed
threatened Stephens' kangaroo rat (Dipodomys stephensi; SKR). However, Table 9
(Observed Species List - Fauna) of the biology report does have an entry “Dipodomys
sp. Kangaroo Rat.” Our review of the habitat evaiuation maps of the County's draft
ECMSCP indicates that the site has potential for SKR and other grassland species. We
recommend that an updated habitat assessment and, if warranted, protocol surveys for
SKR be conducted in all areas of suitable habitat that may be impacted by the project.
We recommend that the results of these surveys be included in the final EIR and
supporting documents. If it is determined that the area is occupied by SKR, measures
to avoid, minimize, and offset project related impacts should be identified. In addition, a
state CESA authorization/permit would be required for impacts to this species.

7. The draft EIR and Biological Resource Survey Report acknowledge the presence of
Parish’s meadowfoam on the project site. If the project, project construction, or any
project-related activity during the life of the proposed project may result in take of this
species (e.g. changes in hydrology, direct impact), the Department recommends that
the project proponent seek appropriate take authorization under CESA prior to
implementing the project. Early consultation is encouraged, as significant modification
to a project and mitigation measures may be required in order to obtain a CESA permit.

8. Page 16 of the biology report indicates that several directed field surveys and habitat
evaluations were conducted in conjunction with the biological study of the property. The
biology report (Table 1; Field Surveys) indicates that on-site work included
presence/absence surveys for the federally endangered arroyo southwestern toad
(Anaxyrus californicus; arroyo toad) in 2008 and for the federally endangered Quino
checkerspot butterfly (Euphydryas editha quino, QCB) in 2009. A wetland survey
(including an updated RPO wetland study) was performed in 2010. Other surveys
included habitat evaluations for various special status species known from the vicinity, a
spring rare plant survey in 2008, and a general baseline biology update was conducted
in 2010. Since the last field work was conducted over three years ago, we recommend
that the results of the biological surveys be verified to accurately represent current
conditions on-site. In addition, page 19 of the biology report indicates that there are
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9. Page 27 of the biology report indicates that twenty-seven species of special stafus

10.

1.

small patches of P. erecta, O. purpurascens, and other QCB larval hosts (members of
the Scrophularaceae family) present on-site, and the property is located within the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service recommended survey area for QCB. Due to the surveys being
over four years old, we recommend that updated surveys for QCB be conducted and
the results included in the final EIR and biological report. s

animals were observed on the project site during the field survey, including several
avianfraptor species such as the golden eagle (Aquila chrysaetos), red-shouldered
hawk (Buteo lineatus), the state threalened Swainson's hawk (Buteo swainsoni),
northern harrier (Circus cyaneus), white-tailed kite (Elanus leucurus), homed lark
(Eremophila alpestris), and barn owl (Tyto alba). In order to avoid impacts to nesting
birds, the dEIR should require that clearing of vegetation, and project construction
iffwhen biologically warranted, occur outside of the peak avian breeding season which
generally runs from February 1 through September 1 (as early as January for some
raptors). If project construction is necessary during the bird breeding season a qualified
biologist with experience in conducting bird breeding surveys should conduct weekly
bird surveys for nesting birds, within three days prior to the work in the area, and ensure
no nesting birds in the project area would be impacted by the project. If an active nest
is identified, a buffer should be established between the construction activities and the
nest so that nesting activities are not interrupted. Where feasible, we generally
recommend a buffer be a minimum width of 300 feet (500 feet for raptors), delineated
by temporary fencing, and remain in effect as long as construction is occurring or until
the nest is no longer active. No project construction should occur within the fenced nest
zone until the young have fledged, are no longer being fed by the parents, have left the
nest, and will no longer be impacted by the project. Alterations in the nest buffer
distance may be appropriate depending on the avian species involved, ambient levels
of human activity, screening vegetation, or possibly ofh&rf factors, in which case a site-
specific nest protection plan should be developed. ﬁhe Plani should include detailed
methodologies and definitions to enable a qualifie i iologist to monitor and
implement nest-specific buffers based upon the life history of the individual species;
species sensitivity to noise, vibration, and general disturbance; individual bird behavior;
current site conditions (screening vegetation, topography, etc.); ambient levels of
human activity; the various project-related activities necessary to construct the project;
and other features. Pl

Page 33 of the biology report notes that a single southwestern pond turtle was

observed in Temescal Canyon Creek near the southwestern corner of the property. The
observation is noteworthy because this is a very important species for regional
conservation planning in San Diego County. Measures to avoid direct and indirect
impacts to this species should be provided in the final EIR, and measures to
manage/monitor for this species should be included in the final RMP for the property. |
Based on review of the dEIR and supporting biological information, we recommend tha
the following species be evaluated for suitable habitat and potential presence on-site
and included in the final EIR and supporting biclogical information [e.g., Table 11
(Potential Sensitive Species - Flora) and Table 12 (Potential Sensitive Species -
Fauna)]. We recognize that there may be low to moderate potential for occurrence on-

10

11

12
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site, but there may be suitable habitat and these are important species which are
proposed to be covered under the ECMSCP:

a. Laguna Mountains skipper (Pyrgus ruralis lagunae): Page 36 of the biology |12
report discusses the federally endangered Laguna Mountains skipper and notes
that some larval host plants occur on-site but that none were observed during the
2008 protocol surveys conducted for QCB. Please note that the flight periods for
these two species may not have overlapped in 2009. —

b. Hermes copper butterfly (Lycaena hermes). Table 8 of the biology report notes 1 3
the presence of spiny redberry and Table 11 indicates a moderate potential to
ocour on-site. —_

14

c. Large-blotched salamander (Ensatina eschschoitzii kiauberi). CNDDB has
reported occurrences of this federal and state species of special concern
immediately north and adjacent to the site. =

12. To demonstrate that the project would not adversely affect the anticipated preserve

design, important populations of proposed covered species (particularly for grassland- 1 5
associated species) for the ECMSCP, or otherwise preclude completion of the
ECMSCP, an assessment of suitable habitat and the potential for presence of all
applicable ECMSCP species that are proposed for coverage should be incorporated |
into the final EIR. The project alternatives should also consider potentiEI'T..I 6
constrictions/impacts to wildiife connections and linkages. The assessment should
provide some context of proposed changes to habitat and species in light of the
relatively recent fires that occurred in the area.

The Department appreciates the opportunity to comment on the draft EIR and HLP findings. If
you have any questions regarding this letter, please contact Kyle Dutro at (858) 4674267 or
kyle.dutro@wildlife.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

/D A
A ( o P 2,
’.} L{

Gail K. Sevrens
Environmental Program Manager
South Coast Region
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Hoskings Ranch: Draft Response to Comments

August 10, 2014

Letter B: California Department of Fish and Wildlife

1. The County concurs with the comment. The comment reviews California
Department of Fish and Wildlife’s (CDFW) history with the Proposed Project, its
agency responsibilities, and general project details. No changes to the EIR are
required in response to the comment.

2. The County concurs that open space should be provided in the largest
contiguous blocks possible. Proposed Project lots were designed with a minimum
area of 40 acres to be consistent with the existing Williamson Act Contract. While
individual lots will support open space, this open space will be combined and
managed within one 1,214.8-acre open space easement. The existence of open
space and the restrictions pertaining to its use will be made clear to prospective
lot buyers through notifications to buyers that will be required by the California
Department of Real Estate as a Proposed Project condition. Protections will
include fencing and signage as required by M-BI1 and M-BI-2. The Proposed
Project includes two enforcement mechanisms through which open space will be
protected. The Resource Management Plan (RMP) provides for monitoring,
remediation, reporting, and funding for open space area management. The
Conservation Grazing Management Plan (CGMP) will monitor open space
integrity, the maintenance of fencing, and other habitat protections such as
modulation of grazing in response to on-going impact analysis. The protective
easement and extensive caretaking mandated for the Proposed Project will
provide adequate protections for open space areas as a single connected and
integrated area. The open space easement has been designed with this unified
concept in mind. It encompasses a block of habitat that extends the length of the
southern and western property lines. This large area will encompass all of
Temescal Creek, Daley Flat, and the hillsides on the western boundary that
ultimately descend to the San Diego River. Additionally large on-site drainages
and sensitive habitats in the eastern parts of the site are protected as well so that
connectivity is provided wherever possible. A minimum of 400 feet of separation
has been maintained between development areas that extend north to south
from the main project road so that habitat movement is not restricted or blocked.
Open space boundaries have been shaped to follow topography to avoid
discontinuities that may impede wildlife movement. A 24-lot alternative with one
open space lot would not significantly improve connection and contiguity of open
space design or efficiency of management because these features are already
built into the Proposed Project design. The 34-lot alternative provides a large
single lot of 709 acres, as noted, and provides 1221.9 acres of biological open
space in total. This area will be created from areas of open space on each lot, as
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with the Proposed Project. Open space will also be subject to a protective
easement and the other protections noted above.

. The County concurs with the comment. The CGMP will provide monitoring of
grazing activity and on-going protection for sensitive habitats. The CGMP calls
for removal of cattle if negative effects are found in grazed areas. A methodology
for the assessment of impacts is also spelled out. Habitats outlined in Table 3 of
the CGMP that are negatively affected by grazing and to which cattle will have
access have not been counted toward mitigation. The CGMP will control
vegetation impacts because patrols will monitor grazing effects in key areas.
Grazing will be curtailed when negative effects are found. Many of the sensitive
habitats such as wetland along creeks and key water courses will be fenced.
Others are located in steep slope areas where grazing will be unlikely to occur.

. The County concurs with the comment. A final Resource Management Plan
(RMP) will be developed and implemented for all on- and off-site mitigation areas
during the HLP permitting process. The plan will include the factors noted in the
comment. Specifically, biological goals, management objectives, specific work
tasks, and funding sources will be identified. Specific tasks to be included are
habitat monitoring, control of invasive plants, fencing, and signage installation
and maintenance. Specific methodologies for determining effects of cattle
grazing will be included and will be mirrored in the CGMP. Wildlife Agency
approvals of the HLP, final RMP, and final CGMP will be required prior to the
Proposed Project obtaining a grading permit.

. The County concurs with the comment. No agriculture other than cattle
grazing/breeding is proposed in the open space areas of the site. Agricultural
activities beyond grazing were discussed in the Lot by Lot Analysis as a way to
show that lot owners would have realistic options if they chose to initiate
agriculture in their development areas. These are not proposed and only cattle
grazing/breeding will be allowed in the open space.

. The County concurs with the comment. The fencing plan proposed in the CGMP
will be the fencing plan implemented. A modification to that design will be
implemented to add further protections to the western open space area, as
discussed in Comment A-7. Specifically, the entrance to the traveled way that
arcs from lot 24 toward the west and south will be gated and fencing will be
added to prevent unauthorized intrusions. Access for the fire services will be
maintained through a Knox Box or similar device. This change is reflected in the
fencing plan in the CGMP, in Attachment B, and on the DEIR graphic (Figure 2-
1-5)

The County concurs with this comment. A field survey has been completed by a
permitted biologist (Stephen Montgomery). It included a two phased approach,
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10.

11.

with a protocol habitat evaluation conducted as a first phase on May 7, 8, and 9,
2014 followed by limited trapping to identify species. The field survey report,
found at Attachment H of Appendix A, found the general habitat conditions on the
Hoskings Ranch to be sub-optimal for the endangered Stephens’ kangaroo rat.

The County concurs with the comment. All areas where the Cuyamaca (Parish’s)
Meadowfoam occur on the site have been placed in managed, fenced biological
open space. The locations of the plant are indicated on Figure 2-1-5 of the DEIR.
Take authorization is therefore not required and no changes to the DEIR are
required as a result of the comment.

The results of baseline biological field surveys have been verified by the
Proposed Project biologist during updated field visits on January 3, 2014 and
May 7, 2014. The field visits verified that the protocol surveys previously
conducted are still be valid for the site based on a lack of changes observed in
the May 7 survey. This included the Arroyo Toad, which was not found in
previous surveys. No evidence of the toad was found in the surveys conducted in
May 2014. No changes to the DEIR are required as a result of the comment. An
updated assessment of the presence of the Arroyo Toad was also undertaken.
No evidence of the toad was found. The comment also recommends an updated
Quino Checkerspot Butterfly (QCB) survey be conducted. The County
determined that the updated QCB survey was not necessary because the issue
was discussed in the “batching” meeting of January 16, 2014 where it was
concluded that new QBC surveys were not warranted if the site had not
substantially changed or there were no other changes in circumstances. A site
survey in May 2014 determined that site conditions had not changed.

The County concurs with the comment. This requirement is included in the DEIR
as M-BI-3. The detailed methodology spelled out in the comment will be used if
Proposed Project construction is necessary during the bird breeding season
(February 1 through September 1). The methodology will be incorporated into the
project as a condition, the text of which is in Section 2.1.5.3, Mitigation Measure
M-BI-3, page 2-29.

The County acknowledges the comment. The Southwestern pond turtle was
found offsite in Temescal Creek. It occurred adjacent to an area that is proposed
for biological open space. The entire stretch of Temescal Creek on the site will
be protected in open space. This will include a minimum 200 foot buffer along the
creek, and fencing and signhage to prevent human and cattle encroachment. The
onsite pond turtle habitat will therefore be protected by the project’s design. All
onsite areas will be monitored as part of the RMP. As such the pond turtle will be
included in the monitoring program and no separate measures are required.
However, to ensure it is not overlooked, specific mention of the Southwestern
pond turtle will be included in the RMP monitoring protocols. No changes to the
DEIR are required as a result of the comment.
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12. The County concurs with this comment. No changes to the EIR are required in
response to the comment, although the project biological resources technical
report will be modified to include more detail on the following:

Some larval host plants of the Laguna Mountains Skipper were found on the site
in 2009, as noted in the comment. January 3, 2014 and May 7, 2014 field visits
determined that the specific configuration of host plant species suitable to the
Laguna Mountain Skipper was not present. Laguna Mountains Skipper appear to
require more than one type of host plant species. Only one host plant for this
species was observed in low numbers. Therefore no additional or directed surveys
for this butterfly are required.

13. The County acknowledges the comment. Table 11 of the biology report notes a
moderate potential for the Hermes Copper Butterfly to occur onsite, as noted in
the comment. This determination is based on the reported presence of the
Hermes Copper Butterfly larval host plant species (Rhamnus crocea). The recent
field visits could not locate this species on the project site, although it is a shrub
that would be visible if present. Three other species of Rhamnus (R. californica
var. californica, R. ilicifolia, and R. pilosa) are present onsite. The reports of R.
crocea were imported from studies conducted by others in 2002-2003. It now
appears that this might have been a misidentification, based on the 2014
fieldwork. Therefore, no additional surveys for this butterfly are required.

14. The County acknowledges the comment. The comment notes that the Large-
blotched Salamander has been reported to occur adjacent to the site. The project
site is acknowledged as being “occupied” by this rare species because the recent
field visits determined that it is very likely this species occurs in association with
wooded areas of the property. Specimens live in relatively cool, moist places
beneath or within decaying logs or under rocks, becoming active on the surface
during wet nights when air temperatures are moderate. During dry periods, they
remain underground and become inactive during severe winter cold weather. It is
anticipated that specimens would be found in association with wooded areas, with
downfall, and rock outcrops adjoining wooded areas. If the Large-blotched
Salamander was to occur on the property, less than 13 percent of woodland will
be impacted with either project design, leaving the remaining woodland protected
in open space.. The species will be included in the list of species to be monitored
during site visits that will occur under the Resource Management Plan (RMP) to
ensure its habitats are not unduly impacted. Therefore no additional surveys of
this species are required.
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15. The County acknowledges the comment. The East County Multiple Species
Conservation Plan (ECMSCP) is currently in the early stages of planning. A draft
species list has been developed and is included in Appendix A of the DEIR, which
addressed all of the species proposed covered species in the ECMSCP. The biology
report for the project (Tables 10 and 11) provides a complete list of species that
were assessed for the project. It includes all species proposed to be covered in the
ECMSCP. Additionally the draft list has been reviewed by the consulting biologist
and it was determined that there are no unanticipated impacts to these species as a
result of the project. No changes to the DEIR are required as a result of the
comment.

16. The County acknowledges the comment. Alternatives have evaluated biological
impacts. Both the proposed project, the Reduced Project Alternative (RPA), and
the Consolidated Project Alternative (CPA) maintain wildlife connections and
linkages. Temescal Creek and Orinoco Creek have been identified as key
linkages in the area and the entire lengths of the creeks are protected in open
space with a minimum buffer of 200 feet. Fencing and signage are employed to
keep intrusions into the area to a minimum. Grazing is excluded from this area.
Offsite connectivity is also preserved. The western boundary is adjacent to
Forest Service Land and is included as open space. Major north/south drainages
are also preserved in open space. The CPA and the RPA preserve connections
and linkages, as requested in the comment, and no changes to the DEIR are
warranted. Field surveys have been conducted before and after major fires
moved through this area, so the field work encompasses the change in species
mix that may have occurred as a result of the fires.

S-26



STATE OF CAL [EORNIA=CALIFORNIA STATE TRANSPORTATION AGLINGY

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

DISTRICT 11 g
PILLANNING DIVISION E @ E H V E

4050 TAYLOR STREET, M.S. 240

SAN DIEGO, CA 92110 5 )
PHONE (619) 688-6960 0CT 18 2013 ex your power
FAX (619) 688-4299

TTY 711

Planning and
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October 16, 2013

11-SD-78
PM 56.6
Hoskings Ranch DEIR

Mr. Dennis Campbell

County of San Diego

Department of Planning and Land Use
5510 Overland Avenue, Suite 110
San Diego, CA 92123

Dear Mr. Campbell:

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) has reviewed the Draft Environmental
Impact Report (DEIR) for the proposed Hoskings Ranch Residential project (SCH#2003081154)
located near State Route 78/State Route 79 (SR-78/SR-79). Caltrans has the following
comments:

All engineering analysis regarding the State Highway System including but not limited to
comer and stopping sight distances analysis must be evaluated in accordance with current
Caltrans Highway Design Manual (HDM). If sight distance(s) are found not to meet current
Caltrans design standards, they will need to be brought up to current standards as part of the
mitigation requirements. e
Per Topic 405-Intersection Design Standards of the Caltrans Highway Design Manual 2012
(HDM), “Set back for the driver of the vehicles on the crossroad shall be a minimum of 10
feet plus the shoulder width of the major road but not less than 15 feet”. Therefore, Figure 5-
1 Minor Road Sight Lines from Traffic Impact Study (TIS) should reflect the distances stated
above, and the sight distances re-calculated for the Hoskings Ranch Road/SR-78, and Pine
Hills Road/SR-78 intersections. —
No new access points will be allowed within the State Highway System. Individual accessﬁ
points for the proposed parcels that will abut SR-78/SR-79 will not be allowed; therefore, the
development will need to be designed to direct all vehicles to the existing access points
(Hoskings Ranch Road and Pine Valley Road) as indicated in the TIS. —

Project Trip Generation is projected at 990 Average Daily Traffic (ADT) with the AM and
PM peak hour of zero (0) trips for Agriculture. Caltrans does not agree with the AM and PM
peak hour trip generation for Agriculture as stated above.

"Caltrans improves mobility across California”
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Mr. Campbell
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Page 2

* Project Trip Distribution: Please identify Project ADT, as well as the AM and PM peak hour
volumes.

¢ Pine Hills Road/SR-78 intersection:
o Existing westbound (WB) SR-78/79 left turn to Pine Hills Road will need to be
lengthened as mitigation per Section 405.2 Left-turn Channelization of the most current
Caltrans HDM. —

o Additional TIS information is needed. Depending on the number of agricultural vehicles
and total vehicles that will access Pine Hills Road from SR-78/79, Caltrans may also
require a right turn lane be constructed as mitigation in accordance with the most current

Caltrans HDM*,

» For the Hoskings Ranch Road/SR-78 intersection:

© As stated in the DEIR, Hoskings Ranch Road and Daley Flat Road are paved private
roads and Hoskings Ranch Road is currently gated. However, the proposed project would
take access via Hoskings Ranch Road onto SR-78/79. More information and clarification |
is needed regarding trip distribution.l On Hoskings Ranch Road. Verify if this access
will be amended for agriculture used or would remain as a gated private access road.

© WB SR-78/79 left turn lane to Hoskings Ranch Road will need to be constructed as
mitigation in accordance with the most current Caltrans HDM.,

o Depending on the number of agricultural vehicles and total vehicles that will access
Hoskings Ranch Road from SR-78/79, Caltrans may also require a right turn lane be
constructed as mitigation in accordance with the most current Caltrans HDM.

o Ifthe gate is to remain operational and in place, an entering queuing analysis (exiting
from SR-78/79) will be needed. Supplemental access control operational information
(i.e. how is the gate opened, etc) will also need 1o be provided.

Summary

Caltrans uses HDM for sight distance analysis on state highways. Please resubmit
sight distance using HDM standards. —

Please verify how tree removal will mitigate sight distance based on HDM standards.

Please verify the type of heavy vehicles that will access the site for agricultural
purposes. —

Caltrans recommends channelization at the intersections of Hoskings Ranch Road and
Pine Valley Road on SR-78/79 for operational and safety reasons due to the high
speeds of the facility, speed differentials of vehicles slowing down at the
intersections, as well as the introduction of heavy vehicles for agricultural purposes.
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“Caltrans improves mobility across California
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Mr. Campbell
October 16, 2013
Page 3

If you have any questions, or require further information, please contact Roger Sanchez, at (619)
688-6494.

Sincerel},/

4

JACOB M. ARMSTRONG, Chief
Development Review Branch

“Caltrans improves mobility across California”

S-29



Hoskings Ranch: Draft Response to Comments
January 24, 2015
Letter C: Department of Transportation

Note: The following responses make reference to a number of documents and graphics,
some of which have been provided as attachments for ease of reference. The following
attachments are included:

Attachment A: Sight Distance Diagram

Attachment B: Traffic Impact Study (TIS) Table 5-1, “Existing Configuration Sight
Distance” and EIR Figure 2-3-3, “Sight Distance Constraints”

Attachment C: SANDAG'’s San Diego Traffic Generators, relevant portion, KOA
memo

Attachment D: TIS graphics as follows: Table 1-1, Project Rip Generation; Figure
1-4, Project Rip Distribution; Figure 1-7, Project AM Peak Hour Trips; Figure 1-8,
Project PM Peak Hour Trips; Figure 3-6, Existing AM Peak Hour Intersection
Volumes with Project; and Figure 3-7, Existing PM Peak Hour Intersection
Volumes with Project

Attachment E: EIR Figure 2-3-2, “Project Trip Distribution”; and Queueing
Analysis

1. The comment is acknowledged. Sight distances have been met using this
methodology, as discussed in 2 below.

2. The comment is acknowledged. The EIR analyzed sight distance (See DEIR
Chapter 2, Section 2.3.2.5). The EIR also requires the project to provide
adequate sight distance as a design feature. The analysis is based standards
and methodologies set by the American Association of State Highway and
Transportation Officials’ (AASHTO) document titled A Policy on Geometric
Design of Highways and Streets (2004), Caltrans Highway Design Manual
(HDM), Topics 201 and 405 and California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control
Devices Part 2 (December 21, 2010). Please see Attachment A showing required
sight distances. TIS Table 5-1, “Existing Configuration Sight Distance Summary”
included here for convenience as Attachment B, details the results of the sight
distance survey. The following points detail the methodology used:

Corner Sight Distance — The Caltrans Highway Design Manual (HDM) identifies
desired stopping sight distance in Table 405.1A for each 5 mph increment of
speed. Speed survey information is detailed in the TIS (EIR Appendix D, Chapter
5). The speed identified for SR 78/79 is 58 mph based on the Traffic Impact
Study (TIS) speed survey. This speed was rounded up to 60 mph and for that
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speed, 660 feet of corner sight distance is required. Speeds of 48 mph
(northbound) and 47 mph (southbound) were recorded for Pine Hills Road, and
were rounded up to 50 mph, resulting in a required sight distance of 550 feet.

Stopping Sight Distance — The Caltrans Highway Design Manual (HDM)
identifies desired stopping sight distance in Topic 201, Index 201.1,Table 201.1
for each 5 mph increment of speed. The speed identified for SR 78/79 is 58 mph,
as noted above. This was rounded up to 60 mph and for that speed 580 feet is
required. Speeds of 48 mph (northbound) and 47 mph (southbound) were
recorded for Pine Hills Road, as noted above, and were rounded up to 50 mph.
The required sight distance for this speed is 430 feet.

Two intersections movements were found to lack adequate corner sight distance,
as shown in TIS Table 5-1 (Attachment B). These are: (1) when northbound
traffic on Pine Hills Road stops at the SR 78/79 intersection before making a left
turn, corner sight distance looking right toward Julian is 535 feet. The optimal
distance is conservatively 660 feet. (2) When eastbound traffic on Tenaya Road
(the proposed entry road) stops at the Pine Hills Road intersection before making
a turn, sight distance looking left is 400 feet. The optimal distance is
conservatively 550 feet. To correct these deficiencies the TIS (page 39) and the
EIR (Section 2.3.2.5, page 2-45) call for vegetation trimming or removal. This
action is proposed as part of the project design. EIR Figure 2-3-3, “Sight
Distance Constraints,” included in Attachment B, was developed to assess the
scope of the corner sight distance deficiencies. In the figure a signman has been
located at the conservative distance and photos have been taken from the
constrained vantage points. In all cases the signman is visible without recourse
to vegetation removal. However, to maintain a conservative analysis, the project
requires an assessment of these vantages and trimming or removal of the
vegetation as needed.

. This comment is directed to the fire station location.The applicant met with the
Julian-Cuyamaca Fire Protection District Board of Directors on February 18, 2014.
The result of the meeting is that the District no longer needs the proposed site.
Therefore the fire station location has been removed and this concern about
access no longer applies.

. The TIS shows 1278 average daily trips (ADT) for the 24-lot Proposed Project and
728 ADT for the 34 lot project. Of these, 990 and 329 ADT are attributed to
agriculture for the 24- and 34-lot projects, respectively. The agricultural trips are
based on SANDAG’s San Diego Traffic Generators publication, included as
Attachment C. No peak hour trips are attributed to agriculture by the SANDAG
document. After establishing agriculture on the site it became apparent that this
number of trips does not correspond to the actual traffic generated by the
agriculture currently occurring on the site. Actual trips have been much lower.
SANDAG was asked for clarification but no response was received. Presently
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there is agriculture (cattle grazing/breeding) on the site and the ranchers live off
site but near the property. Whatever modest level of traffic that is currently
associated with the existing use has been determined by consultation with a local
rancher currently using the site. He makes on average two trips per week to the
site for agricultural purposes (less than one ADT). A range of potential trip
generators were evaluated to be conservative. These were doubled to reflect the
fact that two ranchers use the site. The resulting table from the TIS memo
(included here in Attachment C) indicates a little over 1 ADT attributable to the
agricultural activity:

Existing cattle breeding Day Weekly | Monthly | Yearly
Rancher 0.57 4.00 17.33 208
Vet 0.13 |0.92 4.00 48
Delivery of cattle 0.01 |0.08 0.33 4
Pickup of cattle 0.01 0.08 0.33 4
Fence mending 0.03 0.23 1.00 12
Food delivery 0.13 0.92 4.00 48
Well maintenance 0.07 0.46 2.00 24
Biologist 0.07 |0.46 2.00 24
Range Manager 0.07 0.46 2.00 24
Totals 1.08 |6.69 29.00 396

The TIS, which incorporates agricultural traffic at the levels noted in the opening
paragraph, is therefore very conservative. That analysis (EIR Appendix D)
concluded that even with an over count of agricultural traffic, direct project level
impacts were not significant.

Noting the points above, we believe the more likely and reasonable project traffic
circumstances are represented by simply looking at the residential contribution
only.

. The information referenced in the comment is provided in the TIS (EIR Appendix

D). (For convenience these graphics are also attached to this response as
Attachment D).
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Table 1-1, Project Rip Generation, TIS page 3

Figure 1-4, Project Rip Distribution, TIS page 7

Figure 1-7, Project AM Peak Hour Trips, TIS page 10

Figure 1-8, Project PM Peak Hour Trips, TIS page 11

Figure 3-6, Existing AM Peak Hour Intersection Volumes with Project, TIS
page 26

Figure 3-7, Existing PM Peak Hour Intersection Volumes with Project, TIS
page 27

®op oW

—h

6. The proposed roadway improvements, listed below as items A-D, meet the design
criteria of section 405.2 of the latest Caltrans HDM. These improvements reflect
the reduction in overall traffic due to the lack of additional agricultural traffic as
discussed in the response to Comment 4- above. These design improvements are
shown graphically in Attachment A of this document.

A. Lengthen exist westbound left turn from (70") to 200’ left turn pocket & 120’
bay taper.

B. Approach tapers will be curve radii of 1,150 per (HDM table 203.2) &
pavement striping.

C. Provide a minimum of 580’ stopping sight distance in both directions.

D. Provide a minimum of 660’ of corner sight in both directions.

7. The comment is acknowledged. Responses 4, and 5 above indicate that traffic will
be reduced as a result of the recalculation of agricultural trips previously used in
the modeling effort to determine ADT. A right turn lane is not warranted because
Caltrans HDM requirements are not triggered by this lower volume of trips
generated by agricultural activities.

8. The Proposed Project trip distribution is provided in EIR Figure 2-3-2 and is
included here for convenience as Attachment E. Hoskings Ranch Road is
proposed to remain a private gated road. Attachment A of this document shows
the existing gate configuration and operation. Given the low level of residential
traffic and adequate queuing distance (discussed in response to 11 below) and
gueuing analysis, included as Attachment E of this document), the existing
intersection configuration is adequate. As a precaution, signage will direct
agricultural traffic to the Tenaya Road entrance on Pine Hills Road to the east.

The following is proposed and shown on Attachment A of this document for the
Hoskings Ranch Road/SR 78/79 and the Pine Hills/SR 78/79 intersections. These
improvements reflect the reduction in overall traffic due to the lack of additional
agricultural traffic as discussed in the response to point 4 above.

a. Provide a minimum of 580’ stopping sight distance in both directions.
b. Provide a minimum of 660’ of corner sight in both directions.
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9. The Hoskings Ranch Road access will remain private and gated. Agricultural use
on the site it minimal, but as a precaution signage will be included directing any
agricultural traffic to use the project entrance at Tenaya Road off of Pine Hills
Road.

10.The comment is acknowledged. As to the specific improvement mentioned, the
improvement is not warranted as discussed in Responses 4 and 5 above.
Improvements to all roadway segments will use the latest HDM when
improvements are made in the future.

11.The comment is acknowledged. The improvement is not warranted because the
number of agricultural trips is very low, as discussed in Response 4 above.
Improvements to all roadway segments will use the latest HDM when
improvements are made in the future.

12.The comment is acknowledged. KOA Corporation has provided a queuing
analysis, Attachment E, using information about the maximum peak arrivals in the
PM hour and simple queuing analysis methodology. They used a gate “service
time” of 20 seconds, although it is anticipated vehicles could proceed more quickly.
Using this information the probability of there being zero seconds of delay at the
gate is 98.65%. Similarly, the probability of there being as many as two vehicles in
the queue is 0.02%. Assuming 25 feet for each vehicle, that represents 75 feet of
storage. Per field measurement on Feb 4" 2014, the existing gated entrance is
setback from the edge of highway a distance of 121 feet and the keypad is setback
87 feet as shown on Attachment A. Therefore, sufficient distance exists and there
is room for up to three stored vehicles at the gate.

13. Sight distance has been calculated by KOA Corporation using Caltrans HDM sight
distance standards, as detailed in Response 2 above. Please see photo exhibits
included in Attachments A and B showing sight visibility for the various project
intersections.

14. Corner and stopping sight distance will be maintained in accordance with Caltrans
Highway Design Manual standards. Response 2 above provides a detailed
discussion of the sight distance issue. EIR Figure 2-3-2 (included in Attachment E)
graphically presents the sight distance at the two intersection conditions where the
traffic analysis indicated there could be less than adequate corner sight distance.
Figure 2-3-2 shows that while there is currently visibility, represented by the
signman pictured, brush and tree branches and a tree trunk come close to
obscuring the line of sight. This is the vegetation that would be trimmed or removed
as a result of the project. With the vegetation trimmed or removed the drivers’ lines
of sight would be unobstructed for the full distance required by the analysis. Any
work in the Caltrans right of way will be coordinated in advance and proper permits
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for work in the Caltrans right of way will be obtained.

15.The comment is acknowledged. The level of agricultural traffic is discussed in
response to point 4 above. The size and type of vehicle would range from half-ton
pickups to semi-trucks with livestock trailers suitable for the transport of cattle
would be used two to four times a year to bring cattle to the site in the summer/fall
and remove them in the spring/summer.

16. The improvement is not warranted based on the discussions in Responses 4, 6,
and 8 above. The following proposed improvements to Hoskings Ranch Road/SR
78/79 and Pine Hills Road/SR 78/79 reflect the lack of project level impacts and
the reduction in overall traffic due to the lack of additional agricultural traffic:

a. Provide a minimum of 580’ stopping sight distance in both directions.
b. Provide a minimum of 660’ of corner sight in both directions.

Hoskings Ranch Road will remain gated and signage will direct any heavy

agricultural traffic to the Tenaya Road entry on Pine Hills Road. Details are
provided in Responses 8 and 9 above.
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Table 5-1

Existing Configuration Sight Distance Summary

Prevailing Existing Sight Distance (feet)
Maneuver Speed Type Evasive Action Needed Available Adequate?
(MPH) *
Hoskings Ranch Road/SR-78/79
Left turn from Hoskings 58(2) Corner B slows for A 660 710 Yes
Ranch Road looking right Stopping B stops for A 580 585 Yes
Right turn from Hoskings 58 Corner Cslows for A 660 985 Yes
Ranch Road looking right Stopping C stops for A 580 750 Yes
EB through on SR-78/79 58 Corner - - - -
looking east Stopping B stops for D 580 750 Yes
Pine Hills Road/SR-78/79
Left turn from Pine Hills 58 Corner B slows for A 660 535 No
Road looking right Stopping B stops for A 580 950 Yes
Right turn from Pine Hills 58 Corner Cslows for A 660 750 Yes
Road looking left Stopping C stops for A 580 750 Yes
EB through on SR 78/79 58 Corner - -—- - -—
looking east Stopping B stops for D 580 750 Yes
Tenaya Road/Pine Hills Road
Left turn from Tenaya 48 Corner B slows for A 550 665 Yes
looking right Stopping B stops for A 430 670 Yes
Right turn from Tenaya 47 Corner Cslows for A 550 400 No
looking left Stopping C stops for A 430 745 Yes
SB through on Pine Hills 47 Corner - - - -
Road looking south Stopping B stops for D 430 725 Yes

58 MPH rounded up to 60 MPH, 48 and 47 MHP rounded up to 50 MPH

*Caltrans Guidelines were used. County guidelines are 580 and 440 feet for 60 and 50 MHP respectively.
AASHTO guidelines are 640 and 530 feet for 60 and 50 MHP respectively.




Southbound traffic on Pine Hills Road (Major Road) approaching
right-turn out from Tenaya Road (Minor Road)

Photo 1: "A" looking to "C"
Minor Road vehicle looking to Major Road vehicle

Photo 2: "C" looking to "A"
Major Road vehicle looking to Minor Road vehicle
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Photo 1 (zoom): "A" looking to "C"
Minor Road vehicle looking to Major Road vehicle

Photo 2 (zoom): "C" looking to "A"
Major Road vehicle looking to Minor Road vehicle
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Westbound traffic on SR-78/79 (Major Road) approaching
left-turn out from the north side of Pine Hills Road (Minor Road)

Photo 1: "A" looking to "B" Photo 2: "B" looking to "A"
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E KOA CORPORATION

PLANNING & ENGINEERING

MEMORANDUM

To: File JBxxxx

From: Arnold Torma, P.E., Senior Traffic Engineer
Re: Agricultural Trip Generation

Project: Hoskings Ranch re: A82033

Date: November 14, 2014

Although the Traffic Impact Study shows 1278 daily trips for the 24-lot Proposed Project and 728 daily
trips for the 34 lot project these numbers are based on SANDAG data. We have asked SANDAG for
clarification but received no response yet. These numbers are theoretical with the actual trips being a
fraction of these amounts. Earlier studies determined that cattle breeding was the only economically
viable agriculture on the land. Presently there is agriculture (cattle breeding) on the land, the rancher
lives off site. He makes on average two trips per week to the site for agricultural purposes. Based on
these actual numbers agricultural trips are not included in the determination that no or minimum

impact to the state highways is anticipated.

See example below of existing traffic use - We have doubled it to be conservative.

Weekl
Existing cattle breeding Day y Monthly | Yearly
Rancher 0.57 4.00 17.33 208
Vet 0.13 0.92 4.00 48
Delivery of cattle 0.0l 0.08 0.33 4
Pickup of cattle 0.0l 0.08 0.33 4
Fence mending 0.03 0.23 1.00 12
Food delivery 0.13 0.92 4.00 48
Well maintenance 0.07 0.46 2.00 24
Biologist 0.07 0.46 2.00 24
Range Manager 0.07 0.46 2.00 24
Totals 1.08 6.69 29.00 396

The standard SANDAG ADT generation rates for agriculture are for properties that are only used for
agricultural product and not necessarily related to combined residential and agricultural uses on the
same property. The SANDAG traffic numbers do not represent the existing actual cattle breeding
operation as shown above.
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E KOA CORPORATION

PLANNING & ENGINEERING

The property (1,416.5 ac.) is presently being grazed in a cattle breeding operation which is an
agricultural use. After the Proposed Project’s approval, agricultural acreage will be reduced to
approximately 495 acres. Whatever modest level of traffic that is currently associated with the existing
use has been determined by consultation with the local rancher currently using the site. This estimate
puts the agricultural traffic at approximately | ADT (See example above). This very low level of traffic
would not significantly change the counts used for existing traffic. Therefore, the result of the traffic
analysis is very conservative. Peak period percentages were not included since SANDAG did not identify
any peak period percentages in the “San Diego Traffic Generators” publication we do not find any
further agricultural information available from ITE or other publications.

Noting the points above, we believe the more likely and reasonable Proposed Project traffic
circumstances are represented by simply looking at the residential contribution only.

AT

Page 2 of 2



(NOT SO)

BRIEF GUIDE OF VEHICULAR TRAFFIC GENERATION RATES

FOR THE SAN DIEGO REGION

APRIL 2002

(SANDAG

401 B Street, Suite 800

San Diego, California 92101
(619) 699-1900 « Fax (619) 699-1950

NOTE: This listing only represents a guide of average, or estimated, traffic generation "driveway" rates and some very general trip data for land uses (emphasis on acreage and building square footage)
in the San Diego region. These rates (both local and national) are subject to change as future documentation becomes available, or as regional sources are updated. For more specific information
regarding traffic data and trip rates, please refer to the San Diego Traffic Generators manual. Always check with local jurisdictions for their preferred or applicable rates.

LAND USE TRIP CATEGORIES ESTIMATED WEEKDAY VEHICLE HIGHEST PEAK HOUR % (plus IN:OUT ratio) TRIP LENGTH
[PRIMARY:DIVERTED:PASS-BY]? TRIP GENERATION RATE (DRIVEWAY) Between 6:00-9:30 A.M. Between 3:00-6:30 P.M. (Miles)*

AGRICULTURE (Open Space) .......c.ceeeveureneuannens [80:18:2] 2/acre**> 10.8

AIRPORT .o [78:20:2] 12.5
Commercial 60/acre, 100/flight, 70/1000 sq. ft.> ** D  (6:4) & (5:5)

General Aviation 6/acre, 2/flight, 6/based aircraft* ** P (7:3) 1% (5:5)
Heliports 100/acre**
AUTOMOBILES
Car Wash
Automatic 900/site, 600/acre** B (55) D% (5:5)
Self-serve 100/wash stall** 2% (55) & (5:5)
[ Y] 1= [21:51:28] 2.8
with/Food Mart 160/vehicle fueling space** Po  (55) & (5:5)
with/Food Mart & Car Wash 155/vehicle fueling space** & (55) D% (5:5)
Older Service Station Design 150/vehicle fueling space, 900/station** o (55 % (5:5)
Sales (Dealer & Repair) 50/1000 sq. ft., 300/acre, 60/service stall* ** % (73 S (4:6)
Auto Repair Center 20/1000 sq. ft., 400/acre, 20/service stall* & (73 11% (4:6)
Auto Parts Sales 60/1000sq. ft. ** L) 10%
Quick Lube 40/service stall** Po (64 1% (5:5)
Tire Store 25/1000 sq. ft., 30/service stall** P (6:4) 11% (5:5)

CEMETERY 5/acre*

CHURCH (Or SyNnagogue) ......cceeueuveueenennenenannnnn [64:25:11] 9/1000 sq. ft., 30/acre** (quadruple rates D  (6:4) & (55) 51

for Sunday, or days of assembly)
COMMERCIAL/RETAILS
Super Regional Shopping Center 35/1000 sq. ft.,° 400/acre* K%  (7:3) 10% (5:5)
(More than 80 acres, more than
800,000 sq. ft., w/usually 3+
major stores)

Regional Shopping Center .........ccocevvvenennen. [54:35:11] 50/1000 sq. ft.,© 500/acre* K%  (7:3) % (5:5) 5.2
(40-80acres, 400,000-800,000
sq. ft., w/usually 2+ major stores)

Community Shopping Center ...........ccccceneee. [47:31:22] 80/1000 sq. ft., 700/acre* ** D% (6:4) 10% (5:5) 3.6
(15-40 acres, 125,000-400,000 sg. ft.,
w/usually 1 major store, detached
restaurant(s), grocery and drugstore)

Neighborhood Shopping Center 120/1000sq. ft., 1200/acre> ** B  (6:4) 1% (5:5)
(Less than 15 acres, less than
125,000 sq. ft., w/usually grocery
& drugstore, cleaners, beauty & barber shop,
& fast food services)

Commercial ShOPS ...vuvvieiiiiiiieiiie e [45:40:15]
Specialty Retail/Strip Commercial 40/1000 sg. ft., 400/acre™> N (6:4) % (5:5) 4.3
Electronics Superstore 50/1000sq. ft** 1% (5:5)
Factory Outlet 40/1000sq. ft.** N (73 % (5:5)
Supermarket 150/1000 sq. ft., 2000/acre> ** B (7:3) 1% (5:5)
Drugstore 90/1000sg. ft.** B  (6:4) 1% (5:5)
Convenience Market (15-16 hours) 500/1000sq. ft.** & (55) & (5:5)
Convenience Market (24 hours) 700/1000sq. ft.** %  (5:5) o (55)
Convenience Market (w/gasoline pumps) 850/1000 sq. ft., 550/vehicle fueling space** & (55) o (55)
Discount Club 60/1000 sq. ft., 600/acre* ** ©o (7:3) % (5.5
Discount Store 60/1000 sq. ft., 600/acre** N (6:4) & (5:5)
Furniture Store 6/1000 sq. ft., 100/acre**> B (73 % (5:5)
Lumber Store 30/1000 sq. ft., 150/acre** o (6:4) D% (5:5)
Home Improvement Superstore 40/1000sq. ft.** B% (6:4) & (5:5)
Hardware/Paint Store 60/1000 sq. ft., 600/acre** 2 (614 D% (5:5)
Garden Nursery 40/1000 sg. ft., 90/acre**> N (614 1% (5:5)

Mixed Use: Commercial (w/supermarket)/Residential {110/1000 sq. ft., 2000/acre* (commercial only) N (6:4) D% (5:5)

5/dwelling unit, 200/acre* (residential only) Y% (37) 1% (6:4)

EDUCATION
UNIVersity (4 YEars) ....ccvvuveeeeeeeeeieeneieanenennenns [91:9:0] 2.4/student, 100 acre* 10% (8:2) P% (3:7) 8.9
Junior College (2 years) ......coveveuieieueeieianennens [92:7:1] 1.2/student, 24/1000 sq. ft., 120/acre* ** 12% (8:2) P% (6:4) 9.0
High School ......coviiiii e [75:19:6] 1.3/student, 15/1000 sq. ft., 60/acre* ** 20% (7:3) 10% (4:6) 4.8
Middle/Junior High ..o, [63:25:12] 1.4/student, 12/1000 sqg. ft. 50/acre** 30% (6:4) P% (4:6) 5.0
Elementary .....ccveoviviiiiiiiii e [67:25:10] 1.6/student, 14/1000 sq. ft., 90/acre* ** 32% (6:4) P% (4:6) 3.4
Day Care ....coeeieieiiiiiiieee s [28:58:14] 5/child, 80/1000 sq. ft.** 17% (5:5) 18% (5:5) 3.7

FINANCIALS ... [35:42:23] 34
Bank (Walk-In only) 150/1000 sq. ft., 1000/acre* ** B (7:3) & (4:6)

with Drive-Through 200/1000 sg. ft., 1500/acre* B% (6:4) 1% (5:5)

Drive-Throughonly 250 (125 one-way)/lane* 2  (55) 13% (5:5)
Savings & Loan 60/1000 sq. ft., 600/acre** 26 o

Drive-Throughonly 100 (50 one-way)/lane** L) 15%

HOSPITAL <. [73:25:2] 8.3
General 20/bed, 25/1000 sqg. ft., 250/acre* & (7:3) 10% (4:6)
Convalescent/Nursing 3/bed** 6 (6:4) 6 (4:6)

INDUSTRIAL
Industrial/Business Park (commercial included) ........ [79:19:2] 16/1000 sq. ft., 200/acre* ** 1% (8:2) 1206 (2:8) 9.0
Industrial Park (no commercial) 8/1000 sq. ft., 90/acre** 11% (9:1) 12% (2:8)

Industrial Plant (multiple Shifts) ..........cccoeecuieeeeeen.. [92:5:3] 10/1000 sq. ft., 120/acre* 14% (8:2) 15% (3:7) 11.7
Manufacturing/Assembly 4/1000 sq. ft., 50/acre** 19% (9:1) 20% (2:8)
Warehousing 5/1000 sq. ft., 60/acre** 13% (7:3) 15% (4:6)
Storage 2/1000 sq. ft., 0.2/vault, 30/acre* & (5:5) % (5:5)
Science Research & Development 8/1000 sqg. ft., 80/acre* 16%  (9:1) 14% (1:9)
Landfill & Recycling Center 6/acre 11% (5:5) 10% (4:6)

MEMBER AGENCIES: Cities of Carlsbad, Chula Vista, Coronado, Del Mar, El Cajon, Encinitas, Escondido, Imperial Beach, La Mesa, Lemon Grove, National City,

(OVER)

Oceanside, Poway, San Diego, San Marcos, Santee, Solana Beach, Vista and County of San Diego.

ADVISORY/LIAISON MEMBERS: California Department of Transportation, County Water Authority, U.S. Department of Defense, S.D. Unified Port District and Tijuana/Baja California.
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Hoskings Ranch The Project

PROJECT TRIP GENERATION

Trip generation is a measure or forecast of the number of trips that begin or end at the project site.
The traffic generated is a function of the extent and type of development proposed for the site. These
trips will result in some traffic increases on the streets where they occur. Vehicular traffic generation
characteristics for projects are estimated based on established rates. These rates identify the probable
traffic generation of various land uses based studies of developments in comparable settings. The
rates used in this analysis were determined based on rates contained in the (SANDAG) (Not So) Brief
Guide of Vehicular Traffic Generation Rates for the San Diego Region (2002). This manual provides
standards and recommendations for the probable traffic generation of various land uses based upon
local, regional and nationwide studies of existing developments in comparable settings. Appendix C
contains excerpts from this manual. Table 1-1 and 1-2 summarizes the trips generated by the
proposed project.

Table 1-1
Project Trip Generation
) ) ) ) AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Land Use Intensity Units Rate/Trips Daily
Total ‘ In ‘ Out | Total ‘ In | Out
o ) Rate 12 8% 30% 70% | 10%  70% 30%
Estate Residential 24 Dwelling .
Trips 288 23 7 16 29 20 9
, Rate 2 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Agriculture 495 AC .
Trips 990 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total 1278 23 7 16 29 20 9

Note: Numbers may not total due to rounding.

Table 1-2
Consolidated Project Alternative Trip Generation
) ) ] ) AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Land Use Intensity Units Rate/Trips Daily
Total ‘ In ‘ Out | Total ‘ In | Out
o i Rate 12 8% 30% 70% 10% 70%  30%
Estate Residential 34 Dwelling .
Trips 408 33 10 23 41 29 12
) Rate 2 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Agriculture 160 AC .
Trips 320 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total 728 33 10 23 41 29 12

Note: Numbers may not total due to rounding.

KOA Corporation 3 September 2012
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Mr. Dennis Campbell County of San Diego
Date: February 26, 2014 Page 10 of 17

Attachment “D”

Queueing theory calculator
Worst Case - PM Peak Period Hoskings Ranch Rd with Project
http://www.supositorio.com/rcalc/rcalclite.ntm

. Data analysis. i
Choose queueing Space for calculations. Insert list. Press Analize to get goodness of If you love this

model. Eg. insert 2+2 then press Res. fit p-value Ca|cu|ator’ SO
will your
classmates,
students and
friends. Please
share it with
them:

1062
L wmic j O
~|

C M/M/Inf. 42

E vmicik | ] 4
£ vwerm | 2 C C g
1

| | 24
<
25

Google +a

41
<

L [

C (No. of K (Queue M (Entities

LI . LL :
Servers) capacity) population)) fw(incoming rate) i (service rate) 1 hrs/day

0.27 20
i i Clear F
| 1 ‘ Infinity Infinity units units ear Form

F:‘:I(Server L Lq W = Wq

) (Av%ragetelr;:ities (Avn_arrlage entities (Average time (Average time
in system) in queue) spent in system) |  waiting in line)

0.0135 0.0137 | 0.0002 ‘ 0.0507 ‘ 0.0007 ‘ 0.0002

2
Pn..n= H(Probability of

'n' entities being in the system)

1:\DWG\02\2040A\PROD\0-Scoping Letter\Caltrans-10-16-2013\MAI Letterhead - Response-(02-25-2014).doc



STATE OF CALIFORNIA__ _ - EdmundG. Brown, Jr.,, Govemor

NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION ) ECEIVE

1550 Harbor Boulevard
West Sacramento, CA 95691

916) 373-3715
Emei 373-5471 — FAX SEP 2 4 7013

e-mail: ds_nahc@pacbell.net
September 20, 2013 Planning and
Development Services

Mr. Dennis Campbell
County of San Diego Planning & Development Services

5510 Overland Avenue, Suite 310
San Diego, CA 92123

RE: SCH#2003081154 CEQA Notice of Completion; draft Environmental Impact [J)
Report (DEIR) for the ¥“Hoskings Ranch Tentative Map Project;” located
in the Julian area; San Diego County, California

Dear Mr. Campbell:

The Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) has reviewed the
Court decision (170 Cal App 3" 604), the court held that the NAHC has
jurisdiction and special expertise, as a state agency, over affected Native
American resources impacted by proposed projects, including archaeological
places of religious significance to Native Americans, and to Native American
burial sites.

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) states that any project
which includes archeological resources, is a significant effect requiring the
preparation of an EIR (CEQA guidelines 15064.5(b). To adequately comply with
this provision and mitigate project-related impacts on archaeological resources,
the Commission recommends the following actions be required:

Contact the appropriate Information Center for a record search to 1
determine :If a part or all of the area of project effect (APE) has been previously
surveyed for cultural places(s), The NAHC recommends that known traditional
cultural resources recorded on or adjacent to the APE be listed in the draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR).

—

—_—

If an additional archaeological inventory survey is required, the final stage 2
is the preparation of a professional report detailing the findings and
recommendations of the records search and field survey. We suggest that this
be coordinated with the NAHC, if possible. The final report containing site forms,
site significance, and mitigation measurers should be submitted immediately to
the planning department. All information regarding site locations, Native
American human remains, and associated funerary objects should be in a
separate confidential addendum, and not be made available for pubic disclosure
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pursuant to California Government Code Section 6254.10.

A list of appropriate Native American Contacts for consultation concerning
the project site has been provided and is attached to this letter to determine if the
proposed active might impinge on any cultural resources. Lack of surface
evidence of archeological resources does not preclude their subsurface
existence.

Lead agencies should include in their mitigation plan provisions for the
identification and evaluation of accidentally discovered archeological resources,
pursuant to California Health & Safety Code Section 7050.5 and California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) §15064.5(f). In areas of identified
archaeological sensitivity, a certified archaeologist and a culturally affiliated
Native American, with knowledge in cultural resources, should monitor all
ground-disturbing activities. Also, California Public Resources Code Section
21083.2 require documentation and analysis of archaeological items that meet
the standard in Section 15064.5 (a)(b)(f). Lead agencies should include in their
mitigation plan provisions for the disposition of recovered artifacts, in consultation
with culturally affiliated Native Americans. Lead agencies should include
provisions for discovery of Native American human remains in their mitigation
plan. Health and Safety Code §7050.5, CEQA §15064.5(e), and Public
Resources Code §5097.98 mandates the process to be followed in the event of

an accidental discovery of any human remains in a location other than a
dedicated cemetery.

CC. State Clearinghouse

Attachment:  Native American Contacts list
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Hoskings Ranch: Draft Response to Comments
December 5, 2014

Letter D: The California Native American Heritage Commission

1. The County concurs with the comment. The appropriate centers were contacted
and a record search was conducted, as detailed in the Cultural Resources
Assessment dated July 2013, Section 1.2.2., and as acknowledged in the DEIR,
Section 2.2.2, page 2-34. Traditional cultural resources recorded on the site are
listed in the EIR, Tables 2-2-1 through 2-2-4. No changes to the DEIR are
required in response to the comment.

2. This comment is consistent with the cultural resource assessment conducted by
the County Department of Planning and & Development Services. A Cultural
Resource Assessment is included in the DEIR as Appendix C and its contents
are summarized in the DEIR Chapter 2.2. A separate confidential report was
prepared discussing site locations. Native American consultation occurred, as
detailed in Chapter 7.0 of the technical report. No changes to the DEIR are
required in response to the comment.

3. The County concurs with the comment. The comment is consistent with the
mitigation requirements detailed in Section 2.2.5, Mitigation, starting on page 2-
39 of the DEIR. Mitigation also includes monitoring and curation of any artifacts
found. No changes to the DEIR are required in response to the comment.
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% Julian Community NCERT
e, Planning Group Planning

®evelopment

X October 14, 2013

Mr. Dennis Campbell

Planning and Development Services
County of San Diego

5510 Overland Ave. Suite 110

San Diego CA 92123

Dear Dennis;

The Julian Community Planning Group has reviewed the EIR for the Hoskings Ranch

Subdivision near the Town of Julian. We find the issues to be consistent with previous |
reviews of the project that we have conducted.]\_Ve wish to restate our strong preference |

for the preferred project in which all of the parcels exceed 40 acres in size. Considering

that this is an agricultural subdivision and to be consistent with the surrounding ranch |

lands we believe that the cluster of ten to fifteen acre parcels to be unacceptable.

~ Sincerely P
A
it A f
f QR AY

[ Jack D. Shelver
j Chair

S-60
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Hoskings Ranch: Draft Response to Comments

December 5, 2014

Letter E: Julian Community Planning Group

1. Comment noted. The County appreciates the Planning Group’s review and
involvement in the process.

2. The Planning Group’s preference for the Proposed Project over the Consolidated
Project Alternative is noted.
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Environmental Review Committee

13 October 2013

To: Mr. Dennis Campbell
Department of Planning and Development Services
County of San Diego
5510 Overland Avenue, Suite 110
San Diego, California 92123

Subject: Draft Environmental [mpact Report
Hoskings Ranch Tentative Map
PDS2003 3100-5312, Log No. 3910-03-10-005

Dear Mr. Campbell:

[ have reviewed the cultural resources aspects of the subject on behalf of this committee of the
San Diego County Archaeological Society.

Based on the information contained in the DEIR and its cultural resources appendix. Appendix
C. we have the tollowing comments:

I. We appreciate the applicant, the County, and the consulted Native American groups'
producing a tentative map which locates nearly all--and all the significant--historical and
archaeological sites in open space. Avoidance of impacts is always preferred but is too
infrequently accomplished.

2. The temporary fencing requircient is appropriate and appreciated, as is the proposed data
rccovery at the historic trash deposit. SDI-16881.

3. Regarding the Hoskings Ranch Rural Landscape District, Appendix C, on page 75,
recommends nomination to the California Register of Historical Resources and nomination
the County's historical landmarks register. This recommendation has been omitted from the
DEIR itself. The omission should be corrected. While the District falls in open space,
County landmarking would ensure that any future actions involving it would come beforce tt
Historic Site Board. atfording an opportunity to draw upon the expertisc of the board
members.

4. The wording of mitigation measure M-CR-1 in scveral locations in the DEIR (for example,
on pages S-1-16, S-1-17 and 4-6) calls for monitoring "by an archacologist and/or Native
American representative”. This needs to be corrected in all cases to say "and", not "and/or"

P.O Box 81106 San Diego, CA 92138-1106 (858) 538-0935
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5. Pages 77 and 79 of Appendix C include an alternative to curation of any cultural material
recovered during the monitoring program, for repatriation to the Kumeyaay community. We
note that this alternative does not appear to have been included in the DEIR, does not
distinguish between material of historical and Native American origin, and that the statement
is ambiguous in terms of who decides and which material is considered for repatriation. The
clearest definitions relative to repatriation appear in the federal NAGPRA of 1990. These

have been applied nationwide for over 20 years, and should continue to be the standard here
as well.

Thank you for the opportunity to participate in the public review of this project's environmental
documents.

Sincerely,

& Bpreao N 2>,
ares W. Royle, Jr., Chairpégsor

Environmental Review Committee

cc: Affinis
SDCAS President
File

P O. Box 81106 e San Diegcg %g 92138-1106 » (858) 538-0935



Hoskings Ranch: Draft Response to Comments

December 5, 2014

Letter F: San Dieqo County Archaeological Society, Inc.

1.

Comment noted.
Comment noted.

The County concurs with the comment. The County supports the
recommendation that the Hoskings Rural Landscape District be nominated to the
California Register of Historical Resources and the County’s historical landmarks
register. The recommendation has been added to the DEIR on page 2-35.

The County concurs with the comment. The wording in the DEIR has been
revised to reflect the requirement that both an archaeologist and a Native
American representative be present to monitor grading. Please see DEIR
Sections 2.2.3, Cumulative Impacts, page 2-37; Section 2.2.5.1, Mitigation
Measure M-CR-1, page 2-39; and 2.2.6, Conclusion, page 2-40.

The County concurs with the comment. The wording in the DEIR has been

revised to include the following statement in Section 2.2.5.1 on page 2-39:
“The archaeological consultant, County staff, and Native American
representatives will work together to determine the disposition of any
Native American cultural material collected, determining if some material
would be repatriated rather than curated, taking into account the
definitions under NAGPRA. Historical era cultural material collected will be
curated.”
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ENDANGERED HABITATS LEAGUE

Denicaten 10 ECOSYSTEM PROTECTION AND SUSTAINABLE LAND UsE

VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL

October 10, 2013

Dennis Campbell
dennis.campbell@sdcounty.ca.gov
Planning and Development Services
5510 Overland Ave. Suite 110

San Diego, CA 92123

RE: Hoskings Ranch TM (PDS2003 3100-5312, Log No. 3910-03-10-005) G
Dear Mr. Campbell:

The Endangered Habitats League (EHL) is a regional conservation organization
with members throughout Southern California, including San Diego County. We are a
long term stakeholder in County planning efforts. EHL submits the following comments
on behalf of itself and its members on the proposed DEIR and Habitat Loss Permit for the
Hoskings Ranch Tentative Map (Project). For the reasons explained below, the DEIR for
the Project does not meet minimum legal standards relating to the analysis of impacts and
the development and analysis of alternatives.

The preferred Project encompasses 1,416.5 acres, of which 206.9 acres would be
developed with residential pads and roads. Approximately 1,209.8 acres would be
preserved as open space. The Proposed Project would subdivide the Project Site into 24
residential lots while purporting to remain within Williamson Act requirements. The
land is most suitable for grazing, with agricultural acreage averaging 17.7 acres per lot. It
is perhaps more than a coincidence that the anticipated density of cattle for the site has
also been calculated exactly 17.7 acres per head. New owners will have the option to
discontinue participation in grazing with appropriate notice, and homeowners can fence
residential areas within the development area as desired. =

The DEIR acknowledges that the entire 1,416 acre Project site contains sensitive T
habitat (DEIR at p. 2-1), with Southern Mixed Chaparral, Chamise Chaparral, Coastal
Sage Scrub, a variety of Oak Woodland types, riparian resourccs, and Montane Meadow.
Especially in the western end of the Project site, the land is largely intact and borders
land permanently conserved as National Forest. (See October 7, 2013 letter to Dennis
Campbell from Biologist Jerre Stallcup, Conservation Biology Institute and attached
map, submitted concurrently.) Fragmentation of this portion of the Project site through

8424 Sanra MonICA BLyn SuiTE A 592 Los AnGELES CA 90069-4267 ¢  www IHLFAGUE ORG ¢ PHo~e 213.804.2750
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Dennis Campbell, DPDS

EIL on Hoskings Ranch DEIR
October 10, 2013

Page 2

residential parcelization therefore has the potential to impact not only onsite Project
resources, but also adjacent conserved lands, particularly is it relates to indirect impacts
on raptor foraging and breeding areas.

As the above-referenced map also indicates, the eastern border of the Project site
already is relatively parcelized. Specifically, scattered large residential lots and
agricultural operations ranging in size from two to 50 acres are located east of the site.
The area directly south of the eastern portion of Hoskings Ranch consists of small-scale
agricultural and residential lots ranging in size from four to 120 acres. The proposed lot
configuration for the Project ignores these distinctions between the western and eastern
parts of the Project site, spreading 24 rural residential estate lots spanning from the
eastern to the western borders of the site. —

Stated project objectives are as follows:

1. Provide a subdivision that maintains the integrity of the current Williamson Act

contract by continuing agricultural use on the site.

2. Preserve the rural character of the area by providing large lots that are consistent
with the Julian Community Character.

3. Provide for preservation of the Project Site’s significant environmental resources,
including biological habitats and rare species, archaeological sites,
Orinoco/Temescal Canyon Creek, and landform features such as steep slopes and
grasslands,

4. Provide appropriate infrastructure so that the Proposed Project would not adversely
impact community resources.

5. Provide the community with needed public facilities by dedicating land along SR
78/79 to the Jultan/Cuyamaca Fire Protection District (JCFPD).

EHL believes that the Project does not meet all these stated objectives—-
specifically the objectives of maintaining Williamson Act status for as much of the land
as is feasible and preserving the site’s environmental resources I-as well as a true m—
clustered design, an altemative that was not developed in the DEIR. A true clustered
design would keep the open space character of the western portion of the property
intact— consistent with surrounding conservation lands—thereby reducing harmful
habitat fragmentation,

Although the DEIR asserts that no significant biological impacts would result
from Project implementation, this conclusion is premised on an analysis that completely
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Dennis Campbell, DPDS

EHL on Hoskings Ranch DEIR
October 10, 2013

Page 3

ignored the obligation to address the on-site and cumulative impacts of habitat
fragmentation and related edge effects. (See Stallcup Letter, submitted concurrently, at pel | CO nt.
1.) The DEIR acknowledges potentially significant impacts to sensitive raptors, such as ™
Golden Eagle and Swainson’s Hawk, to a host of County-designated sensitive species,
and to the viability of a core wildlife area greater than 500 acres in size. (See DEIR, at p. 7
2-6.) For all these impacts and proposed mitigation, the DEIR relies upon simple
numerical percentages or ratios absent any meaningful discussion of configuration. The
resulting functionality of the fragmented and edge-impacted habitat relative to its
baseline condition without residential estate lot uses is undetermined.’ This failure to
consider configuration is particularly critical because many of the lots in the western side
of the Project extend into intact areas, which are in turn adjacent to the Cleveland
National Forest. -

A true clustered design would also ensure that the overwhelming majority of the 8
land would not be parcelized and thus remain clearly viable for commercial scale grazing
while keeping the developed parcels sufficiently large to preserve the area’s rural
character. By contrast, the 24 lots the Project proposes cannot be squared with
Williamson Act contract standards, thereby violating Government Codc §66474 .4,

This Subdivision Map Act statute prohibits the creation of residential subdivisions
on Williamson Act land where the resulting parccls arc too small to sustain commercial 9
agriculture or where, as is the case here, residential development is the primary purpose
of the subdivision and not merely incidental to the commercial agricultural use of the
land. The statute is clear that the resulting parcels from a subdivision must
independently support commercial agriculture and that residences are allowed only if
they are directly related to existing agricultural uses.” Hypothetical agricultural uses,

10

An example of a conclusion of insubstantial adverse effect based wholly on gross percentage
is found on page 2-9: “County guideline 3.1.A states that ‘alteration of any portion of a core
habitat could only be considered less than significant if a biologically-based determination can be
made that the project would not have a substantially adverse effect on the core area and the
species it supports’. Because the project preserves 85 percent of the Hoskings Ranch core wildlife
area, County policy as defined in the Guidelines for Determining Significance - Biological
Resources indicates that impacts are less than significant. Guideline 8 is not exceeded, impacts
arc less than significant, and no mitigation is required.”

? Cal. Gov't. Code §66474.4, subdivision (a) provides that “[t]he legislative body of a city or

county shall deny approval of a tentative map, or a parcel map for which a tentative map was not
required, if' it finds that cither the resulting parcels following a subdivision of that land would be
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Dennis Campbell, DPDS

EHL on Hoskings Ranch DEIR
October 10, 2013

Page 4

such as the speculative prospect of vineyards and orchards discussed in the DEIR, are
irrelevant.’ —
Applying this legal standard, it is obvious that the Board cannot make the required
findings under Government Code §66474.4. First, the resulting parcels can support a
stock load of an average one head of cattle. Some parcels, such as Parcels 12, 15, 16 and
20 cannot even support one animal. This is manifestly too small to sustain a commercial
grazing operation. It makes no difference that avocado, citrus, pears or vineyards can be
farmed on parcels that size, because that is not an existing or even necessarily viable use.
Second, the proposed residences are not to house cowhands or ranchers, but rathel_
are intended for individuals seeking to enjoy “country” amenities while commuting
elsewhere for their livelihoods. Indeed, landowners are anticipated to fence themselves
off from any agricultural activity. | These houses will be built, marketed and sold
regardless of whether active commercial agriculture occurs on the land. This is thus a
textbook case of where the “subdivision will result in residential development not
incidental to the commercial agricultural use of the land.” (Cal. Gov't. Code §66474.4,
subd (a).) The proposed project thus not only does not meet a key Project objective
identified in the DEIR, but it is also illegal. —
Perhaps anticipating problems with legality of the Project under the Subdivision
Map Act, the DEIR identifies an alternative configuration, misleadingly named the
“Consolidated Project Alternative,” but which at least acknowledges the fundamental
incompatibility between rural residential subdivision marketed to retirees and commuters
and commercially active agricultural land under a Williamson Act contract. The
Consolidated Project Alternative (CPA) proposes not just 24, but for some unexplained
reason an additional 10 homes totaling 34 lots [ocused in the eastern and north central
part of the site. Far from being a true “consolidated” design, lot sizes would vary from
11.8 to 709.3 acres, although average lot size would remain 40 acres. Most of the lots in

10

11

12

13

14

the CPA range in acreage from the high teens and low twenties to over 30 acres.

too small to sustain their agricultural use or the subdivision will result in residential development
not incidental to the commercial agricultural use of the land.” (Emphasis added.)

* Sce Cal. Dept. of Conservation Williamson Act analysis at

http://conservation.ca.gov/dlrp/lca/Documents/ W A %20 Workshop%20Presentations %201 109.pdf
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Dennis Campbell, DPDS

EHL on Hoskings Ranch DEIR
October 10, 2013

Page 5

Again, this alternative fails to meet Project objectives as well as a true clustered
design. For example, as for the objective of preserving the Project Site’s significant
environmental resources, including biological habitats and rare species, the CPA still
creates significant fragmentation, especially in the western half of the site. Indeed,
biologist Jerre Stallcup concludes that “the Project Alternative Map 34-lot project
provides no greater benefit for open space conservation than the proposed Map 24-lot
project.” The DEIR similarly concludes that “[tJhe CPA has similar impacts to biology
when compared to the proposed project.” (DEIR at p. 4-29.)

The simple fact is that the DEIR fails to develop and analyze a reasonable range?
alternatives that would better meet stated Project objectives. “A major function of an
EIR “is to ensure that a// reasonable alternatives to proposed projects are thoroughly
assessed by the responsible official.”” (Save Round Valley Alliance v. County of Inyo
(2007) 157 Cal. App. 4th 1437, 1456, citations omitted.) "One of [an EIR's] major
functions . . . is to cnsure that all reasonable alternatives to proposed projects are
thoroughly assessed by the responsible official.” (Wildlife Alive v. Chickering (1976) 18
Cal.3d 190, 197.) Reasonable alternatives should only be eliminated from consideration
in the EIR if the alternative would not mect most of the basic project objectives, is
infeasible, or it would not avoid significant environmental impacts. (CEQA Guidelines §
15126.6(c).) —

For example, the DEIR failed to analyze a true clustered alternative (lots from 5-
10 acres consistent with adjacent parcels to the west), keeping the unit count the same at
24 units—a unit yield that is concededly economically viable because the proposed
Project yields the same. If, for example, 8-acre lots were used consistent with the zoning
designation for the land under the historic General Plan (the TM application is pipelined),
the rural character of the area would be preserved and well over 1200 acres of the site
would remain under Williamson Act contract and remain intact for habitat. It would also
be easier to supply with infrastructure, create less of a burden on public services such as
fire and police, and would be much easier to protect from the intense wildfires that have
devastated the area in recent years, —

In short, a true clustered alternative would better meet all project purposes than |
either the Project or the CPA, with less environmental damage. It therefore must be
considered and cannot be rejected unless the County can make findings of infeasibility,
The analysis that CEQA requires is a means to a substantive goal. “The purpose of
CEQA is not to generate paper,” one court has observed, “but to compel government at
all levels to make decisions with environmental consequences in mind.” (Citizens of
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Dennis Campbell, DPDS

EHL on Hoskings Ranch DEIR
October 10, 2013

Page 6

Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553, 564.) “CEQA contains a
‘substantive mandate’ requiring public agencies to refrain from approving projects with
significant environmental effects if ‘there are feasible alternatives or mitigation
measures’ that can substantially lessen or avoid those effects.” (County of San Diego v.
Grossmont-Cuyamaca Cmty. Coll. Dist. (2006) 141 Cal. App. 4th 86, 98.)

If the Project’s significant impacts on biological resources are acknowledged —as
they must be—then a lead agency must make two sets of findings. The first must address
how the agency responds to significant effects identified in the environmental review
process, either by finding that these cffects will be mitigated, or that “[s]pecific
economic, legal, technological, or other considerations . . . make infeasible the mitigation
measures or project alternatives identified in the final EIR.” (CEQA Guidelines § =,
15091, subd. (a}(3).) The second set concerns any statement of overriding considerations, |
permitting an agency to approve a project despite the cxistence of significant
environmental impacts. (CEQA Guidelines, § 15093.) Because the findings
requirements implement CEQA’s substantive mandate that public agencies refrain from
approving projects with significant environmental impacts when there arc feasible
alternatives or mitigation measures that can lessen or avoid these impacts, an agency is
prohibited from reaching the second set until it has properly addressed the first. (See
CEQA Guidelines, § 15091, subd. (f), subd. (c); Mountain Lion Foundation v. Fish &
Game Commission (1997) 16 Cal. 4™ 105, 134.)

These findings must be supported by substantial evidence in the record. (Pub.
Res. Code § 21081.5; CEQA Guidelines, § 15091, subd. (b).) Any finding that an
alternative is infeasible must not only reflect a reasoned analysis, but must be based on
specific and concrete evidence. For example, in Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of
Supervisors (1988) 197 Cal.App.3d 1167, the court rejected a finding of infeasibility of
alternatives based on conclusory assertions of unacceptable cost, noting that:

“The fact that an alternative may be more expensive or less profitable is not
sufficient to show that the alternative is financially infcasible. What is required is
evidence that the additional costs or lost profitability are sufficiently severe as to
render it impractical to proceed with the project.” (Id. at p. 1181.)

Only if this finding of infeasibility can properly be made may a lead agency rely on a
statement of overriding considerations.

Taken collectively, these principles mandate that the County require the good-
faith development of a true clustered alternative along the lines suggested in these
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comments. This alternative must then be weighed against the other alternatives 20
developed, using relative environmental harm and the project objectives as benchmarks.

If, as EHL believes to be the case, a true clustered alternative best meets project CO nt.
objectives in a feasible manner at a2 minimum environmental cost, the County is bound
under CEQA to require its adoption.

Thank you for considering EHLs views.

Very truly yours,

d:/e%)

Dan Stlver, MD
Executive Director
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Hoskings Ranch: Response to Comments

Reviewed October 7, 2015

Letter G: Endangered Habitats League

1. The introductory comments are noted. The County disagrees that the DEIR
“does not meet the minimum legal standards.” The DEIR analyzed all
potential impacts and provides a reasonable range of alternatives. Details
are discussed in response to the comments below.

The comment compares the average acres of grazing available on each lot
with the average area required to support one cow on the site. These two
numbers are not related. The Proposed Project is designed to allow grazing
over most open space areas, encompassing approximately 930 acres when
fenced areas along Temescal Creek, major drainages, and around sensitive
plant species and sensitive habitat areas are subtracted. Disallowing steep
slopes, the prime grazing areas consist conservatively of approximately 435
acres. This number excludes sensitive areas that will be fenced, and areas
that are remote or too steep. Using an acre of grazing per lot measure is
misleading because the actual grazing area will vary by time of year, climatic
conditions, and levels of grazing vegetation available, among other factors.

The site has been assessed as having a carrying capacity of approximately
80 head of cattle by local ranchers with extensive grazing management
experience on adjacent or nearby properties. This amounts to an average of
17.7 acres per single head of cattle, over the entire site. This number was
used to provide the reader with a measure for understating the carrying
capacity of the site, but it is not useful for estimating how many head any
given lot on the site can support. The average agricultural acreage per lot and
the average acres needed to support one head are not related.

2. The Proposed Project has been designed to avoid habitat fragmentation and
negative effects on adjacent sensitive lands. Development areas in the west
are restricted to areas along the northern boundary, where there is already a
paved 24 foot wide road and adjacent offsite development. Property owners
will be advised of the open space easement and its restrictions prior to
purchase of any lot. Each lot will have some open space component that will
be united by easement into a single large (1,214.8-acre) open space area. A
Habitat Management Plan (HMP) will add ongoing protections to the open
space area and will provide a means to manage and monitor the open space
as a whole, in perpetuity. These protections will include patrolling and
monitoring of habitat integrity, specific tasks to assess and remediate any
intrusions or encroachments, removal of noxious invasives, regular agency
reporting, and an operating budget. While the Proposed Project remains
under a Williamson Act contract, a Conservation Grazing Management Plan
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(CGMP) will be in place to assess the effects of grazing and will provide for
the adjustment of grazing intensity if negative effects are found. Where
development occurs on the western end of the property, the habitat is not
fragmented with this design. Narrow “fingers” of habitat have been minimized
and a minimum of 400 feet between development nodes has been
maintained. The western boundary is, indeed, adjacent to conserved lands,
as noted in the comment, and for this reason this area is being entirely
preserved in open space and will not be developed. Additionally, onsite
stretches of Temescal and Orinoco Creek will remain in open space and will
be protected by a conservation easement, a 200 foot biological buffer, and
cattle-exclusionary fencing with signage. As a result, off-site conserved lands
to the west will be adjacent to onsite open space, preserving connectivity and
large blocks of habitat.

Raptor foraging habitat is impacted by the Proposed Project, estimated at
approximately 207 acres. However, all 1,214.8 acres of open space will
remain suitable for raptor foraging. Grazing will occur in the raptor foraging
area, although grazing and raptor foraging are not exclusionary activities.

. The County acknowledges the comment. The Proposed Project takes into
account differences between the existing conditions in the eastern and
western parts of the site. Development has been focused in the eastern part
of the site, where as the comment notes, existing offsite development is most
intense. Fifteen of the 24 lots are focused in this area. Higher densities in the
eastern area are constrained by the need to preserve sensitive habitats such
as Montane Meadow, and sensitive plants such as the San Diego Milk-vetch,
San Diego Gumplant, Cuyamaca (Parish’s) Meadowfoam, and Velvety False
Lupine. All of these occur on the eastern side of the property. Densities are
much lower in the west, where development has been focused along
developed roadways adjacent to already subdivided lands. The more
sensitive areas in the west, specifically the western boundary, Daley Flat,
Temescal Creek, and adjoining major drainages, will be retained entirely in
open space. The Proposed Project has taken a balanced and nuanced
approach to existing conditions in both the east and west.

. The County acknowledges the comment. The Williamson Act contract
provisions are met because the Proposed Project maintains 40 acre lots and
continues the required agricultural activity, cattle grazing/breeding. The
project therefore meets the objective of preserving the provisions and integrity
of the Williamson Act contract. The open space design and protections are
discussed in Response 2 above. The Proposed Project preserves 1,214.8
acres, 85 percent of the site, in protected and managed biological open
space. Due to its design and extent, and the low density of development, as
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well as ongoing management, the Proposed Project meets the objective of
preserving the site's environmental resources.

. The County acknowledges the comment. The current design keeps the open
space areas in the west intact and avoids habitat fragmentation as much as
possible while retaining the desired rural character and avoiding sensitive
resources, as detailed in responses 2 and 3. A more tightly clustered design
would not therefore provide additional open space advantages that have not
already been taken into account.

. The County acknowledges the comment. The DEIR biological summary and
technical report call out several significant biological effects. These are Bl -1
through BI-14, noted on DEIR pages 2-25 through 2-27. Habitat
fragmentation and edge effects were assessed in Sections 2.1.2.1, 2.1.2.2,
2.1.2.3, and 2.1.2.4 of the DEIR. The Proposed Project fully mitigates its
biological impacts through a program of open space design, management
and monitoring, fencing, and seasonal grading restrictions, as detailed in
mitigation measures M-BI-1 through M-BI-5 and M-BI-7 on pages 2-27
through 2-31. These measures include mitigation for edge effects that include
buffers, fencing and sighage, patrols, reporting, and provision for timely
remedial action if effects are noted.

. The County appreciates the comment. The integrity and effectiveness of the
open space is discussed in detail in Response 2. The Proposed Project open
space has been designed to provide biological protections for specific
species, as well as the core area and raptors. Therefore, percentages are an
important tool to illustrate how the open space design will effectively protect
given species. The analysis of how the open space protects specific sensitive
species discusses several features: avoidance of the most critical areas of
their habitats, development design to focus away from critical areas, fencing
and signage as needed, and extensive management of the open space.
Details are provided in the biological technical analysis (Appendix A), sections
3.0 through 7.0, beginning on page 48 and in the DEIR, where the impact
analysis is on pages 2-6 through 2-21. Five focused discussions are provided.
These are special status species, riparian habitats, federal jurisdictional
wetlands and waterways, wildlife movement and nursery sites, and local
policies, ordinances, and adopted plants. Page 2-7 notes that “direct and
indirect impacts [to special status species] would not affect the regioianl long-
term survival of any of these species because ample habitat that supports
these species is preserved on site and in the region.” Protections are focused
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on both project-level and regional preservation of species, which is reflected
in the RMP that calls for an ongoing program of species and habitat surveys,
reporting, and adaptive management. The development area in the far west
of the site (lots 23 and 24) is limited approximately 15 acres. No development
is closer than 800 feet to any offsite area, preserved or subdivided. Distances
from lot 24, the western- most lot, are approximately 1,200 feet from the
western boundary with a grade separation of 650+ feet. The entire intervening
area between the lot 24 pad and the western boundary will be in conserved
open space. Offsite preserved areas are protected with this design, as
detailed in responses 2 and 3 above.

The Proposed Project design creates a large (1,214.8 acre) open space area
across the entire site, as called for in the comment. Although each lot is at
least 40 acres in size, the development area is on average 8.6 acres per lot,
with the remaining portion preserved in open space. The open space will be
protected, monitored, and managed in perpetuity in order to maintain habitat
vigor and species diversity. Property owners will be advised of the open
space easement as described in Response 2.

. The Proposed Project proposes a joint grazing/cattle breeding operation to be
operated and managed by local professional ranchers with extensive
experience in the field of cattle raising and range management. Additionally
the 1,214.8-acre open space area will meet a goal of the Williamson Act of
preserving open rangeland. The Proposed Project will meet the requirements
of the Williamson Act contract by maintaining minimum 40 acres lots,
continuing grazing, and maintaining 85 percent of the site as open,
undisturbed land, most of which will be grazed.

. The County appreciates the comment. A joint grazing/cattle breeding program
will be in effect when lots are sold and will include all lots in the Proposed
Project. Should a lot owner opt out, they will be required to maintain their own
grazing/cattle breeding in the open space area, implement an agricultural use
within their development area, and/or give notice of withdrawal from the
Williamson Act contract for their property. Only gazing/cattle breeding will be
allowed in the open space area. Forty acre lots are acceptable under the
Williamson Act for continuation of agriculture according the to the California
Department of Conservation and County of San Diego policy. Available
grazing land on some individual lots is limited but those limitations vary with
factors such as climate, topography, seasons, rainfall, and other factors. For
example a lot that may seem to have limited capacity for grazing could
accommodate more cattle in years when conditions are particularly favorable
to the grasses that grow on that lot. Lots are also able to accommodate other
types of agriculture in their development areas, as demonstrated in the Lot By
Lot Analysis (Appendix G of the DEIR) conducted for the Proposed Project.
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The analysis discussed how these types of operations can be small in scale
but still commercially viable.

10. The County acknowledges the comment. Vineyards and orchards are not
used to support the argument that there is a viable agricultural use on the
site. This argument rests on the continuation of grazing/cattle breeding on the
site.

11.The County acknowledges the comment. There is adequate grazing area on
all lots in the proposed subdivision. Grazing is a dynamic process not a static
process. The cattle will not be limited to any one lot but will move over the
entire site because joint grazing will be used. At any given time, a lot may
support no cattle or as many head as can be grazed based on the available
forage. Factors of climate, rainfall, management considerations, the results of
biological monitoring, the location of drop points for hay in winter, and other
factors all contribute to a variation in the number of head supported on a lot at
a given point. The use of an averaged area of agriculture on each lot is not an
accurate way to assess agricultural capacity because of the number of
variables at play in the course of a grazing season.

12. The County acknowledges the comment. The Proposed Project anticipates
residents who want to be part of an ongoing agricultural activity and who
appreciate the rural feel of such a setting. They will be able to participate in
the operation without day to day involvement, as might be dictated by a
gentleman farmer model. As such they may be retired, may work elsewhere,
or may pursue additional agricultural activities within their development area.
The important point is to preserve open space and agriculture and the rural
feeling of the area, which the Proposed Project accomplishes. Residents will
have the option to fence their development area from the grazing area, as
needed.

13.The County acknowledges the comment. The Proposed Project is not a
standard subdivision where agricultural uses are completely eliminated in
favor of other uses. Agriculture will be in place on the site when lots are sold,
and will continue unless a lot owner opts out of the Williamson Act contract. If
a lot owner opts out, the open space on his or her lot will revert to exclusively
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biological open space and no further use of the open space area will be
allowed. As such the lot will continue to meet a Williamson Act goal of
preserving open land for future generations. State law and County policy has
deemed 40 acre lots acceptable for grazing under a Williamson Act contract.
This requirement is attained with the proposed design. The Proposed Project
as proposed preserves the provisions of the Williamson Act because it
provides 40 acre lots, active agriculture, and mandates the continuation of
agriculture for the duration of the contract term and it therefore is not illegal.

14.The County acknowledges the comment. The Consolidated Project
Alternative (CPA) is provided in order to adhere to the CEQA Guidelines
requirement to provide a range of designs, not in response to a perceived
inadequacy in the Proposed Project design. Ten additional lots were
proposed in the CPA to compensate for the need to pay 12.5 percent of the
assessed value of the property in order to immediately terminate the
Williamson Act contract. Termination is necessary in order to provide lots
smaller than 40 acres. Smaller lots are a key feature of the CPA and it cannot
be accomplished without this termination. The CPA provides lots ranging
from 11.85 up to 709.3 acres, as noted in the comment, with 26 small to
medium sized lots in the east and 8 larger lots in the west. The intent is to
demonstrate the effects of a realistic clustered approach on the east, taking
into account community character and biological constraints and respecting
Julian Planning Group opinions about clustering. The community has
expressed support for the Proposed Project, finding the “cluster of ten to
fifteen acre parcels to be unacceptable.” True clustering would require lots
below the minimum allowed lot size of 8 acres. These lot sizes would be even
more inconsistent with the community’s expressed standard and thus would
make attaining basic project objectives impossible.

The CPA, on the other hand, effectively shows that a consolidated approach
is feasible. It demonstrates, for example, that even with additional lots, a CPA
approach can provide more open space than the Proposed Project. The CPA
reduced lots in the west by one, and moves lots closer to the existing
development area on the north and northwest. It also reduces development
intensity in the west by moving lots east away from proximity to the western
boundary, and reduced the development area of lot 34.

Clustering is not a project objective. See DEIR Chapter 1, page 1-1. All
Proposed Project objectives such as preserving rural character and
environmental conservation are met. Neither the Proposed Project nor the
CPA produce habitat fragmentation. This is particularly clear when viewing a
map showing the open space areas on the site (Figures 2-1-5 of the DEIR).
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The CPA maintains a minimum of 800 feet of separation between the
development area on Lot 34 and the site boundary to the north. Distance from
the western boundary which is a focus of some comments here, is a minimum
of 2,400 feet (0.45 mile). Additionally the CPA respects the design criterion of
avoiding all development along the western boundary of the site. The
biological impacts of the Proposed Project and the CPA look similar but are
reduced in several ways. The CPA slightly reduces biological impacts by
preserving an additional 7.1 acres in open space. One lot in the sensitive
western areas is eliminated, and south-trending development nodes have
been reduced from six to four, thereby expanding the unobstructed open
space areas.

15. The County acknowledges the comment. A reasonable range of alternatives
has been presented. The CPA discusses an approach with smaller lots in the
east, where existing development is most prominent. For the reasons
discussed in response to comment 14 above, it provided a realistic and
attainable design. Other alternatives demonstrate what would occur if no
development were to occur. The No Development Alternative (NDA) analyzes
a situation where no change to existing conditions is anticipated. The No
Project/Legal Lots Alternative (NPLL) analyzes effects if a small level of
development (4 lots) were to occur. The Reduced Project Alternative (RPA)
examines effects if density was reduced by 50 percent and the remaining 14
lots were made larger. Thus a range of lot numbers is provided (0, 4, 14, 24
(the Proposed Project) and 34). Alternatives include both continuation of the
Williamson Act contact (NDA, NPLL, and RPA) and its termination (CPA). All
alternatives reduce Proposed Project effects in at least two areas. As such
the DEIR presents a reasonable range of alternatives as required by the
CEQA Guidelines.

16. The County acknowledges the comment. The CPA presents a feasible
approach to a true clustered alternative. Clustering to 8 acres and reducing
the lot count to 24 is not economically feasible due to the need to terminate
the Williamson Act contract, which requires payment of 12.5 percent of the
assessed property value, as discussed in response to comment 14 above. It
is not in keeping with the character of the area, as expressed strongly by the
Julian Planning Group and by planning documents such as the new General
Plan, which has revised the designation in this area to RL-40, or a minimum
lot size of 40 acres. The rural character would be compromised by this
approach. A clustering of 24 lots on 8 acres would create a development area
of 192 acres, a savings of 14.8 acres, or 1 percent of the total site area over
the Proposed Project. The additional 14.8 acres would be of benefit to the
western areas of the site, but a detailed analysis has shown that the current
CPA and Proposed Project designs do not compromise this area. Further,
clustering would be focused in an area where large areas of sensitive habitats
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such as Montane Meadow, extensive drainages, and most of the rare plants
on the site occur. The clustered approach thus complicates the issues of
direct impacts to sensitive species, impacts to drainages, and concentrates
edge effects in a more sensitive are, without providing clearly superior
environmental benefits elsewhere on the site. The CPA addresses all of these
concerns and represents a better approach to development than clustering on
8 acre lots.

17.The County acknowledges the comment. A more densely clustered project
would not meet Proposed Project goals and would not attain a meaningful
reduction in environmental damage, as discussed in detail in the response to
comment 16.

18. The County acknowledges that Findings for the Proposed Project are
required. Findings for the Proposed Project are well supported by the facts
presented in the DEIR and the record, including a reasonable range of
alternatives and facts justifying the infeasibility of a clustered 8-acre minimum
lot size alternative. Please see response to comment 16 above.

19.The DEIR concluded all significant environmental impacts would be mitigated
to less than significant. Therefore, no overriding considerations are required
for this Proposed Project. The Proposed Project and the range of alternatives
fully mitigate their impacts. A number of reasons that a true clustered
alternative is infeasible are presented in the response to comment 16. The
EIR does not include profitability as a reason to reject the alternative.

20. The County acknowledges the request for analysis of a new alternative based
on clustering to eight acre lots. Such an alternative is not needed because it
could not be feasibly attained, could create additional environmental impacts,
and would not provide significant new information about the Proposed Project
that is not already provided by the alternatives that have been selected.
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Conservation Biology Institute

651 Cornish Drive
: : Encinitas, California 92024
CONSERVATION (760) 634-1590

BIOLOGY
INSTITUTE www.consbio.org

9 October 2013

Mr. Dennis Campbell

Dept. of Planning and Development Services
5510 Qverland Ave, Suite 110

San Diego, CA 92123

RE:  Hoskings Ranch Tentative Map 5312
Dear Mr. Campbell:

The Conservation Biology Institute is a 501(c}{3) organization that provides science support for habitat
conservation efforts. Our staff has played a major role in the habitat conservation programs in San
Diego County, both in conservation planning and in implementation (i.e., habitat management and
monitoring). | have reviewed the map for the subject property and have the following comments.
Section 2.1 {Biology) of the Draft Environmental Impact {DEIR) Report for the subject project evaluates
impacts according to 10 guidelines for determining the significance of impacts. Guideline 8 states:
“The project would impact the viability of a core wildlife area, defined as a large block of habitat
(typically 500 acres or more not limited to project boundaries, though smaller areas with particularly
valuable resources may also be considered a core wildlife area) that supports a viable population of a
sensitive wildlife species or an area that supports multiple wildlife species.”

The analysis states: “The 1,416.8-acre Hoskings Ranch constitutes a core wildlife area according to the
County's definition due to its size and the number of sensitive wildlife species that occur onsite.”
However, the DEIR concludes that impacts are less than significant because the project conserves 85%_|
of the property in open spaceJ_The DEIR does not analyze the onsite and cumulative impacts of |
fragmentation and edge effects on the proposed open space and on the various sensitive species in_|
the area, including the golden eagle and other raptorirMoreover, the Project Alternative Map 34-IoT |
project provides no greater benefit for open space conservation than the proposed Map 24-lot
project. =
A true environmentally superior alternative would provide more clustering of lots in an area closest to
existing infrastructure and would, in turn, consolidate the open space close to other regionally |
conserved Iands_.rlﬁ fact, the document does not analyze the project with respect to conserved lands |
in the surrounding area (see attached map), and both project designs place lots near the existing
conservation easements. Consolidating open space on the property would not only enhance the value
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Mr. Dennis Campbell
Page 2

of the open space in the San Diego River gorge, but would also maximize the value of the Hoskins
conserved open space on existing onsite conservation easements. —

| believe the applicant should analyze a true project alternative that considers more clustering of lots
and more consolidation of open space, with respect to existing land use in the region.

Sincerely,

Jerre Ann Stallcup
Conservation Ecologist
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Hoskings Ranch: Draft Response to Comments

December 5, 2014

Letter H: Conservation Biology Institute

1. The County acknowledges that the DEIR states that the Proposed Project is in a core
wildlife area. The DEIR states, “The Project has been designed to avoid impacts to 85
percent of this core wildlife area by preserving large blocks of generally contiguous
habitat that encompasses many of the most biologically significant areas in 1,214.8
acres of managed biological open space easements (page 2-9).” Furthermore the
technical study for the Proposed Project states (page 51):

The Proposed Project has been designed to avoid impacts to 85% of this core wildlife
area by preserving large blocks of generally contiguous habitat that encompasses many
of the most biologically significant areas in 1,214.8 acres of managed biological open
space easements. County guideline 3.1.H states that “alteration of any portion of a core
habitat could only be considered less than significant if a biologically-based
determination can be made that the project would not have a substantially adverse
effect on the core area and the species it supports.

Because the Proposed Project preserves 85% of the Hoskings Ranch core wildlife area
in a design that effectively avoids habitat fragmentation, provides large blocks of habitat,
and retains the integrity of the core wildlife area, County policy as defined in the
Guidelines for Determining Significance - Biological Resources indicates that impacts
are less than significant.

2. The County acknowledges the comment. The DEIR provides detailed analyses of the
effects of fragmentation, noise and other edge effects, corridor widths and habitat
blocks, and visual continuity, starting of page 2-9 (noise, edge effects), 2-12 (edge
effects), 2-14 (edge effects), 2-15-16 (corridors), connectivity and habitat blocks) .
These discussions are based on a full biological report and numerous focused surveys
that were done for the project (DEIR Appendix A). Mitigation and design considerations
for significant effects are provided in DEIR Section 2.1.5 starting on page 2-27.

3. The County acknowledges the comment. The 34 lot project provides a small amount of
additional open space (7.1 acres) but also provided additional biological benefits. The
CPA reduces development in the west by one lot and moves one lot to the east away
from the western boundary where sensitive lands are located. The development area of
the western most lot has been reduced. And south-trending development nodes have
been reduced from six to four, thereby expanding the unobstructed open space areas in
the south along Temescal Creek. As such it provides a larger block of open space -in

the eentral and western part of the site.-lr-addition,—grazing-weould-be-reduced-from-930
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acresr-the-Proposed-Projectto709-acres-on-onelotinthe- CPA. The CPA therefore

has significantly fewer biological impacts than the proposed project.

4. The County acknowledges the comment. A clustering of small lots in the east was
determined to be inconsistent with the character of the Julian area and the agricultural
nature of the Proposed Project. It could also have additional biological impacts due to
the sensitivity of some eastern areas. Clustering to 8 acres and reducing the lot count to
24 is not economically feasible due to the need to terminate the Williamson Act contract,
as discussed in response to comment 14 above. It is not in keeping with the character
of the area, as expressed strongly by the Julian Planning Group and by planning
documents such as the new General Plan, which has revised the minimum lot size in
this area from eight to 40 acres. The rural character would be compromised by this
approach. A clustering of 24 lots on 8 acres would create a development area of 192
acres, a reduction of 14.8 acres, or 1 percent of the total site area over the Proposed
Project. The additional 14.8 acres could be of benefit to the western areas of the site,
but a detailed analysis has shown that the current CPA and proposed Proposed Project
designs do not compromise the biological resources in this area. Further, clustering
would be focused in an area where large areas of sensitive habitats such as Montane
Meadow, extensive drainages, and most of the rare plants on the site occur. The
clustered approach thus complicates the issues of direct impacts to sensitive species,
impacts to drainages, edge effects due to higher density, without providing clearly
superior environmental benefits elsewhere on the site. The CPA addresses all of these
concerns and represents a better approach to development than clustering to 8 acres
because the CPA provides a superior biological design and is closer to the character of
the area because it avoids small lots and disperses homes in a fashion similar to
surrounding uses.

5. The County acknowledges the comment. The Proposed Project’s connectivity with
conserved lands offsite is analyzed in the DEIR. See Section 2.1.2.4, Wildlife Movement
and Nursery Sites, Guidelines 2, 3, 5 and 6; and Section 2.1.2.5, Local Policies
Ordinances, and Adopted Plans, Guideline 2. Note that the proposed Upper San Diego
River Recommended Wilderness Area is off site to the west. The entire western
boundary of the -site has been retained in protected open space, providing continuity
and protection for this area. While lot lines extend to the western boundary, an open
space easement, fencing and signage as needed, and monitoring and maintenance
plan ensure that this area will remain in open space. No changes to the DEIR are
needed as a result of the comment.

6. The County acknowledges the comment. A clustering alternative is discussed in detail in

response to comment 4 above. The response indicates that a true clustered alternative
is not feasible. No changes to the DEIR are needed as a result of the comment.
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From: Cindy Buxton [mailto:iokuok2 @hotmail.com]

Sent: Tuesday, November 12, 2013 12:38 AM

To: Campbell, Dennis

Cc: Will Metz; Rob Hutsel; Joan Friedlander; Molly Bigger; Bill Powers; donna tisdale; dsilverla@me.com
Subject: RE: PDS2003 3100-5312 (TM), LOG NO. 3910-03-10-005 (ER); HLP XX- XXX; SCH NO.
2003081154; HOSKINGS RANCH TENTATIVE MAP.

Oh, By the Way, SDG&E has proposed as part of their Master Permit renewal the use of a new
wire or conductor that is one inch in diameter instead of the current 1/2 inch one. This new
conductor is rated for high current instead of voltage. If this criteria materializes the current
running through this line will be 5.5 times what it is now. The efficiency has not been disclosed
as of yet though the question is outstanding. The temperature runs up to 270 from 190 at
efficient capacity. This would be similar to living next to a traditional line with the capacity that

. of at least a 230 if not a 340 line. The Sunrise Powerlink by comparison was 500 and the two

" lines running underground in to Alpine were 230. This would have slightly different issues of a
5 fold increase in magnetic field interference on any communications device as well as any
magnetic field health issues, and high amperage or current safety issues. The safety factor of
running high current attached to a metal pole and electrocution issues have been raised in the
public commenting. These would need to be disclosed to potential customers as well as
commenters.

Sincerely,
_Cindy Buxton
* Chair Forest Commiittee, San Diego Sierra Club

1964 - 2014 Civil Rights 50 ~ Wilderness 50

From: iokuok2@hotmail.com

To: dennis.campbell@sdcounty.ca.gov

CC: wmetz@fs.fed.us; rhutsel@sandiegoriver.org; ifriedlander@fs.fed.us; cmbigger@cox.net: bi
np@borderpowerplants org; donnatisdale@hughes.net

Subject: PDS2003 3100-5312 (TM), LOG NO. 3910-03-10-005 (ER); HLP XX-XXX; SCH NO.
2003081154; HOSKINGS RANCH TENTATIVE MAP.

Date: Mon, 11 Nov 2013 23:57:51 -0800

. PDS2003 3100-5312 (TM), LOG NO. 3910-03-10-005 (ER); HLP XX-XXX; SCH NO. 2003081154;
HOSKINGS RANCH TENTATIVE MAP.

Planning & Development Services (PDS), Project Processing Counter, 5510 Overland Avenue, Suite
110, San Diego, California 92123

~Dear Mr Cambell
Somewhere | had the impression that the comments for the above project were due on November

10. I'm not sure now but I'm sending in my thoughts anyway. This project has been a while in the
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making. | remember a notice sent by Anne Fege, the Forest Supervisor a decade ago sent back in
2003 or so.

Since then | bumped into a mention of this area in the state RET! think tank on energy and global
warming at their 2010 conference website. There was mention of an industrial scale wind farm at
Daley Flat that was planned of some significant importance. Since then RETI morphed into BLM
management and then onto the counties to carry out. Apparently this took another round
appearing on the county wind ordinance proposal as a desirable but hardly top honors or very large
area. Then on its heels- | believe it was even in the same county planning meeting that Michael Beck
introduced an idea for a total community plan that included residential combined with a wind

farm. Now I’'m seeing Daley Flat back on the map as a residential with some doubts cast by Dan
Silver-who was more or less tied at the hip with the all in one plan, -doubts about Williamson Act
lands being treated like a residential community that would compromise the agriculture potential
for a designated area.

What | don’t see in the project currently is any mention of a wind farm. If this is at all a possibility it
HAS to be pointed out as a possible connected action. Even if this is to be smaller wind (hardly
what was indicated by RETI, it should nevertheless be made very clear. | would not want to
purchase a lot and then find out my neighbors were putting in a wind mill. These have proven very
problematic in some places. | think if there is so much as two developers having coffee and musing
over the possibility you MUST disclose that industrial wind is a possibility on this project. We have
met a number of people claiming to be investors in wind at this very location so this has already
happened and much more than just speculative. Again if this is true it has to be disclosed. It would
be fraud to claim otherwise for sales and the environmental impacts are significant. ]
Additionally I find any development of this area a shame. | would agree in part with the comments |
of the Endangered Habitats League. However I'm additionally surprised they are not all the more
emphatic that this proposal is encroaching on wild areas in a very serious way. Anything near
Orincco Creek should not be allowed. Anything near Temescal Creek should even more so not be
allowed, The lots should not be extended all the way down into these watersheds. Where there'EI
open space it should be exactly that, open space, not part of someone’s propert_y;’_Tm;r —
transmission bringing power to this project should NOT be coming from the TL626!!! This I'm most
emphatic about. This line has been most controversial and the worst fire hazard in all of Southern
California. Please do not dignify anything that would further the need for this line. It should either
be removed or combined into an undergrounded line on highway 79. The 626 runs through
extremely dry and windy areas . It also runs through five units of the proposed Eagle Peak
Wilderness. There is only one home trunked off from this line and there should not be others as
the impacts from growing this line come with enormous hazards and impacts. Coming from Santa
Ysabel substation you should find a route with less political baggage and much more reliability. If
SDG&E is telling the truth about when they turn off this line anyone on this line is going to be
attached to the highest wind hazard on the grid and the one most likely to be shut off for winds that
occur 12 miles away weather they are at the Hoskins Ranch or not. Hence both residences and the
environment would be far better off bringing in power another way.

Lastly, RETI, and the County Wind Ordinance failed to inform the USFS of this project and the many
unfolding project ideas. | don’t know if the Forest Service will insists that you keep them informed
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but as a commenter, official or not as a person who is chronically thinking about this region on

behalf of the public good | am insisting that you keep them abundantly informed. | would also like __
to be informed of anything new on this project as it occuﬁree that the project clustering is not |
enough. I noticed that there is mention of a Hiking and Riding trail access on number “5” but the ]
map was too small to find it. Please hang on to this easement.[Please keep this project more to thé |
north and east and as much away from Daley Flat, Orincco Creek and Temescal Canyon. Temescal
Canyon is one of the most rugged unspoiled hidden corners of the San Diego watershed-though
there are several this one is significant. It should be protected from any potential impact. || noticed |
that one of the versions of this proposal appeared to have lots coming down to the canyon. | am
strongly opposed to allowing this as it touches some fragile exceedingly unique areas and an
exceptionally significant Native American Archeological area. —

Frankly if it were my choice | do not think this development should happen at all, these lands would
serve time much better as they are and should be turned over to the USFS for consistent
management. —
I disagree with some of the plant community references to being undesirable. Particularly is that of
California Sagescrub. You should not be encouraging developers to remove this as it is habitat for
gnatcatchers a threatened species that was already hard hit after the Cedar Fire and is just

beginning to recover. This is essentially suggesting the removal of critical habitat_.ﬁhere appears
to be a significant presence of Engleman Oak and these too should be protected. | think you may
also have some sensitive intermittently wet areas. These are sometimes uniquely adapted and ]
should be avoided.| All of these are additionally the result of cumulative impacts from fire and other |
pressures already upon the land. | am not clear that this was presented as such. Clearly a cluster

of homes would have an impact, industrial scale wind placed on the remaining “open space” would
be a near disaster for the area. Ju—

Thank you for considering these comments in review of this project. Please include me in all future

public releases of information and commenting requests on this project.
Sincerely,

Cindy Buxton
Chair of the Forest Committee, San Diego Sierra Club
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Hosking Ranch: Response to Comments

Reviewed October 4, 2015

Letter I: Sierra Club (Late Comment)

1.

The County appreciates the comment but construction of new SDG&E facilities is
not an issue for the DEIR for Hoskings Ranch. The Proposed Project will receive
power from SDG&E infrastructure in the area. The issue of new facilities is a
matter for the utility and public regulatory agencies charged with overseeing it.
No changes to the DEIR are needed in response to the comment.

Although the comment was received after the comment period ended, it is being
included in the administrative record for the Proposed Project and the County is
providing the following responses.

The Proposed Project does not propose a wind farm and the County is not aware
of any proposed wind farms in proximity to the Proposed Project. It should be
noted that the Daley Flat area mentioned in the comment is proposed to be
biological and grazing open space, not residential uses, as the comment infers.
Should the Proposed Project be approved, this area will be dedicated in
perpetuity in open space and so development of a wind farm would be precluded.
Regarding impacts to agriculture and compatibility of the Williamson Act, as
stated in section 3.1.2 of the EIR, due to the size of the lots and several design
measures, the Proposed Project would not result in any land use conflict with the
Williamson Act.

Please see the response to comment 3 above.

The Proposed Project does not propose any development in Temescal Creek or
Orninoco Creek. These areas will be protected in an open space easement, with
fencing and signage used as needed to protect them. A 200 foot buffer is
implemented to keep cattle and humans from encroaching into or near the
creeks. The Endangered Habitats League commented on the Proposed Project.
A detailed response to their comments in included as Letter H of the Response to
Comments included in the Final EIR.

Individual lots are a minimum of 40 acres so as to be consistent with the
Williamson Act contract currently in force on the site. As such the property lines
extend to the creeks. However, this area will not be available to lot owners
because it will be protected by an open space easement. Notification of potential
owners as to this fact will be made a condition of the Proposed Project.
Additional protections will include fencing and signage, and ongoing site patrols,
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and a Resource Management Plan (RMP) that will require monitoring of habitats,
reporting, and financial support to ensure monitoring continues. The Proposed
Project provides adequate protection for open space and no changes to the
DEIR are needed.

7. The Proposed Project will not use power from line TL626. Power will be supplied
from existing infrastructure along SR 78/79 and Pine Hills Road.

8. The County acknowledges the comment and will include the San Diego Sierra
Club on the distribution list for the Proposed Project. The U.S. Forest Service is
also a commented on the DEIR and will receive these notifications.

9. The County acknowledges the comment. Clustering has been represented on the
site through the Consolidated Project Alternative. The CPA presents a feasible
approach to a true clustered alternative. Clustering to 8 acres and reducing the
lot count to 24 is not economically feasible due to the need to terminate the
Williamson Act contract, as discussed in response to comment 14 above. It is not
in keeping with the character of the area, as expressed strongly by the Julian
Planning Group and by planning documents such as the new General Plan,
which has revised the minimum lot size in this area from eight to 40 acres. The
rural character would be compromised by this approach. A clustering of 24 lots
on 8 acres would create a development area of 192 acres, a savings of 14.8
acres, or 1 percent of the total site area over the Proposed Project. The
additional 14.8 acres would be of benefit to the western areas of the site, but a
detailed analysis has shown that the current CPA and proposed designs do not
compromise this area. Further, clustering would be focused in an area where
large areas of sensitive habitats such as Montane Meadow, extensive drainages,
and most of the rare plants on the site occur. The clustered approach thus
complicates the issues of direct impacts to sensitive species, impacts to
drainages, edge effects due to higher density, without providing clearly superior
environmental benefits elsewhere on the site. The CPA addresses all of these
concerns and represents a better approach to development than clustering to 8
acres. It is not clear what the reference to a “Hiking and Riding trail on number
“5™ is in reference to. There are no hiking or riding trails proposed in conjunction
with the Proposed Project.

10. The County concurs with the comment. No development will be allowed in Daley
Flat or along or near Temescal Creek and Orinoco Creek. The Proposed Project
has been focused in the east, where 15 of 24 lots are located. Development also
focuses on the northern ridge, with some lots extending in a southerly direction
that are bordered by open space. No development area comes within 1000 feet
of the creeks in the western parts of the site. Grazing will be allowed on Daley
Flat and western areas of the site. Grazing will be subject to a Conservation
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Grazing and Management Plan (CGMP) that will monitor grazing effects, ensure
fences are in repair, and will adjust cattle placement in response to periodic
habitat assessments. These protections will be adequate to protect sensitive
locations on the site and no change to the DEIR is needed.

11. The County concurs with the comment. There was an earlier design that located
four lots along the western boundary and in Daley Flat. The design has been
dropped. No development will take place along the western boundary or in Daley
Flat.

12.The County acknowledges the comment. Consistent management will be
provided for open space areas through the RMP. Turning the site over to the
Forest Service would not meet any of the Proposed Project goals.

13.The County acknowledges the comment about removal of California Sagebrush.
The removal of sensitive habitat is discouraged by Federal, State and County
laws, ordinances, and policies. The Proposed Project conforms to these laws and
has been designed to avoid sensitive habitat whenever possible. California
Gnatcatchers do not occur on the site so impacts to Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub
(DCSS) will not impact this species. Of the 40.6 acres of DCSS on site, 3.8 acres
are impacted and are mitigated on-site at a 2:1 ratio. Impacts are fully mitigated
and no changes to the DEIR are required.

14.The County acknowledges the comment as related to protecting Engelmann
Oaks and wetlands. Of the 246 acres of Engelmann Oak on the site, the
Proposed Project impacts 45.9 acres. Although few trees will be removed, this
area falls within development areas of the site and so is considered impacted.
Mitigation consists of 131.1 acres of preservation at a ratio of 3:1 (6:1 for 2.0
acres of vacated open space). All total the site will preserve 201 acres of
Engelmann oak on site. No wetland will be impacted. Impacts are fully mitigated
or avoided and no changes to the DEIR are required as a result of the comment.

15.The County acknowledges the comment. Cumulative impacts were analyzed for
the Proposed Project biology and were found to be not significant. The DEIR
acknowledges the potential for impacts from the CPA. No wind farming is
proposed, as detailed in the response to comment 3 above.

16. The County appreciates the comment. The Sierra Cluber will be included in all
future releases of public information about the Proposed Project.
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SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS MITIGATED TO A LEVEL OF LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT

2.1 Biological Resources

Impact
No.

Impact

Mitigation

Conclusion and Mitigation Effectiveness

2.1.2.15

pecial Status Species

BI-1

Indirect long-term
impacts to Swainson’s
Hawk, and Cuyamaca
Meadowfoam due to
habitat loss

M-BI-1 Management and preservation of 1,209.8 acres of
open space protected by a dedicated Biological Open Space
or Conservation Easement.

M-BI-2 A Resource Management Plan (RMP) will be
required to manage open space in perpetuity. The RMP will
control human and animal encroachment, provide weed
abatement, vegetation monitoring, sensitive species
monitoring, and restrictions to recreational uses of the
open space. Restrictions may include fencing and/or
signage.

M-BI-5 The CGMP contains site-specific conservation
measures and practices that address multiple resource
concerns on areas where grazing related activities or
practices will be planned and applied. The CGMP defines
the monitoring of site conditions and the planned effects
on resources related to grazing, including monitoring
variables, methods, a schedule, evaluation standards and
analysis, adaptation of management actions, and reporting.

Special Status Species and others that could occur onsite will
be conserved in the open space easement areas. The open
space will be protected and managed in perpetuity under a
RMP, thereby conserving the viability of Special Status
Species. The RMP and the CGMP work together to provide
the open space adequate protections while allowing grazing
to occur onsite. With implementation of these measures,
impacts are rendered not significant.




SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS MITIGATED TO A LEVEL OF LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT

2.1 Biological Resources

mpact

species: Direct impacts:
Banner Dudleya,
Engelmann Oak, San
Diego Desert Woodrat,
Silvery Legless Lizard,

M-BI-2 An RMP will control human and animal
encroachment, provide weed abatement, vegetation
monitoring, sensitive species monitoring, and restrictions to
recreational uses of the open space. Restrictions may

No. Impact Mitigation Conclusion and Mitigation Effectiveness

Plrect and indirect M-BI-1 Management and preservation of 1,209.8 acres of
Impacts to Count'y Group open space protected by a dedicated Biological Open Space
Aor B plant speue.s, or Conservation Easement, and an RMP for resources
County Group | animal onsite.
species, or state Species
of Special Concern: Direct | M-BI-2 An RMP will control human and animal Special Status Species and others that could occur onsite will
impacts: San Diego encroachment, provide weed abatement, vegetation be conserved in the open space easement areas. The open
Gumplant, Velvety False | monitoring, sensitive species monitoring, and restrictions to | space will be protected and managed in perpetuity under a
Lupine, Two-striped recreational uses of the open space. Restrictions may RMP, thereby conserving the viability of Special Status
Garter Snake, and Large- | include fencing and/or signage. Species, including County Group A or B plant species, County

Bl-2 blotched Salamander. M-BI-5 The CGMP contains site-specific conservation Group | animal species, or state Species of Special Concern,
Indirect impacts: San measures and practices that address multiple resource as listed. The RMP and the CGMP work together to provide
Diego Milk-vetch, concerns on areas where grazing related activities or the open space adequate protections while allowing grazing
Grasshopper Sparrow, practices will be planned and applied. The CGMPdefines the to occur onsite. With implementation of these measures,
Golden Eagle, Red- monitoring of site conditions and the planned effects on impacts are rendered not significant.
shouldered Hawk, Turk?y resources related to grazing, including monitoring variables,
Vulture, Northern Harrier, | 1 ot10ds, a schedule, evaluation standards and analysis,
White-tailed Kite, adaptation of management actions, and reporting.
Southwestern Pond
Turtle, Cooper’s Hawk,
and Sharp-shinned Hawk.
Direct and indirect M-BI-1 Management and preservation of 1,209.8 acres of Special Status Species and others that could occur onsite will
impacts to County Group open space protected by a dedicated Biolo;,gical Open Space be conserved in the open space easement areas. The open
C or D plant Species, or . space will be protected and managed in perpetuity under a

or Conservation Easement, and an RMP for resources . Lo, .
Bl-3 County Group Il animal onsite. RMP, thereby conserving the viability of Special Status

Species, including County Group C or D plant species, County
Group Il animal species, as listed. The RMP and the CGMP
work together to provide the open space adequate
protections while allowing grazing to occur onsite. With
implementation of these measures, impacts are rendered




SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS MITIGATED TO A LEVEL OF LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT

2.1 Biological Resources

mpact

monitoring, sensitive species monitoring, and restrictions to
recreational uses of the open space. Restrictions may
include fencing and/or signage.

M-BI-5 The CGMP contains site-specific conservation
measures and practices that address multiple resource
concerns on areas where grazing related activities or
practices will be planned and applied. The CGMP defines

No Impact Mitigation Conclusion and Mitigation Effectiveness
Orange-throated include fencing and/or signage. not significant.
Wh'ptall' >an Diego M-BI-5 The CGMP contains site-specific conservation
Ringneck Snake, . .
. measures and practices that address multiple resource
Coronado Skink, San . L
Bl-3 . ’ concerns on areas where grazing related activities or
3 Diego Horned Lizard, . . . )
Con't | practices will be planned and applied. The CGMP _defines
-+ Coastal Western Whiptail, . . o
the monitoring of site conditions and the planned effects
Coastal Rosy Boa, and . . o
. on resources related to grazing, including monitoring
Northern Red Diamond . .
. variables, methods, a schedule, evaluation standards and
Rattlesnake. Indirect . ) . .
. analysis, adaptation of management actions, and reporting.
impacts: Great Blue
Heron, Horned Lark,
Western Bluebird, Barn
Owl, Mountain Lion, Mule
Deer, and Monarch
Butterfly.
Dlrec'F and indirect long- M-BI-1 Management and preservation of 1,209.8 acres of Special Status Sp')eae.s such as Golden. Eagles and others that
term impacts to Golden . . . could occur onsite will be conserved in the open space
- open space protected by a dedicated Biological Open Space .
Eagle habitat due to ) easement areas. The open space will be protected and
. . or Conservation Easement, and an RMP for resources . - . .
habitat conversion onsite managed in perpetuity under a RMP that will provide
' protections for resources onsite, including raptor and Golden
M-BI-2 An RMP will control human and animal Eagle habitat. The RMP and the CGMP work together to
Bl-4 encroachment, provide weed abatement, vegetation provide the open space adequate protections while allowing

grazing to occur onsite. With implementation of these
measures, impacts are rendered not significant.




SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS MITIGATED TO A LEVEL OF LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT

2.1 Biological Resources

presence or intrusion.

onsite.

M-BI-2 The RMP will control human and animal
encroachment. Restrictions may include fencing and/or

No. Impact Mitigation Conclusion and Mitigation Effectiveness
the monitoring of site conditions and the planned effects
BI- on resources related to grazing, including monitoring
ZEOI’I"[ variables, methods, a schedule, evaluation standards and
] analysis, adaptation of management actions, and reporting.
Direct Iong-te.rm M-BI-1 Management and preservation of 1,209.8 acres of Spec.ial Status Species such as raptors, Golden Eagle.s, .
(permanent) impacts to . . . Swainson’s Hawks, Red-shouldered Hawks, and White-tailed
open space protected by a dedicated Biological Open Space . . . .
up to 206.9 acres of . Kites, and others that could occur onsite will be conserved in
. . . or Conservation Easement, and an RMP for resources .
potential foraging habitat onsite. the open space easement areas. The open space will be
for the site’s resident and protected and managed in perpetuity under a RMP that will
potentially-resident M-BI-2 An RMP will control human and animal provide protections for resources onsite, including raptor
raptor species, including | encroachment, provide weed abatement, vegetation habitat. The RMP and the CGMP work together to provide
Golden Eagle, Swainson’s | monitoring, sensitive species monitoring, and restrictions to | the open space adequate protections while allowing grazing
Hawk, Red-shouldered recreational uses of the open space. Restrictions may to occur onsite. With implementation of these measures,
BI-5 Hawk, and White-tailed include fencing and/or signage. impacts are rendered not significant.
Kite. M-BI-5 The CGMP contains site-specific conservation
measures and practices that address multiple resource
concerns on areas where grazing related activities or
practices will be planned and applied. The CGMP defines
the monitoring of site conditions and the planned effects
on resources related to grazing, including monitoring
variables, methods, a schedule, evaluation standards and
analysis, adaptation of management actions, and reporting.
!ndirect Iong—term M-BI-1 Management and preservation of 1,209.8 acres of Special Status.Species and others that could occur onsite will
impacts to special status . . . be conserved in the open space easement areas. The open
. open space protected by a dedicated Biological Open Space ) . )
BI-6 species due to human or Conservation Easement and an RMP for resources space will be protected and managed in perpetuity under an

RMP, thereby conserving the viability of Special Statue
Species. The RMP and the CGMP work together to provide
the open space adequate protections while allowing grazing
to occur onsite. With implementation of these measures,




SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS MITIGATED TO A LEVEL OF LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT

2.1 Biological Resources

Impact

practices will be planned and applied. The CGMP defines
the monitoring of site conditions and the planned effects
on resources related to grazing, including monitoring

variables, methods, a schedule, evaluation standards and

analysis, adaptation of management actions, and reporting.

No Impact Mitigation Conclusion and Mitigation Effectiveness
sighage. impacts are rendered not significant.
M-BI-5 The CGMP contains site-specific conservation
BI-6 measures and practices that address multiple resource
E:on’t concerns on areas where grazing related activities or




SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS MITIGATED TO A LEVEL OF LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT

2.1 Biological Resources

Impact
No.

Impact

Mitigation

Conclusion and Mitigation Effectiveness

BI-7

Indirect short-term
impacts to nesting
success of special status
species due to grading or
other noise-generating
activities

M-BI-1 Management and preservation of 1,209.8 acres of
open space protected by a dedicated Biological Open Space
or Conservation Easement and an RMP for resources
onsite.

M-BI-2 The RMP will place restrictions on grading and other
activities for the protection of nesting animals.

M-BI-3 Site brushing, grading, and/or the removal of native
vegetation within 500 feet of any potential nesting location
shall not take place during the native bird breeding season,
defined as from 1 January to 31 August of each year. Should
it be necessary to conduct brushing, grading, or other
construction activities during the bird breeding season, a
preconstruction nesting survey of all areas within 500 feet
of the proposed activity will be required. The results of the
survey will be provided in a report to the Director,
Department of Planning and Land Use and the Wildlife
Agencies for concurrence.

These measures will be effective because they eliminate or
limit project-related activity in the vicinity of breeding birds
for the duration of their breeding season. With
implementation of these measures, impacts are rendered
not significant.

2.1.2.2

Riparian Habitat or Sensitive Natural Communities

BI1-8

Direct long-term impacts
due to project-related
future construction,
grading, clearing, or
other activities which
impact 12.6 acres of
Southern Mixed

M-BI-1 Management and preservation of 1,209.8 acres of
open space protected by a dedicated Biological Open Space
or Conservation Easement and an RMP for resources
onsite.

A loss of 12.6 acres of Southern Mixed Chaparral requires
6.3 acres of mitigation at a ratio of 0.5:1. The Proposed

These measures will be effective because they will provide
for the preservation of sensitive habitat in a protected
setting. The project provides more mitigation acreage than
required in each instance of impact with the exception of
Riparian Scrub. The Proposed Project’s impacts to Riparian
Scrub meet the criteria for RPO crossings. Mitigation for
impacts to Riparian Scrub will be implemented through




SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS MITIGATED TO A LEVEL OF LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT

2.1 Biological Resources

Mixed Oak Woodland,
102.8 acres of Non-
native Grassland, 7.3
acres of Montane
Meadow, and 0.25 acre
of Riparian Scrub.

A loss of 12.8 acres of Flat-top Buckwheat requires 25.6
acres of mitigation at a ratio of 2:1. The Proposed Project
provides 58.6 acres in the OSE, 6.0 acres of which are
impact neutral. The total available for mitigation is above
the requirement.

A loss of 4.6 acres of Coast Live Oak Woodland requires
13.8 acres of mitigation at a ratio of 3:1. The Proposed
Project provides 171.2 acres in the OSE, 51.8 acres of which
are impact neutral. The total available for mitigation is well
above the requirement.

A loss of 43.7 acres from Project development and 2.2 acres
of open space vacation of Engelmann Oak Woodland
requires a total of 144.3 acres of mitigation at a ratio of 3:1
and 6:1, respectively. The Proposed Project provides 200.1
acres in the OSE, 44.2 acres of which are impact neutral.
The total available for mitigation is well above the

Impact e e . e e .
Npo Impact Mitigation Conclusion and Mitigation Effectiveness
Chaparral, 0.8 acres of Project provides 104.9 acres in the OSE, 26.9 of which are offsite preservation or onsite creation, which will reduce
Chamise Chaparral, 3.8 impact neutral. The total available for mitigation is well impacts below a level of significance. The RMP and agency
acres of Diegan Coastal above the requirement. oversight for permitting when necessary provide the
Sage Scrub, Inland Form, A loss of 0.8 acres of Chamise Chaparral requires 0.4 acre of necessary protections to ensure the long-term viability of the
12.8 acres of Flat-top e . . . . open space. The RMP and the CGMP work together to
Buckwheat. 4.6 ; mitigation at a ratio of 0.5:1. The Proposed Project provides ide th q A tecti hile allowi
UCKW .ea » 0 ACTES 0 96.1 acres in the OSE, 12.7 of which are impact neutral. The pr0\{| € the open spfa\ce a .GQl:Ia € protec |9ns while aflowing
Coast Live Oak . e . grazing to occur onsite. With implementation of these
total available for mitigation is well above the requirement. - o

Woodland, 45.9 from measures, impacts are rendered not significant.
Project development and | A loss of 3.8 acres of Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub requires 7.6
2.2 acres from open acres of mitigation at a ratio of 2:1. The Proposed Project
space easement vacation | provides 36.8 acres in the OSE, 1.5 acres of which are

BI-8 acres of Engelmann Oak | impact neutral. The total available for mitigation is well

Con't Woodland, 15.3 acres of | above the requirement.
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mpact
No.

Impact

Mitigation

Conclusion and Mitigation Effectiveness

I~ 1

requirement.

A loss of 15.3 acres of Mixed Oak Woodland requires 45.9
acres of mitigation at a ratio of 3:1. The Proposed Project
provides 99.7 acres in the OSE, 45.4 acres of which are
impact neutral. The total available for mitigation is well
above the requirement.

A loss of 0.8 acres of Mixed
Oak/Coniferous/Bigcone/Coulter requires 2.4 acres of
mitigation at a ratio of 3:1. The Proposed Project provides
7.9 acres in the OSE, 2.8 acres of which are impact neutral.
The total available for mitigation is well above the
requirement. A loss of 101.5 acres for Project development
and 1.3 acres of open space easement vacation of Non-
native Grassland requires 52.1 acres of mitigation at a ratio
of 0.5:1 and 1:1, respectively. The Proposed Project
provides 273.0 acres in the OSE, 13.8 acres of which are
impact neutral. The total available for mitigation is well
above the requirement.

A loss of 7.3 acres of Montane Meadow requires 21.9 acres
of mitigation at a ratio of 3:1. The Proposed Project
provides 69.0 acres in the OSE, 2.3 acres of which are
impact neutral. The total available for mitigation is well
above the requirement.

A loss of 0.25 acre of Riparian Scrub requires 0.75 acre of
mitigation at a ratio of 3:1. Due to the County’s No Net Loss
policy for wetlands, any impact to wetland habitat such as
Riparian Scrub, must be mitigated. Therefore, the 2.96
acres in the OSE are considered “Impact Neutral,” and
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mpact
No.

Impact

Mitigation

Conclusion and Mitigation Effectiveness

1

cannot satisfy the requirement for mitigation. The
proposed mitigation can be either offsite mitigation in an
approved wetland mitigation bank, or the preparation and
implementation of an approved Wetland Revegetation Plan
(WRP) (provided as Attachment E to the biology report).

M-BI-2 The RMP will provide enforceable protective measures
for the resources within the open space.

M-BI-5 The CGMP contains site-specific conservation
measures and practices that address multiple resource
concerns on areas where grazing related activities or
practices will be planned and applied. The CGMP defines
the monitoring of site conditions and the planned effects
on resources related to grazing, including monitoring
variables, methods, a schedule, evaluation standards and
analysis, adaptation of management actions, and reporting.

M-BI-8 The project may be required to obtain an HLP from
the County of San Diego or “coverage” under the County’s
anticipated future Subarea East County MSCP Plan Permit
and Implementing Agreement. These permits will mitigate
agency concerns by providing appropriate mitigation for all
project-related impacts to Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub and
related Scrub habitats.

31-9

Project-related future
construction, grading,
clearing, or other

activities will result in

M-BI-1 Management and preservation of 1,209.8 -acres of
open space protected by a dedicated Biological Open Space
or Conservation Easement and an RMP for resources
onsite. The impacts to hydrophytic areas of Non-native

The project provides more mitigation acreage than
required in each instance of impact, with the exception of
Riparian Scrub, as described above. The open space design,
as well as RMP and agency oversight for permitting when
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crossings; placement of
culverts or other
underground piping;
disturbance of the
substratum; and/or
activities that may cause
a measurable, adverse
change in native species
composition, diversity,
and abundance.
Hydrophytic areas of the
Non-native Grassland,
Montane Meadow,
Riparian Scrub, and the
Southern Coast Live Oak
Riparian Forest that will

variables, methods, a schedule, evaluation standards and
analysis, adaptation of management actions, and reporting.

M-BI-8 The project may be required to obtain an HLP from
the County of San Diego or “coverage” under the County’s
anticipated future Subarea East County MSCP Plan Permit
and Implementing Agreement. These permits will mitigate
agency concerns by providing appropriate mitigation for all
project-related impacts to Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub and
related Scrub habitats.

ImNp:ct Impact Mitigation Conclusion and Mitigation Effectiveness
direct long-term Grassland, Montane Meadow, Riparian Scrub, and the necessary provide the necessary protections to ensure the
(permanent) impacts to Southern Coast Live Oak Riparian Forest that will be long-term viability of the open space. The RMP and the
jurisdictional wetlands impacted by the Proposed Project qualify as jurisdictional CGMP work together to provide the open space adequate
and/or riparian habitats, | wetland and/or riparian habitats. Mitigation for these protections while allowing grazing to occur onsite. With
as defined by ACOE, losses is detailed in BI-9, above. implementation of these measures, impacts are rendered
CDFG( and th? Co‘unty of M-BI-2 The RMP will provide enforceable protective measures not significant.
San Diego. This will e
; o for the resources within the open space.
include the limited
removal of vegetation; M-BI-5 The CGMP contains site-specific conservation
grading; obstruction or measures and practices that address multiple resource
diversion of water flow; concerns on areas where grazing related activities or
placement of fill; practices will be planned and applied. The CGMP defines
placement of structures; the monitoring of site conditions and the planned effects

I-(Eilo_g,t construction of road on resources related to grazing, including monitoring
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Impact

M-BI-5 The CGMP contains site-specific conservation
measures and practices that address multiple resource
concerns on areas where grazing related activities or
practices will be planned and applied. The CGMP defines
the monitoring of site conditions and the planned effects
on resources related to grazing, including monitoring
variables, methods, a schedule, evaluation standards and

analysis, adaptation of management actions, and reporting.

No. Impact Mitigation Conclusion and Mitigation Effectiveness

be impacted by the

BI-9 Proposed Project qualify

Con't as jurisdictional wetland

] and/or riparian habitats.
Indirect long-term M-BI-1 Management and preservation of 1,209.8 acres of The open space will be protected and managed in
impacts due to increased | open space protected by a dedicated Biological Open Space | perpetuity via the RMP. The RMP and the CGMP work
human access or or Conservation Easement and an RMP for resources together to provide the open space adequate protections
competition from onsite. while allowing grazing to occur onsite. With implementation
domest.ic animals, pests M-BI-2 The RMP will control human and animal of these measures, impacts are rendered not significant.
or exotic species to levels - . .

encroachment. Restrictions may include fencing and/or

proven to adversely .

BI-10 affect sensitive habitats | - oo

2.1.2.3 Jurisdictional Wetlands and Jurisdictional Wetland and Waterways

BI-11

Project-related future
construction, grading,
clearing, or other
activities will result in
direct long-term
(permanent) impacts to

M-BI-12 Management and preservation of 1,209.8 acres of
open space protected by a dedicated Biological Open Space
or Conservation Easement.

M-BI-2 An RMP will control human and animal
encroachment. Restrictions may include fencing and/or

These measures will be effective because they will provide
for the preservation of sensitive habitat in a protected
setting, and will provide for the revegetation and
preservation of onsite wetlands, specifically, through the
WRP. No net loss of wetland will occur. With implementation
of these measures, impacts are rendered not significant.
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disturbance of the
substratum; and/or
activities that may cause
a measurable, adverse
change in native species
composition, diversity,
and abundance. The
Proposed Project will
impact 0.14 acre of

jurisdictional wetlands

and/or riparian habitats.

factors shall be considered during the design of the WRP.

M-BI-6 Because the project will impact jurisdictional
wetlands and/or non-wetland “waters”, it will likely be
necessary to obtain certain regulatory agency permits as a
condition of project approval.

Impact e e . e e .
Npo Impact Mitigation Conclusion and Mitigation Effectiveness
jurisdictional wetlands sighage.
an/ordvxt/)atzrcvgaEys%ﬁ? " M-BI-4 The Proposed Project also includes the preparation
. € |m§ thy limit .d 1SWIT and implementation of a Wetland Revegetation Plan (WRP)
inciu eI ? 'mi f tion: (attached to the biological analysis). The purpose of the
rer’r:jc.wa‘ obvtegej on; Wetland Revegetation Plan (WRP) shall be to guide the
gra |n'g, obstruction or revegetation of degraded and disturbed areas of the site
diversion of water flow; . . . .
] with native wetland vegetation in order to mitigate for
placement of fill; L A . ,
|  of struct ] project impacts to jurisdictional wetlands and ‘waters’. The
P acemen. OF STrUCUTES: 1 WRP shall identify standards, methodologies, and protocols
construction of road .
o Dl t of that have demonstrated success in past wetland
crossings; placement o revegetation projects. A concerted effort to create suitable
Bl-11 culverts or other . - . .
- T planting densities, species composition, and other related
Con't underground piping;

.1.2.5 Local Policies, Ordinances, Adopted Plans

[-12

Direct long-term
(permanent) impacts to a
measurable amount of
RPO-sensitive habitat

M-BI-1 Management and preservation of 1,209.8- acres of
open space protected by a dedicated Biological Open Space
or Conservation Easement and an RMP for resources

These measures will be effective because they will provide
for the preservation of sensitive habitat in a protected
setting under an RMP. Mitigation ratios will preserve
additional areas of habitat that will contribute to the long
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Impact

impacts and 2.2 acres
from open space
easement vacation of
Engelmann Oak
Woodland, 15.3 acres of
Mixed Oak Woodland,
101.5 acres from Project
impacts and 1.5 acres
from open space
easement vacation of
Non-native Grassland,
7.3 acres of Montane
Meadow, and 0.25 acre
of Riparian Scrub onsite.

Of these habitats,
hydrophytic areas of ef

M-BI-8 The project may be required to obtain an HLP from
the County of San Diego or “coverage” under the County’s
anticipated future Subarea East County MSCP Plan Permit
and Implementing Agreement. These permits will mitigate
agency concerns by providing appropriate mitigation for all
project-related impacts to Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub and
related Scrub habitats.

No. Impact Mitigation Conclusion and Mitigation Effectiveness
lands. That is, the onsite. term preservation of these habitats. The RMP and the CGMP
P!'opose‘d Project will M-BI-2 An RMP will control human and animal work to‘gether 'fo provic!e the open space adeqL.Jate
directly impact 12.6 - . . protections while allowing grazing to occur onsite. If

. encroachment. Restrictions may include fencing and/or ) . > > .
acres of Southern Mixed signage. required, an HLP will provide additional measures for species
Chaparral, 0.8 acres of protections. With implementation of these measures,
Chamise Chaparral, 3.8 M-BI-5 The CGMP contains site-specific conservation impacts are rendered not significant.
acres of Diegan Coastal measures and practices that address multiple resource
Sage Scrub, Inland Form, | concerns on areas where grazing related activities or
12.8 acres of Flat-top practices will be planned and applied. The CGMP- defines
Buckwheat, 4.6 acres of the monitoring of site conditions and the planned effects
Coast Live Oak on resources related to grazing, including monitoring
Woodland, 43.7 acres variables, methods, a schedule, evaluation standards and
E I—1’2t from direct Project analysis, adaptation of management actions, and reporting.
on
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Impact

Mitigation

Conclusion and Mitigation Effectiveness

g oo

the Non-native Grassland
and Montane Meadow,
the Southern Coast Live
Oak Riparian Forest, and
the Riparian Scrub qualify
as RPO sensitive lands.
The upland habitats
(Southern Mixed
Chaparral, Diegan Coastal
Sage Scrub, Inland Form,
Flat-top Buckwheat,
Coastal Sage-Chaparral
Scrub, Coast Live Oak
Woodland, Engelmann
Oak Woodland, Mixed
Oak Woodland, Mixed
Oak/Coniferous/
Bigcone/Coulter, and
non-hydrophytic areas of
the Non-native Grassland
and Montane Meadow)
may also qualify as RPO
“sensitive habitat lands”,
because they support
unique vegetation
communities and/or the
habitats of rare or
endangered species or
sub-species of animals or
plants, as defined by
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No.

Impact

Mitigation

Conclusion and Mitigation Effectiveness

I oo

Section 15380 of the
State CEQA Guidelines,
including the area that is
necessary to support a
viable population of any
of the sensitive species
known from this site in
perpetuity, that is critical
to the proper functioning
of a balanced natural
ecosystem, and/or that
serves as part of a
functioning wildlife
corridor.

31-13

Direct and indirect long-
term impacts because the
project as proposed,
absent seasonal
restrictions to
construction activities,
could result in the loss of
migratory birds or
destruction of active
migratory bird nests
and/or eggs as a result of
construction-related
activities such as
brushing, clearing, and
grading of the site.

M-BI-1 Management and preservation of 1,209.8 acres of
open space protected by a dedicated Biological Open Space
or Conservation Easement and an RMP for resources
onsite.

M-BI-2 An RMP will control human and animal
encroachment. Restrictions may include fencing and/or
signage.

M-BI-3 The RMP will place restrictions on grading and other
activities for the protection of nesting animals. Site
brushing, grading, and/or the removal of native vegetation
within 500 feet of any potential nesting location shall not
take place during the native bird breeding season, defined
as from 1 January to 31 August of each year. Should it be
necessary to conduct brushing, grading, or other
construction activities during the bird breeding season, a

These measures will be effective because they eliminate or
limit Project-related activity in the vicinity of breeding birds
for the duration of their breeding season. With
implementation of these measures, impacts are rendered
not significant.
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Impact e e . e e .
No. Impact Mitigation Conclusion and Mitigation Effectiveness
preconstruction nesting survey of all areas within 500 feet
BI-13 Sinof the proposed activity will be required. The results of
Con't the survey will be provided in a report to the Director,
] Department of Planning and Land Use and the Wildlife
Agencies for concurrence.
Indirect long-term M-BI-1 Management and preservation of 1,209.8 acres of | These measures will be effective because they will provide
impacts because the open space protected by a dedicated Biological Open Space | for the preservation of sensitive habitat in a protected
project site supports or Conservation Easement and an RMP for resources setting under an RMP. The RMP and the CGMP work
Golden Eagles, and will onsite. together to provide the open space adequate protections
result. in the !oss of some M-BI-2 An RMP will control hurnan and animal w.hilfe aIIowinfg> g.razin.g to occur onsit.e..Th.ese me?s.u.res
foraging habitat for this . . . eliminate or limit Project-related activity in the vicinity of
> " encroachment. Restrictions may include fencing and/or ) . . ) .
species. Additionally, signage. breeding birds for the duration of their breeding season.
Project activities could Limiting activities to the non-breeding season will minimize
modify eagle behavior, M-BI-3 The RMP will place seasonal restrictions on grading | chances for the incidental take of sensitive species such as
resulting in a “take” as and other activities for the protection of nesting animals, as | Golden Eagles. With implementation of these measures,
BI-14 | defined by the Wildlife described in BI-15. impacts are rendered not significant.
agencies. M-BI-5 The CGMP contains site-specific conservation
measures and practices that address multiple resource
concerns on areas where grazing related activities or
practices will be planned and applied. The CGMP defines
the monitoring of site conditions and the planned effects
on resources related to grazing, including monitoring
variables, methods, a schedule, evaluation standards and
analysis, adaptation of management actions, and reporting.
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Archaeological and Historical Resources

Mitigation

Conclusion and Mitigation Effectiveness

Brushing and grading activities associated
with the construction of the Proposed Project
could result in the discovery of previously
unrecorded, potentially significant historical
resources as defined in Section 15064.5 of
the State CEQA guidelines.

M-CR-1 All grading on- and off-site will
be monitored by an archaeologist

and/or Native American representative.

A monitoring program will be
implemented for any grading or other
ground-disturbing activity.

The proposed monitoring program will ensure that no
impacts occur to resources because monitors will halt
construction activities and will implement appropriate
recovery activities upon the discovery of any resources. With
implementation of these measures, impacts are rendered
not significant.

resources as defined by the Resource
Protection Ordinance (RPO).

CR-1 Additionally, a temporary fencing and
signage plan will be implemented along
the perimeter of the open space during
periods of construction activity.
Brushing and grading activities associated M-CR-1 All grading on- and off-site will | The proposed monitoring program will ensure that no
with the construction of the Proposed Project | be monitored by an archaeologist impacts occur to resources because monitors will halt
could result in the discovery of previously and/or Native American representative. | construction activities and will implement appropriate
CR-2 unrecorded, potentially significant historical A monitoring program will be recovery activities upon the discovery of any resources. With

implemented for any grading or other
ground-disturbing activity.

Additionally, a temporary fencing and

implementation of these measures, impacts are rendered
not significant.
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Impact

Mitigation

Conclusion and Mitigation Effectiveness

signage plan will be implemented along

CR-2 the perimeter of the open space during
Con’t periods of construction activity.
Brushing and grading activities associated M-CR-1 All grading on- and off-site will | The proposed monitoring program will ensure that no
with the construction of the Proposed Project | be monitored by an archaeologist impacts occur to resources because monitors will halt
could result in the discovery of previously and/or Native American representative. | construction activities and will implement appropriate
unrecorded, potentially significant A monitoring program will be recovery activities upon the discovery of any resources. With
| histerieal/archaeological resources as defined | implemented for any grading or other implementation of these measures, impacts are rendered
CR-3 in Section 15064.5 of the State CEQA ground-disturbing activity. not significant.
Guidelines.
Additionally, a temporary fencing and
signage plan will be implemented along
the perimeter of the open space during
periods of construction activity.
CA-SDI-16,881 is a historic trash deposit that | M-CR-2 A data recovery excavation will | Recovery and cataloguing of the resource will mitigate for
contains important information potential that | be conducted to collect a sample of impacts.
is being lost as the site erodes naturally. cultural material. This material will be
CR-4 Although this is not an impact from the cataloged and analyzed, and a report
Proposed Project, it is an ongoing significant will be prepared to detail the methods
impact to the site. and results of the data-recovery
program.
Indirect impacts because all RPO-significant M-CR-1 A monitoring program will be The proposed monitoring program will ensure that no
(¢R-5 historic and archaeological resources will be implemented for any grading or other impacts occur to resources because monitors will halt

located in open space protection. However,
brushing and grading activities associated

ground-disturbing activity. Additionally,
a temporary fencing and signage plan

construction activities and will implement appropriate
recovery activities upon the discovery of any resources. With
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proposed project could result in the discovery
of previously unrecorded, potentially RPO-
significant resources.

periods of construction activity.

2.3 Traffic

Impact
No. Impact Mitigation Conclusion and Mitigation Effectiveness
with the construction of the proposed project | will be implemented along the implementation of these measures, impacts are rendered
(R-5 could result in the discovery of previously perimeter of the open space during not significant.
Con’t unrecorded historical/archaeological or periods of construction activity.
archaeological resources.
No direct impacts since none of the cultural M-CR-1 A monitoring program will be The proposed monitoring program will ensure that no
resources identified on the site contain implemented for any grading or other impacts occur to resources because monitors will halt
human remains; therefore, no impacts to ground-disturbing activity. Additionally, | construction activities and will implement appropriate
human remains will result from the project. a temporary fencing and signage plan recovery activities upon the discovery of any resources. With
However, brushing and grading activities will be implemented along the implementation of these measures, impacts are rendered
CR-6 associated with the construction of the perimeter of the open space during not significant.

Impact
No.

Impact

In the cumulative condition, the project
contributes vehicle trips to roadways that
operate at inadequate levels of service.

Mitigation

M-TR-2 The project will pay a TIF fee
toward improvements to the local
roadway network.

Conclusion and Mitigation Effectiveness

Payment of a TIF fee will fully mitigate this impact because
the fees will be used to improve area roadways where
impacts occur.
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Project

No Development

No Project/Legal

Reduced Project

Consolidated

Alternative Lot Alternative Alternative Alternative
24 lots from 40.1 No lots 4 lots from 130 to 14 lots from 42 to 34 lots from 11.8 to
to 196 acres Grazing continues | 840 acres 240 acres 709.3 acres

Direct impact area:

No protected open

Direct impact area:

Direct impact area:

Direct Impact area:

¢S
9|geL

Site Uses approx 201.9 space approx 40 acres approx 95 acres approx 194.9 acres
acres No-fire-stationlot No protected open Grazing may Grazing may
Grazing to No second access | space continue continue on one
continue No-fire-stationlot Protected open large lot
Protected open No second access space Protected open
space No-fire-station-lot space
provided Second access provided
Second access Second access
Biology 1,214.8 acres in Less impact due Less impactdue to | Less impact due to Less impact due to
open space to no residential reduced reduced development | reduced
development development area area development area
1,221.9 acres in
open space
Cultural 45 sites in open Less impact due to | Less due to Less due to reduced | Less due to reduced
Resources space, recovered, | no residential reduced development area development area
or not significant development development area
Traffic 1,278 ADT Less Less Less Less
0 additional ADT 48 ADT 780 ADT 728 ADT
Agriculture* | 17.6 acre Less Less Less Less
encroachmenton | O encroachment Encroachment 10 acres of 14.7 acres of
Prime Farmland possible encroachment encroachment

*Agriculture is not a significant project impact but is included here because it is a key issue
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CHAPTER 1.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

11

Project Objectives

The Proposed Project objectives are as follows:

1. Provide a subdivision that maintains the integrity of the current Williamson Act
contract by continuing agricultural use on the site.

2. Preserve the rural character of the area by providing large lots that are consistent
with the Julian Community Character.

3. Provide for preservation of the Project Site’s significant environmental resources,
including biological habitats and rare species, archaeological sites,
Orinoco/Temescal Canyon Creek, and landform features such as steep slopes and
grass lands.

4. Provide appropriate infrastructure so that the Proposed Project would not adversely
impact community resources.

Project Description

1.2.1 Project’s Component Parts

The Hoskings Ranch Tentative Map (Proposed Project) encompasses 1,416.5 acres, of
which 206-:9201.9 acres would be developed with residential pads and roads.
Approxmately 1—,2@9«81 214 8 acres would be preserved as open space A%Jé)-aelte—let

Approxmately H—addmenaLM 7 acres are W|th|n eX|st|ng road rlght of way anng Plne
Hills Road and SR 78/79.

The Proposed Project would subdivide the Project Site into 24 lots as shown on Figure
1-1, “Project Tentative Map.” A California Land Conservation Act (Williamson Act)
contract encompasses 1,291.9 acres of the Project Site.! The contract was amended on
March 24, 1982 to reduce the minimum lot size from 160 to 40 acres. The Proposed
Project is consistent with this requirement because it proposes minimum lot sizes of 40
acres.

One modification to the contract is proposed as part of the Proposed Project.
Approximately 161.23 acres currently under contract in the southeast part of the site
(including all or part of Assessor Parcel Maps 249-06-04 and 249-06-06) were not
covered by the March 24, 1982 amendment that reduced minimum lot sizes from 160 to
40 acres. The applicant proposes to include this area in an amendment that would allow
40-acre lots. The amendment would be considered at a hearing of the Board of
Supervisors and made a condition of the Final Map for the Proposed Project. The
amendment request would be processed by the Legal Property Division of the County

! Agricultural Preserve No. 24 executed February 19, 1974.

HOSKINGS RANCH - DEIR 1-1
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Department of General Services, in accordance with Board of Supervisors Policy 1-38.
Upon approval it would be recorded with the County Recorder.

In addition to minimum lot requirements, the Williamson Act contract requires that
residential uses, should they occur, be incidental to agricultural uses of the land. Two
perspectives are provided as to the incidental nature of agriculture on the site.

Interpretation 1

The Proposed Project as designed does not provide large enough areas for
agriculture on all lots to justify defining the residential use as “incidental.”

Interpretation 2

The Proposed Project has been designed to accommodate existing grazing/cattle
breeding while providing a residential component on each lot.

Agriculture would continue after subdivision in compliance with the Williamson Act
contract. Any new lot owners would be informed about the existing grazing/cattle
breeding lease and the Williamson Act contract and future property owners would be
encouraged to continue using the property for agriculture. A Conceptual Grazing
Management Plan (CGMP) has been prepared that provides management of habitats
related to grazing. All grazing activities would be subject to monitoring and reporting as
well as remedial action, as needed, and would be coordinated with the Resource
Management Plan (RMP). A continuation of existing grazing leases is envisioned under
a joint grazing/cattle breeding agreement that would be put into place before lot sales
take place. The agreement would allow cattle grazing/breeding to continue under
professional management.

Should individual owners opt out of the joint lease, they would be required to establish
agriculture on their site. If they wish to discontinue agriculture they would have to go
through the contract termination process. The most common method of termination is a
notice of non-renewal, a process which takes ten years. To expedite the process,—
property owners may pay a fee equal to 12.5 percent of the assessed value of their
property to terminate the contract.

The Proposed Project has minimal off-site impacts. To maintain sight distance along
Pine Hills Road at the project entrance, and along SR 78/79 at the Pine Hills Road
intersection, some trees would be trimmed. It is anticipated no trees would have to be
removed to achieve adequate sight distance. Off-site impacts are depicted in Figure 1-2,
“Offsite Impacts.”

Open space of 1,209.81,214.8 acres is proposed and would be located throughout the
site to protect sensitive resources. Open space for biological purposes has been
designed to provide protection for the site’s most sensitive habitats and preserves
important habitat linkages. Signage and/or fencing would be provided where necessary
in accordance with an approved signage/fencing plan. A concept plan is provided in
Figure 2-1-5, “Open Space, Fencing and Signhage Plan.” The open space would be
managed and maintained by a Habitat Manager as provided in the RMP for the property,
included in Appendix A of the biology report for the Proposed Project.

Grazing would also be allowed throughout the site. The grazing density would be kept
low so the land is not overgrazed, per the provisions described in the CGMP, included in
the agricultural report for the Proposed Project. Grazing would be governed by contract.
The CGMP would regulate the number of cattle on the site, fencing requirements, and
otherwise provide for good stewardship of the land. The Habitat Manager and grazing

HOSKINGS RANCH - DEIR
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operators would coordinate their activities. Cooperation would be a feature of both the
RMP and the CGMP contracts.

The project site includes extensive eenvironmental resource overlays and open space
eeasements. Most of the existing overlays and easements occur in areas proposed for
open space, with two exceptions. These areas are not available to be claimed as open
space credits and are instead considered “impact neutral’.

The Proposed Project would modify two easements to allow for access to selected lots
and to improve the open space preserve design. The total area of modification is 5.3
acres. The specific areas of modification are indicated on the tentative map. Details of
the proposed modifications are discussed below. Details of the areas of open space
vacation are shown on Figure 1-3, “Close-up of Proposed Open Space Vacations on
Primary Project Design.” Impacts to the sensitive habitat areas within the biological
easement must be mitigated at twice the accepted mitigation ratio.

Easement locations are included on the Tentative Map:

o Lots 12,13 and 14 (APN 289-062-07): Vacate or otherwise modify an easement
granted in favor of George and Janet Smith for road, utility, and incidental
purposes. A 1.82-acre area of the easement would be vacated to allow for the
main access road that traverses the easement. Portions of the easement not
developed would be incorporated into the adjacent open space easement.

e Lots18, 21, 22, 23 and 24 (APNs 289-470-38 and 289-030-12): Vacate or
otherwise modify a portion of an easement granted for open space and incidental
purposes and recorded March 27, 1986 as instrument 86-118542 of official
records. A 3.5-acre area would be vacated to allow for access roads to these
lots. A larger open space easement is proposed in the area that would
encompass the remainder of the easement and additional areas deemed in need
of protection.

Law enforcement services would be provided by the San Diego County Sheriff's Office.
School service would be available from the Julian Union School District and the Julian
Union High School District. Students would attend Julian Elementary, Julian Junior High
School and Julian High School. The schools are within two to four miles of the proposed
site.

The Proposed Project Site is outside the County Water Authority line, and the site is not
within the boundary of a water or sewer district. Therefore these services would be
provided by wells and septic systems installed by each lot owner. Extensive water-well
testing has verified that well water is available on the property, as detailed in Appendix
K. Septic system designs and percolation tests have been reviewed and approved by
the County Department of Environmental Health (DEH). A tentative map has been
prepared for the Proposed Project. As required by the County of San Diego, residential
pads are shown, although no pads are proposed at this time. Figure 1-1, “Project
Tentative Map,” shows the overall project configuration while the grading plan provides
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details. The proposed on-site roadway would be graded as part of the project. Total
grading of 103,127 cubic yards (CY) of balanced cut and fill would be required.
Manufactured slopes are a maximum of 30 feet in height along the roadway. Slopes do
not exceed a maximum fill slope ratio of 1.5:1, or a maximum cut slope ratio of 1:1. All
manufactured slopes above three feet in height would be landscaped with fire-safe
plants in conformance with County ordinances. One drainage crossing would be
necessary to provide access to lots and accommodate a 100-year flood event. The
biological impacts of this crossing are detailed in the biological report for the Proposed
Project and the biological summary in the EIR.

Access to the Proposed Project is provided from Pine Hills Road via SR 78/79, as shown
on Figure 1-1. A second access would be provided via Daley Flat Road north to
Hoskings Ranch Road and east to SR 78/79. The road would meet current fire code
requirements as related to width and weight-bearing capacity. On-site roads are planned
as private two lane roads. These consist of Tenaya Road, Orinoco Drive, Daley Flat
Road, Bear Run Lane, Deer Run Lane and Ute Peak Lane. Details of the local
circulation system are shown in Figure 2-3-1, “Existing Circulation Network.”

Access to some lots would be provided by streets which branch off the main roads, as
described below; these would be improved to a paved width of 24 feet on a 28-foot
graded width, within a 40-foot easement.

Pine Hills Road, along the Proposed Project’s eastern boundary, would serve lots 5 and
8. This existing roadway is a public road classified as a Rural Collector.

Tenaya Road would provide the main project entry and would begin at Pine Hills Road
on the property’s eastern boundary, and would proceed in a westerly direction to
Orinoco Drive, an existing private east/west roadway. Tenaya Road would be paved to a
width of 24 feet on a 28 foot graded width within a 40-foot easement. It would generally
follow an existing dirt road and would serve lots 7, 9, 10, and 11.

Orinoco Drive extension would provide a continuation of Tenaya Road from the
Orinoco/Tenaya intersection west to Daley Flat Road, an existing private roadway.
Orinoco Road would be improved to a paved width of 24 feet on a 28 foot graded width
within a 40-foot easement. The road would generally follow an existing dirt road and
would serve lots 12, 13, and 14.

Daley Flat Road is an existing paved private road that would provide service from the
Daley Flat/Orinoco intersection west, serving lots 22 through 24. Daley Flat Road
connects to Hoskings Ranch Road to the north, which in turn connects to SR 78/79.
Daley Flat Road to Hoskings Ranch Road provides the secondary access to the
Proposed Project (see Figure 1-4, “Secondary Access”). The Proposed Project has
rights to the use of this route. Ute Peak Lane would serve lots 1 through 4 and Lot 6,
trending north from Tenaya Road. Bear Run Lane would serve lots 18 through 21
trending south from Daley Flat Road. Deer Run Lane would serve lots 15 through 17,
trending south from Orinoco Drive.

Sight distances for County or State roads affected by the Proposed Project have been
evaluated using approved County of San Diego methodology. This encompasses
evaluations performed at the:

e existing Pine Hills Road/SR 78/79 intersection;
e existing Hoskings Ranch Road/SR-78/79 intersection;
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e proposed Tenaya Road/Pine Hills Road intersection; and

o the proposed driveways for lots 5 and 8 at Pine Hills Road.

Sight distance is met for all roadways with minor trimming of vegetation at specific
locations. This consists of trimming trees in the following locations:

¢ the south side of the SR 78/79 immediately east of the Pine Hills intersection;

A biological assessment of these sites was conducted. The trees affected would
experience minor trimming and would not be otherwise disturbed. This action is
reviewed in detail in the biological section of the BEIRFEIR (Section 2.1.2).

1.2.2 BEIRFEIR Technical, Economic, Environmental Characteristics

1.2.2.1 Technical Characteristics

The Proposed Project is designed to be compatible with surrounding land uses,
sensitive biological and cultural resources, and the continuation of agriculture. Figure
1-5, “USGS Quadrangle Map,” shows the land uses in the vicinity. The Proposed
Project includes uses such as residential and agricultural, which are consistent with
the category, designations, and zoning of the Historic General Plan (HGP). On
August 3, 2011, the Board of Supervisors adopted a new General Plan. However,
the Board's Pipeline Policy permits subdivision projects whose applications were
deemed complete on or before August 6, 2003 to have pipelined status. The
Proposed Project meets this requirement and therefore the BEIRFEIR evaluates the
Proposed Project under the provisions of the HGP.

There are one regional category and one designation on the site. Hoskings Ranch is
in the Environmentally Constrained Areas (ECA) regional category in the Land Use
Element of the HGP because the site is within an agricultural preserve and part of
the site is within the Cleveland National Forest (CNF). Approximately 680 acres fall
into this category.

The Proposed Project is designated (19) Intensive Agricultural in the GP, which
allows parcel sizes of 2, 4, or 8 acres. Parcel sizes are larger than the minimum
requirement.

The site is zoned A72 (8), which allows one dwelling unit per eight acres. The zone is
intended to allow for the compatibility of residential and agricultural land uses. The
Proposed Project maintains this compatibility by proposing agricultural lots that can
accommodate residential uses and by proposing lot that exceed the minimum lot
size.

1.2.2.2 Economic Characteristics

Hoskings Ranch is currently under contract to allow grazing/cattle breeding. The site
has been used for this purpose in the past. The Proposed Project would provide
economic value by preserving the potential for agriculture on each of its 24 lots. The
agricultural acreage averages 17.7 acres per lot. This compares favorably with farm
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sizes in San Diego County, where the median farm size is five acres, and 63 percent
of farms fall within the 1- to 9-acre range.?

1.2.2.3 Environmental Characteristics

The Proposed Project has been designed to avoid sensitive resources. Chapter 7.0,
“List of Mitigation Measures and Environmental Design Considerations,” lists the
proposed design measures.

Habitat on the site is characterized by chaparral, scrub, oak woodlands, herbaceous
uplands, wetlands, and unvegetated habitats. The Proposed Project has been
designed to preserve as much of the sensitive habitat as possible through the
creation of open space encompassing a total of 1,209.81,214.8 acres, as shown on
Figure 1-1. Protective fencing and/or signage would be installed as necessary to
prevent encroachment into protected areas. The open space would be managed by
an approved Habitat Manager in accordance with the RMP. More details are
provided in Section 2.1, Biology.

Approximately 680 acres on the Project Site fell within the FCI. The initiative
sunsetted at the end of 2010 and no longer applies.

The Resource Protection Ordinance (RPO) provides for the protection of sensitive
resources in the County of San Diego. Specific provisions protect steep slopes,
sensitive habitats, wetland, floodplains, unique topographic features, and cultural
resources. Steep slopes occur on the site, but potential graded areas generally avoid
all steep slopes. The four exceptions are within the encroachment allowances of the
RPO.

The RPO generally defines sensitive habitat lands as those that include unique
vegetation communities and habitat that is necessary to support sensitive species.
The Proposed Project has avoided these areas whenever possible by locating
potential pads and agricultural areas away from sensitive habitats and by creating a
large area of protected open space.

RPO wetlands are present in several locations throughout the site. Impacts to RPO
wetlands have been avoided or minimized as part of the Proposed Project’s design,
and wetland buffers of a minimum of 50 feet up to 200 feet have been incorporated
into the design. In one case where the main entrance is proposed, an RPO crossing
is necessary which impacts the wetlands in that location. Four RPO buffers would
also be impacted: in lots 6, 7, and 9 due to the Project’s main access, in lot 6 due to
the driveway for that lot. These are shown in Figure 2-1-6, “Proposed Project — RPO
Encroachments.”

The cultural resources study noted the presence of 45 cultural resource sites on the
site, 38 of which are considered RPO-significant. All of these have been avoided in
designing the Proposed Project. In addition, formation of a Rural Landscape District
has been recommended to recognize and protect onsite historical resources. Open
space protections and monitoring have been provided, which includes buffers. More
details are provided in Chapter 2.2, Cultural Resources.

2 Department of Agriculture Weights and Measures, 2007 Crop Statistics and Annual Report, page 3
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In summary, the Proposed Project complies with the RPO through a series of design
features that avoid impacts to protected resources. These consist of avoidance, open
space protection, and ongoing management of protected resource lands.

The potential for controlled or polluted runoff has been addressed through design
measures in the drainage study, hydromodification study, and the Stormwater
Management Plan (SWMP). The SWMP specifies a range of Best Management
Practices (BMPs) that would be used in the design of Project drainage. Examples of
these are grassy bio retention technigues that would act as natural filtering features
for pollutants. Chapter 3.1.7 provides more details about these measures. A
Construction Management Plan would be used to minimize construction dust and
vehicle emissions.

The site is bounded on the north by SR 78/79. SR 78 is designated as a Third
Priority Scenic Highway in the San Diego County Scenic Highway Element of the
General Plan. SR 79 is designated as a Second Priority Scenic Highway. For
purposes of this review, the designation of SR 79 takes priority, and SR 78/79 has
been evaluated as a Second Priority Scenic Highway.

Hoskings Ranch would avoid significant effects on visual resources along SR 78/79
by retaining large lots along the roadway and by siting pads away from the highway
where they would be screened by the existing topography. The Proposed Project’s
design leaves a majority of the site undisturbed. Additionally, the agricultural
component of the Proposed Project would be consistent with the agricultural vistas
elsewhere in the viewshed. The Proposed Project would not create a visual impact to
the viewshed from the highway or from other surrounding viewsheds. Details are
discussed in Chapter 3.1.1, Visual Resources.

1.3 Project Location

Hoskings Ranch is located in an unincorporated area of east-central San Diego County,
approximately one mile southwest of the unincorporated town of Julian. It lies immediately
south of SR 78/79 and west of Pine Hills Road. The intersection of SR 78/79 and Pine Hills
Road forms the northeast corner of the site. The general site location can be found in The
Thomas Guide (2004) — San Diego County, pages 1135 and 1155. Primary access to the
site would be from Pine Hills Road to the proposed Tenaya Road. A second access to the
site would be from SR 78/79 to Hoskings Ranch Road to Daley Flat Road. See Figure S-1,
“Regional Vicinity Map,” for the general location in the County. Figure 1-1, “Project Tentative
Map,” shows the access points, and Figure 2-3-1, “Existing Circulation Network,” shows the
Project site’s circulation system.

1.3.1 Regional Setting

Hoskings Ranch is situated on the south-facing foothills of the Volcan Mountains at
elevations ranging from 3,100 to 4,200 feet AMSL. The site is approximately 60 miles
northeast of downtown San Diego and 20 miles east of Ramona. It is located within the
Julian region of the Peninsular Ranges Province, a 300-mile long California geomorphic
province. This portion of the province lies near the geographic center of San Diego
county.

The region’s mountainous topography is characterized by forested hillsides and
intervening small valleys, many of which support cattle grazing or other agricultural
activities. Steep canyons are common and are usually accompanied by water courses.
The San Diego River has its origins in this area. The site is located within the Temescal
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Canyon/Orinoco watershed, which encompasses the generally south-facing slopes west
and south of Julian. Figure 1-5 shows the topography on the site and in the vicinity.

Hoskings Ranch is situated in the San Diego Air Basin. The terrain and geographical
features of the basin determine the distinctive climate of the region. The basin is
bounded on the west by the Pacific Ocean and on the east by mountains and canyons.
The region is within the semi-permanent high-pressure zone of the eastern Pacific,
resulting in a mild climate with cool sea breezes. This mild pattern is subject to
infrequent periods of hot weather, winter storms, or Santa Ana winds.

Local climate data can be estimated from data compiled from nearby Julian. The region
has some of the highest rainfall in San Diego County, averaging 25.89 inches, generated
by the west-facing mountain elevations along the interior mountain range where sea-
borne moisture is trapped by desert high pressure systems, resulting in high levels of
rainfall. Average annual high and low temperatures are 70.8 degrees Farenheit (° F) and
41.7° F, respectively. Average January high and low temperatures are 55.6° F and 34.5°
F, while average July high and low temperatures are 90.1° F and 53.0° F, respectively.

The site is located approximately three miles west of the Elsinore Fault zone, one of the
largest in the state. This fault zone has not been active since a magnitude 6 earthquake
recorded in 1910. The Proposed Project, like all of San Diego County, is located in
Seismic Zone 4, indicating it is subject to ground shaking. Therefore, the Proposed
Project would conform to provisions of the Uniform Building Code as they relate to
earthquake safety.

Unique natural features in this region include the large plateau below and to the west of
Hoskings Ranch, Dye Mountain to the west, and the Volcan Mountains to the north. The
plateau is characterized by open rolling country which is devoted largely to agricultural
uses such as grazing, viniculture, stables, and hay production. Population density is
moderate, with large areas of low density and a few higher-density suburban-type
developments closer to the town of Ramona. The mountain region is characterized by
steep terrain, rolling hills, and small valleys that tend to be developed with farms that
support cattle grazing and small-scale orchards. The region is generally undeveloped, in
part because large areas are publically owned, such as the Cleveland National Forest
and Cuyamaca State Park. Population density is low. Julian_is; the only town in
immediate the area.

Biological resources in the region are characterized by oak woodland, hillsides of
chaparral, and native and non-native grasslands. Riparian habitats are located in the
area and are associated with many of the water courses in the region.

The Proposed Project is in an area that has potential pre-historic and historic
significance. Records indicate that the San Dieguito culture occupied the area between
9,030 years Before the Present (BP) + 350 to 7,500 BP. Migrants from the desert to the
east gradually moved into the area beginning around 3,000 BP. The expeditions of
Cabrillo in 1542 brought contact between the native population and the Spanish. At the
time of contact with European culture, the area was primarily settled by the ancestors of
the modern-day Kumeyaay (Southern Diegueno) Indians, who occupied southern San
Diego County.

Between the 1860s and the early 1900s, the discovery of gold in the Julian area
accelerated the settlement of San Diego’s mountainous east county. The development
of Julian and the surrounding area followed closely thereafter. Following the end of the
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gold boom, agriculture, largely cattle grazing, and tourism gradually developed to
support the economy. Agri-tourism is now a mainstay of the local economy.

The Julian Town Center, which is characterized by a mixture of predominantly residential
and commercial uses, is approximately one mile east of the proposed site. The Town
Center is designated as the Julian Historic District and was established to “preserve
what remains of Julian City which was created in 1870 to provide goods, services and
housing for a population spawned by a gold rush ...” The Historic District of Julian is
renowned for retaining the architectural authenticity of the original town.early-settlement:
Its commerce is based on tourism, which is in large part driven by the mountain setting,
historic preservation, and agri-tourism. The region is served by one major roadway, SR
78/79, which connects Julian and the Ramona area with population centers along the
coast, and the desert areas to the east.

1.3.2 Environment On-site and in the Immediate Vicinity

The Proposed Project Site is approximately 40 miles inland from the coast in central San
Diego County. It lies within the mountain foothills east of the coastal plain and west of
the low desert.

Figure 1-6, “Surrounding Land Uses,” shows uses in the area surrounding Hoskings
Ranch. Land uses in the immediate vicinity include open land, scattered large residential
lots, and agriculture. Land to the west and northwest is undeveloped and consists of
forested land and grassland. Areas north and central to the Proposed Project consist of
residences on lots that range in size from 8 to 60 acres, a baseball field, and large open
tracts with scattered tree cover and some agricultural use consisting of pastureland.
Many of these lots are within an agricultural preserve which allows 15-acre minimum lot
sizes.

SR 78/79, a second priority scenic highway, runs along the north east boundary of the
proposed site. Uses along the highway consist of scattered residences, grazing land, a
sewage treatment facility, and forested land. The community of Wynola, located 1.5
miles northwest of the site, supports a strip of commercial markets catering to the
agricultural economy of the area, restaurants, orchards, and residences. The town of
Julian is located one mile east of the site and consists of a concentrated commercial
district based on the historic and agricultural identity of the town. Residences are
scattered throughout the area and represent a mix of rural, town, and suburban home
types. Agriculture is common in the area and consists of vineyards, orchards, cattle
breeding, grazing, berry growing, and apiary activity.

Pine Hills Road runs parallel to most of the eastern site boundary. Scattered large
residential lots and agricultural operations ranging in size from two to 50 acres are
located east of the site. Cattle breeding and pasture are the agricultural uses in this
area. The area directly south of the eastern portion of Hoskings Ranch consists of small-
scale agricultural and residential lots ranging in size from four to 120 acres. Fruit
orchards occur in the area adjacent to the site on the southeast. Pine Hills, a residential
mountain community, is approximately 1.25 miles south of the southeast corner of the
site. Lot sizes in Pine Hills range from one-half to 17 acres in size. As one travels west
along Hoskings’ southern boundary, the topography becomes very steep. This area is
largely undeveloped and consists of undisturbed native habitats.

3 Julian Community Plan, page 51
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Orinoco/Temescal Canyon Creek parallels the Proposed Project’'s southern boundary as
it flows east to west toward the San Diego River. This 7.2-mile long creek originates
approximately a mile southeast of Julian and flows south and west, passing north of the
community of Pine Hills and south of Hoskings Ranch. The creek name changes to
Temescal Canyon Creek near a waterfall located offsite and before it flows to the San
Diego River, located less than a mile west of the site. Land offsite to the west consists of
steep slopes associated with Dye Mountain. Privately owned lots are located within the
Cleveland National Forest west of the Proposed Project’'s boundary. They range in size
from 40 to 120 acres and are largely undeveloped.

The Proposed Project Site has four distinct topographic regions. The northeastern area
of the site consists of rolling hills characterized by grazing land with scattered oaks. The
central area is relatively flat in the north and falls off steeply to the south. The southwest
area is relatively flat and is at a lower elevation than the northern and eastern portions of
the site. The southern boundary follows Orinico Creek. The southern part of Hoskings
Ranch is within the Cleveland National Forest, which extends beyond the site
boundaries to the south and west.

The Proposed Project Site is located in a drainage shed approximately of 8.0 square
miles that consists of 12 major drainage basins. The land generally drains from north to
south via a series of unnamed courses that vary in width from inches to several feet. The
largest drainages are in the central and western part of the property. Runoff from ten of
the site’s basins discharges directly or indirectly into Temescal Canyon Creek. One
basin in the northwest corner of the site discharges directly into the San Diego River,
and a second in the eastern part of the site discharges into Sentenac Creek, which flows
westerly to the San Diego River.

The property supports six broad categories of plant communities: Chaparral
(approximately 214.4 acres), Scrub (150.3 acres), Woodland (545.4 acres), Herbaceous
Uplands (452.1 acres), Wetland (53. 73 acres), and Unvegetated habitats (less than an
acre). Many of these habitats are also found offsite in the immediate vicinity of the
property. Detailed descriptions of the existing biological conditions on the site are
discussed in Chapter 2.1, Biology.

Intended Uses of the BEIRFEIR

This is a project BEIREIR because it examines the environmental impacts of a single
project. The BEIREIR is an informational document which will inform public agency decision-
makers and the public generally of the significant environmental effects of the Proposed
Project, identify possible ways that significant effects can be minimized, and describe
reasonable alternatives to the Proposed Project. The BEIRFEIR will also be used to
evaluate the impacts of amending the Proposed Project's Williamson Act Contract to allow
reclassification of those areas onsite currently requiring a 160-acre lot minimum to a
minimum of 40 acre lots.

1-10
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1.4.1 Matrix of Project Approvals/Permits

Discretionary Approval/Permit Approving Agency
Tentative Map County of San Diego (CSD)
Habitat Loss Permit CsD

Grading Permit CSD

Final Subdivision Map CsSD

County Right-of-Way construction, Excavation and

Encroachment Permit CSD, Caltrans

Amendment of Williamson Act Contract per Board Policy

1-38 CsD
Vacate Easements per Board Policy 1-103 CSD
1603 Streambed Alteration Agreement CDFG

1.4.2 Related Environmental Review and Consultation Requirements

Wildlife Agencies have visited the Project Site and have commented on the BEIRFEIR
as part of their role in administering the Natural Community Conservation Planning
(NCCP) program. The U.S. Forest Service may comment on the plans for use of
Proposed Project lands in the Cleveland National Forest. Caltrans has been consulted
as related to possible work in their right of way to improve sight distance at SR 78/79
and Pine Hills Road.

15 Project Inconsistencies with Applicable Regional and General Plans

The Proposed Project has been evaluated in relation to the applicable elements of the
County of San Diego General Plan (GP), the Julian Community Plan, County of San Diego
Zoning Ordinance, Regional Housing Allocation Plans, Regional Air Quality Strategy
(RAQS), San Diego County Air Pollution Control District (APCD), the Regional Water Quality
Control Board's Basin Plan for the San Diego area, SANDAG’s Growth Forecast and
Congestion Management Plan, and Caltrans’ Regional Transportation Plan. No
inconsistencies with the above-listed regional and general plans have been found.

1.6 List of Past, Present, and Reasonably Anticipated Future Projects in the
Project Area

The cumulative projects list consists of past, present, and reasonably expected projects in
the region that could contribute to a cumulative impact. The general study area was
determined using County maps of recent and active projects. The study area was defined
geographically as the areas on the west facing slopes of the Volcan Mountain in the vicinity
of Julian on the east and Santa Ysabel on the southwest. It includes the Pine Hills
Community and Daley Flat as well as areas east and south of Julian. This area was chosen
because the western slopes of the mountain share a similar climate and because the area
shares a similar land use pattern of mixed rural and agricultural uses that are a response to
agricultural tourism common in the Julian vicinity. Study areas for each subject discussed in
the BEIRFEIR are further defined within that subject area discussion. Ninety projects were
reviewed for potential impacts. The cumulative impact of each subject area is discussed in
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Chapters 2 and 3. Projects are listed in Table 1-1, “Cumulative Projects.” A map is provided
showing the cumulative projects in relation to the subject property. See Figure 1-7, “Master
Cumulative Impacts Map,” and subsequent detail maps 1-8A through 1-8E.

1.7 Energy Conservation

Appendix F of the CEQA Guidelines provides guidance for analyzing significant enerqgy
implications of a project. The introduction states that “[t]he goal of conserving energy implies
the wise and efficient use of energy.” Three means of achieving this goal are provided:

1. Decreasing overall per capita energy consumption;

2. Decreasing reliance on fossil fuels such as coal, natural gas, and oil; and

3. Increasing reliance on renewable energy sources.

Emphasis in the discussion should be on “avoiding or reducing inefficient, wasteful and
unnecessary consumption of energy.”

1.7.1 Consumption and Effect on Energy Resources

The Project proposes 24 residential lots and biological open space on a 1,416.5-acre
site. It will depend on groundwater for potable water needs and septic systems for
wastewater disposal. Heating would be generated from natural gas delivered to the site
via San Diego Gas and Electric (SDGE) pipelines. Grazing/cattle breeding will continue
as a component of the Project.

Energy will be used in three forms: electricity, gas, and fuels. The following table lists the
ways in which these forms of energy will be used by the Project:

Table 1-2 Project Energy Use by Energy Type and Use Cateqories

Use Type Electricity Gasses Related to | Transportation
Building Use(1) Fuels(2)
Construction
Vehicles X
Materials(3) X X X
Machinery X X
Transportation X
Operation
Home operation X X
Irrigation X
Agriculture X X
Transportation X X
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(1) Primarily natural gas for home operation.

(2) Primarily gasoline and diesel fuel

(3) Includes embodied enerqgy, or energy needed to manufacture and transport
materials.

Energy use during construction will include operation of construction vehicles such as
excavators, scrapers, forklifts, and rollers. Enerqy used to fabricate, finish, and transport
building materials is embodied in the material used. Electricity would be used for
construction lighting, field services (trailers), and electrically driven construction
equipment such as air compressors, drills, saws, and pumps, among other equipment.
Fuel use would be associated with gasoline- and diesel-powered mobile construction
equipment and commuting of workers to and from the construction site. Full details of
energy use are provided in the air quality and global climate change reports associated
with this DEIR (Appendices H and | respectively).

The major energy use during operations would be for heating and cooling of houses,
followed by lighting. Energy will also be required to operate pumps that will supply water
to residents for home use and agriculture. Energy will also be expended by the on-going
grazing/cattle breeding operation. This will be in the form of feed and transportation for
cattle and vehicle operation by ranchers. Finally a small amount of fuel will be expended
by biologists and grazing managers inspecting the site.

Most residential functions such as lighting and cooling will use electricity. Heating is
typically generated from natural gas, discussed below. Grazing/cattle breeding currently
exists over the entire 1,416.5-acre site, although only approximately 750 acres are
ideally suitable for grazing due to steep slopes and impenetrable and unpalatable
vegetation. Grazing contracts allow for 160 head to be grazed on the site. Current use
for grazing is approximately 80 head. Overall grazing numbers will be reduced on the
site to approximately 60 head under the Conservation Grazing Management Plans
proposed for the Project. Energy use for cattle grazing can be estimated based on the
number of head being raised. A Dairy and Livestock research report for the California
Daily Energy Project (C. Collar et al.) estimated that dairy cattle on the California farms
studied amounted to 516 kWh per year per cow. The use of dairy farm data represents a
conservative approach to grazing energy use due to the greater amount of machinery
involved. Using this measure, the Project will result in a decrease of electrical enerqgy
use for cattle grazing/breeding of approximately 51,600 kWh or 63 percent from allowed
levels and 10,320 kWh or 25 percent from current levels. Therefore energy demand
associated with cattle grazing/breeding is not included in the analysis due to this
reduction in current demand.

A single family home in California is expected to use 7,605 kWh of electricity per year
(2009 California Appliance Saturation Study, Executive Summary, Figure ES-1 and
Table ES-2, (California Energy Commission (CEC) document # 200-2010-004-ES,
2009). The Project’s electrical energy use would therefore be 182,520 kWh of electricity
per year. Overall annual residential energy use in San Diego County in 2013 was
6,775.22 million kWh (Department of Conservation,
ecdms.energy.ca.gov/elecbycounty.aspx). The Project represents less than a hundred
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thousandth of the total County residential electricity use. It will therefore have a minimal
effect on overall energy use in the County. Nevertheless, the Project incorporates
enerqy efficiency measures which are discussed below in Section 1.7.6.

Average household natural gas use in California in 2012 was 373 Therms per year. For
the 24 lot Project this amounts to 8,952 Therms annually.
(http://www.energyalmanac.ca.gov/naturalgas/residential_natural _gas consumption.htm
). In contrast the California Energy Commission estimates San Diego County’s total
residential usage at 311,180,000 Therms in 2012. (Department of Conservation,
ecdms.energy.ca.gov/gasbycounty.aspx). Project use is less than a hundred thousandth
of total California residential consumption. Impacts to County of San Diego natural gas
use would therefore not be significant. However, proposed conservation measures are
proposed for the Project and discussed in Section 1.7.6. They are summarized as
design measures in Section 7.6.1

1.7.2 Effect on Energy Supplies

San Diego Gas and Electric (SDGE) is the electricity supplier for San Diego County. For
2012, SDGE reported available and planned resources of 16,614 GWh, balanced
against the same amount of energy requirements. The year 2016 is projecting as an
excess of 205 GWh of electricity after accounting for existing and planned sources. Total
Project electricity demand of 143,600 kWh of electricity, or 0.14 GWh is well within the
projected excess capacity. Therefore the Project would not require construction of
additional electrical generation capacity.

1.7.3 Effect on Peak and Base Demand for Electricity

Peak demand for electricity occurs when so much electrical equipment is in use at one
time that it places a strain on the entire electric grid system. This generally occurs in
California during summer heat waves in the weekday afternoon, hours when air
conditioners at both homes and businesses are running at full strength.

The Project would operate during peak energy demand periods, and so would constitute
a new source of peak demand usage. Residential construction will fall under stringent
2013 Title 24 requlations unless new requlations are adopted. These regulations include
extensive requirements for more sustainable and energy efficient construction practices
that will affect both the types of materials used and the way in which finished systems
will be tested. Title 24 provisions are detailed below. The Project’s overall demand will
be reduced from historic “business and usual” levels of residential energy use due to
compliance with Title 24 changes.

1.7.4 Transportation Energy Use

Energy will also be expended in the daily trips made by residents. The Project has been
estimated to have 288 Average Daily Trips (ADT) related to residential traffic based on
the traffic impact Analysis, Appendix D. Agriculturally related traffic is estimated by the
traffic engineers to be approximately 2 ADT per day, as stated in Appendix D,
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Attachment E. Approximately 35 percent of traffic will make local trips of 1-3 miles while
65% will travel toward Santa Ysabel (6 miles away), Ramona (22 miles away), or points
beyond. Energy use in the form of gasoline will therefore increase as a result of the
Project. However, several factors will combine to moderate this increase. The town of
Julian is a mile from the project site and provides basic services such as grocers,
restaurants, lodging, gas stations, auto repair, banking, hair salons, and computer
services, among others. New title 24 requlations requires the inclusion of electrical
vehicle hookups in new homes, enabling a reduction in gasoline consumption for
transportation. Electric vehicle use is also projected to increase significantly statewide in
the coming years, and it is reasonable to conclude that some residents would
incorporate electric vehicles into their driving mix. The combination of proximity of
services and a more fuel efficient vehicle mix will moderate the Project’s transportation
energy demand.

1.7.5 Water Use and Wastewater Disposal

An average residence is estimated to use 0.5 AFY of water according to the County of
San Diego Groundwater Ordinance. It takes approximately 1.37 kWh to lift an acre foot
of water one foot if the pump is 75 percent efficient. A well with an average depth to
groundwater of 500 feet will therefore use 1.37 kWh X 500 ft X 0.5 k annual usage to
pump 0.5 AFY of water to a residence, or 343 kWh of enerqgy per year. Water pumping
for the 24 residences would be approximately 8,220 kWh. Water tanks with a capacity of
10,000 gallons will be installed on each lot to facilitate fire control. It will take an
additional 0.73 AF of water to fill these tanks. The energy cost for this effort will be 500
kKWh. There are four holding ponds on the site used for cattle, but these are fed from
runoff and do not constitute a drain on enerqgy resources. Additional water may come
from existing natural drainage features. There are no wells dedicated to watering cattle.
Total energy use related to water use is therefore estimated at 8,720 KWh.

Wastewater will be disposed of in septic systems. These systems usually rely on gravity
to move wastewater, and therefore do not constitute an energy drain.

1.7.6 _Energy Conservation

The State of California controls building standards throughout the state through Title 24.
The 2013 standards have undergone a significant revision that mandate greater enerqy
conservation in the construction and operation of all buildings. The California Energy
Commission expects the new standards to reduce annual electricity consumption by 613
gigawatts (GWh) and natural gas consumption by 10 million Therms per year (CEC, Title
24, 2013). These changes affect all aspects of the building and operation of buildings.
Construction management is required and will be utilized to reduce vehicle idling times,
ensure vehicles are running efficiently, and promote the recycling of construction
materials. In particular single family residential development standards mandate new
enerqy efficiency in windows, building envelope, insulation, and heating, ventilation, and
air conditioning (HVAC) systems. There are new building simulation tools that interface
with Title 24 and that allow builders to make tradeoffs between energy saving devices.
Several of the new features are outlined in the following table.
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Table 1- 3 Title 24 2014: Selected Energy Efficiency Requirements

Improved heating and cooling controls

Control air leaks at windows and doors

Double pained windows to provide better insulation against energy loss
windows

Greater efficiency of joint seals

Automatic timing switches on all lighting such as_dimmers, daylight
controls, occupant sensing controls, part-night sensing controls

Solar ready construction

Improved wall insulation efficiencies

Mandatory reduction in indoor and outdoor water use

Recycling of construction waste

Lower Volatile Organic Compound content in paints, sealants, and similar materials

Increased efficiency of appliances

It is estimated that it takes 13,022 kWh to import each million gallons of potable water
into the region (Green House Gas Analysis, Ldn Consulting, and May 13, 2014). The
energy required to pump a comparable amount of water on the site would be 2,102 kWh.
The enerqgy cost of water use by the project is therefore lower than a comparable project
within the County Water Authority Line using imported water.

Finally, SDGE is expanding its portfolio of renewable energy sources such as wind,
solar, and geothermal energy. Energy from these sources will be fed into the electricity
grid and distributed to customers. As SDGE customers The Project residents will
indirectly participate in the increased use of renewable energy.

1.7.7 Conclusions

The proposed project will consume enerqgy in the construction and operation of 24
residential homes. Construction energy use will be limited in scale and the construction
management plan for the Project will include measures to prevent the waste of energy.
The Project will incorporate measures to increase enerqy efficiency and prevent waste
through 2013 Title 24 requirements. Operational aspects represent a very small fraction
of overall electrical and natural gas energy use in San Diego County. SDGE has the
capacity to serve the Project without the construction of new facilities. Transportation
energy will not be wasted because destinations that can meet residents’ needs for
services already exist in the area. Alternative energy use will take place in the form of a
projected increase in use of electric vehicles, and reliance on SDGE's expanding
portfolio of alternative energy sources. Although the Project will increase energy usage
in the County, this increase is small. The Project reduces its energy use over and above
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a historic “business as usual” approach by adhering to sustainable building practices
such better insulation, solar enerqgy ready construction, and improved controls in
buildings for lights and heating/air conditioning.

1-71.8 Growth-Inducing Effects

The Proposed Project was analyzed for its potential to induce growth in the area. A project
can foster economic or population growth, directly or indirectly, when it leads to the
construction of additional housing. Removing obstacles to growth, for example by extending
utilities to a project, could also be growth inducing.

The Proposed Project could foster economic growth because the subdivided lots are
designed to promote agricultural uses. However, Julian has been an agricultural region for
decades with an active and successful agri-tourism industry. The absorption of the lots is
expected over a 10 to 14 year period. The addition of these sites would gradually support
the existing economy in the area but would not introduce a new or dramatically expanded
component to the economic picture of the area.

Population growth would be gradual, as would absorption of the proposed lots into the local
economy. Total additional population expected over the next ten years in Julian is
approximately 1,093 people, an increase of approximately 3.5 percent per year. The
Proposed Project would potentially introduce approximately 72 people to the area in this
time, an increase of less than 0.1 percent per year, well below the predicted rate. Therefore
the Proposed Project would not induce population growth over and above rates that are
already projected.

The Proposed Project would not remove obstacles to growth. New infrastructure would
include a-5-0-acre-site-fora-fire-station—access roads, and lateral lines for electric and gas
service. Each lot would provide its own water supply and septic system. No additional

mfrastructure capamty would be prowded Ihe—hre—sta%n—s&e—wea@—be—pmwded—te—the

The Proposed Project does not foster rapid economic or population growth, or provide
infrastructure that could promote growth in surrounding areas. As a result, the Proposed
Project is not growth-inducing.
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Conceptual Layout of Clear Sight Triangle [JExisting = 400 feet

__Pine Hills Road_.- ¢

(Driveway Locétion)

NOT TO SCALE
Tree trimming north from the project entrance on Pine Hills Road

Conceptual Layout of Clear Sight Triangle [[]Existing = 535 feet

SR78/79

‘Pine Hills Road

NOTFTOISEALE

Tree trimming east from the intersection of Pine Hills Road with SR78/79
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PERMANENT SIGNS WILL BE REQUIRED ALONG THE BOUNDARY BETWEEN OPEN SPACE
EASEMENT AND THE LIMITED BUILDING ZONE. THEY WILL BE INSTALLED AT INTERVALS
OF 100 FEET. THE SIGNS WILL BE CORROSION RESISTANT AND 87x9” MINIMUM SIZE, ON
POSTS NOT LESS THAN THREE FEET IN HEIGHT FROM THE GROUND SURFACE. SIGNS
MAY BE ATTACHED TO FENCING IN LIEW OF ATTACHING THEM TO A SEPARATE POST.
THE SIGNS WILL STATE THE FOLLOWING.

SENSITIVE ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES DISTURBANCE BEYOND
THIS POINT IS RESTRICTED BY EASEMENT.

FOR INFORMATION CONTACT THE COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO,
DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND LAND USE
REF. 89-08-032A

PROJECT
" BOUNDARY

\

TEMESCAL—
CANYON

CREEK

Hoskings Ranch
Road

| DALEY FLAT RD.
| SECONDARY ACCESS

ORINOCO

SR78/79 e =
a Public Road

PROJECT
BOUNDARY

LEGEND

PROPOSED OPEN SPACE EASEMENT
EXIST. 0.5, EASEMENTS AND ENVIRONMENTAL
OVERLAY ZONES PER PM 12619

EXISTING FLOOD CONTROL EASEMENT
PER DOC. # 83-044221 / 02-10-1993
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RIGHTS OF THE PUBLIC IN AND TO THAT PORTION OF
THE LAND LYING MITHIN SAN DIEGO COUNTY HIGHWAY
COMMMISSION JULIAN ROAD NO. 3-8 AS DISCLOSED
BY MAP ON FILE IN THE OFFICE OF THE COUNTY
ASSESSOR OF SAN DIEGO COUNTY. PER FIRST
AMERICAN TITLE ORDER NUMBER DIV-813663 DATED
FEBRUARY 25, 2003.

SAN DIEGO GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY EASEMENT
FOR PUBLIC UTILITIES AND INCIDENTAL PURPOSES,
RECORDED OCTOBER 18, 1949 IN BOOK 3354, PAGE
421 OF OFFICIAL RECORDS.

AN EASEMENT GRANTED TO SAN DIEGO GAS AND
ELECTRIC COMPANY FOR PUBLIC UTILITIES AND
INCIDENTAL PURPOSES, RECORDED OCTOBER 18, 1949
IN BOOK 3354, PAGE 423 OF OFFICIAL RECORDS.

AN EASEMENT GRANTED TO GEORGE H. SMITH AND
JANET H. SMITH, HUSBAND AND WIFE FOR ROAD AND
UTILITY ANG INCIDENTAL PURFOSES, RECORDED
JANUARY 12, AS INSTRUMENT NO. 79-019729 OF
OFFICIAL RECORDS.

AN EASEMENT GRANTED TO THE COUNTY OF SAN

DIEGO FOR RIDING AND HIKING TRAIL AND INCIDENTAL
PURPOSES, RECORDED FEBRUARY 10, 1983 AS
INSTRUMENT NO. B3-044220 OF OFFICIAL RECORDS.

e

INE

(B) AN EASEMENT GRANTED TO THE COUNTY OF SAN
DIEGO FOR COUNTY HIGHWAY TOGETHER WITH GRANT
OF THE PRIILEGE AND RIGHT TO EXTEND DRAINAGE
STRUCTURES, EXCAVATION AND EMBANKMENT SLOPES
BEYOND THE LIITS OF HIGHWAY 78 WHERE REQUIRED

FOR THE CONSTRUCTION AND MAINTENANCE OF SAID

HIGHWAY AND INCIOENTAL PURPOSES, RECORDED
FEBRUARY 10, 1983 AS INSTRUMENT NO. 83-044221
OF OFFICIAL RECORDS.

(7Y AN EASEMENT GRANTED TO THE COUNTY OF SAN
DIEGO FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT ZONE 2 FOR FLOWAGE
OF WATERS AND INCIDENTAL PUR
FEBRUARY 10, 1983 AS INSTRUMENT NO. 83-044222
OF OFFICIAL RECORDS.

AN EASEMENT GRANTED 10 SAN DIEGO GAS AND
ELECTRIC COMPANY FOR PUBLIC UTLITIES AND
INCIOENTAL. PURPOSES, RECORDED FEBRUARY 16, 1983
AS INSTRUMENT NO. 83-050386 OF OFFICIAL RECORDS.

(G} ABUTTER'S RIGHTS OF INGRESS AND EGRESS TO OR
FROM PARCELS F, G, | AND J IN AND TO STATE
HIGHWAY 78 AND PINE HILLS ROAD, EXCEPT ACCESS
OPENINGS, ADJACENT THERETO HAVE BEEN RELINQUISHED
IN THE DOCUMENT RECORDED MARCH B, 1983 AS
INSTRUMENT NO. 83-073449 OF OFFICIAL RECORDS.

(I0) ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCE OVERLAY AREA PER PM 12619,

@ AN EASEMENT SHOWN OR DEDICATED ON PARCEL MAP
NO. 12619 AS REFERRED TO IN THE LEGAL DESCRIPTION
FOR PROPOSED 60 FOOT PRIVATE ROAD AND PUBLIC
UTILITY EASEMENT AND INCIDENTAL PURPOSES.

(I2) ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCE GVERLAY AREA PER PM 12619,

THE TERMS AND PROVISIONS CONTAINED IN THE DOC-
UMENT ENTITLED "EASEMENT AGREEMENT FOR ROAD
ACCESS™ RECORDED JUNE 29, 1984 AS INSTRUMENT
NO. 84-247179 OF OFFICIAL RECORDS. EXECUTED BY
AND BETWEEN CALIFORMIA FIRST BANK, A STATE
BANKING CORPORATION, AS TRUSTEE UNDER TRUST
AGREEMENT NOS. 1508 AND 6499 AND GORDON PETTIT
AND ELSA JM.’ESTDN PETTIT, HUSBAND AND WIFE AS
JOINT TENAN |

r
ORINOCO —~
CREEK

@ AN EASEMENT FOR RIGHT OF WAY FOR INGRESS AND
EGRESS AS RESERVED IN SAID DOCUMENT AND INCIDENTAL
PURPOSES IN THE DOCUMENT RECORDED JUNE 29, 1384
AS INSTRUMENT NO. 84-247180 OF OFFICIAL RECORDS.

{(I5) AN EASEMENT FOR OPEN SPACE AND INCIDENTAL
PURPOSES, RECORDED MARCH 27, 1986 AS INSTRUMENT
NO. 86-118541 OF OFFICIAL RECORDS.

@ v A EASEUENT FOR OFEN SPACE AND NCDENTAL

SES, RECORDED MARCH 27, 1966 AS INSTRUMENT
an as 118542 OF OFFICIAL RECORDS.

{i7) AN EASEMENT FOR ROAD AS RESERVED IN SAID DOC-
UMENT AND INCIDENTAL PURPOSES IN THE DOCUMENT
RECORDED FEBRUARY 26, 1988 AS INSTRUMENT NO.
88087213 OF OFFICIAL RECORDS.

(18) AN EASEMENT GRANTED 1O JOHN TELLAM, A SINGLE
MAN, FOR INGRESS AND EGRESS OVER AN EXISTING
DIRT ROAD AS IT EXISTED SEPTEMBER 1, 1958 AND
INCIDENTAL PURPOSES, RECORDED OCTOBER 8, 1998
AS INSTRUMENT NQ. 98-0649738 OF OFFICIAL RECORDS.

NOTE: EXISTING EASEMENT INFORMATION TAKEN FROM
PRELIMINARY TIILE REPORT ORDER NUMBER Div-813663-22
DONE BY FIRST AMERICAN TITLE DATED MARCH 14, 2003.
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TRS CONSULTANTS

CHAPTER 2.0  SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS OF THE PROPOSED

PROJECT
2.1 Biology
Biological surveys of the site were conducted by REC Consultants, Vincent Scheidt, and
others during various periods from May 2002 through e . These surveys are

included in the most recent study, “A Biological Resources Survgy Report for the Hoskings
Ranch Project, TM 5312 RPL3, and Consolidated Project Alternative Log No. 03-10-005
County of San Diego,” revised , attached to this BEIRFEIR as Appendix
A.

2.1.1 Existing Conditions

The topography of the 1,416.5-acre subject property slopes gently to steeply, dropping
off from flatter areas near the north and east portions of the site to the lower elevations
to the west and south. A number of dirt roads cross the property, with access currently
provided from SR 78/79, Daley Flat Road, and Forest Service roads through Daley Flat.
There are no residences on the site and the only structures present are capped wells, four
man-made detention basins, fences, and a cattle loading corral. The lowest portions of
the site have supported occasional agriculture (livestock grazing) in the past. The
habitats onsite consists of chaparrals, scrubs, woodlands, herbaceous uplands,
wetlands, and unvegetated habitats. Elevations onsite range from approximately 3,100
to 4,200 feet MSL. Soil types found onsite consist of sandy loams and alluvial soils.

There are seventeen generally discrete subcategories of plant communities found
onsite. They are as follows: (1) Southern Mixed Chaparral, (2) Chamise Chaparral), (3)
Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub, Inland Form, (4) Flat-top Buckwheat, (5) Coastal Sage —
Chaparral Scrub, (6) Coast Live Oak Woodland, (7) Engelmann Oak Woodland, (8)
Mixed Oak Woodland, (9) Mixed Oak/Coniferous/Bigcone/Coulter, (10) Non-native
Grassland, (11) Montane Meadow, (12) Southern Coast Live Oak Riparian Forest, (13)
Open Water, (14) Coastal and Valley Freshwater Marsh/Emergent Wetland, (15)
Riparian Scrub, (16) Disturbed Wetland, and (17) Urban/Developed Habitat. Habitats
which comprise the general ‘Scrub’ category (including many of the soft-woody species
above) may also qualify as Sensitive Habitat Lands as defined by the RPO. For analysis
purposes, all areas of Scrub onsite are classified as ‘CSS’ pursuant to the County’s
Habitat Loss Permit (HLP) Ordinance.

These biological resource areas are depicted on Figures 2-1-1A, B, and C, “Biological
Resources Map — West,” “Biological Resources Map — Central,” and “Biological
Resources Map — East,” respectively, at the end of this chapter in 11x17 format, and in
larger format in the back pocket of this BEIRFEIR. Existing open space easements have
been mapped to show the biological resources currently under protection, as shown in
Figure 2-1-2, “Existing Open Space Easements and Associated Biology.”

The following subsection provides relevant data for the onsite habitats. Table 3 in the
biological resources report summarizes the data for each of these habitats.
2111 Sensitive Habitats

Sensitive Habitats on the site total approximately 1,416.5 acres and are discussed
below. An additional 0.8 acres of urban/developed land occurs on the site but is not
discussed here because it is not a sensitive habitat.
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Southern Mixed Chaparral (117.5 acres) and Chamise Chaparral (96.9 acres)

Chaparral habitat composition varies greatly depending on factors such as slope and
surface. Chaparral vegetation occurs in patches throughout the Project Site in the
dry upland areas. Southern Mixed Chaparral is found in sheltered locations and on
slope surfaces sustaining moderate amounts of moisture. Chamise Chaparral is
found in areas characterized by small amounts of moisture and nutrient-poor slopes.
Chaparral indicator species include Chamise, Whitebark Ceanothus, Mountain
Mahogany, Mariposa Lily, Chaparral Bird's Beak, and other species. South-facing
slopes support significantly more open chaparral with lower stature shrubs.

Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub, Inland Form (40.6 acres), Flat-top Buckwheat (71.4
acres), and Coastal Sage-Chaparral Scrub (38.3 acres)

Scrub vegetation is found in older disturbed areas that have regrown with various
shrubs and subshrubs, including Flat-top Buckwheat, Slender Sunflower, and other
soft-woody species. Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub is indicated by California
Sagebrush, Flat-top Buckwheat, and other species. The site supports a nearly pure
stand of Flat-top Buckwheat, with few other species in the area. Coastal Sage-
Chaparral Scrub includes Chamise, Flat-top Buckwheat, and other native species.
Most of the scrub habitats are found in areas that were also used by humans,
including prehistoric uses around some of the site’s larger rock outcrops.

Coast Live Oak Woodland (175.8 acres), Engelmann Oak Woodland (246 acres),
Mixed Oak Woodland (115 acres), and Mixed Oak/Coniferous/Bigcone/Coulter (8.7

acres)

Woodlands occupy large areas of the Project Site. Coast Live Oak Woodland is
indicated by mature Coast Live Oak trees over a mixed understory including Ripgut
Brome, Western Goldrod, Squaw Bush, and many others. Engelmann Oak
Woodland is indicated by mature and often large Engelmann Oaks over a similar
understory. Broad savannahs of Engelmann Oak Woodland are found in various
places onsite. Mixed Oak Woodland contains a variety of oaks, including Black Oaks
and other native species. Mixed Oak/Coniferous/Bigcone/Coulter is indicated by
oaks and various conifers, including Incense Cedar and Coulter Pine.

Non-native Grassland (375.8 acres) and Montane Meadow (76.3 acres)

Herbaceous upland vegetation covers most of the flatter areas on the property that
were at one time grazing pastures. Non-native Grassland indicators include Ripgut
Brome, Wild Oat, and Perennial Mustard. Montane Meadow indicators include
Blessed Thistle, Rush, and other native species.

Southern Coast Live Oak Riparian Forest (49.53 acres), Riparian Scrub (3.2 acres),
Open Water (0.07 acres), Coastal and Valley Freshwater Marsh/Emergent Wetland
(0.85 acres), and Disturbed Wetland (0.07 acres)

Southern Coast Live Oak Riparian Forest is indicated by large trees including
California Sycamores, willows, Cost Live Oak, and others along the site’s main
drainages. Riparian Scrub includes scrubby willows, cattails, and Mule Fat, and is
found in openings along several of the site’s drainages. Open Water is characterized
by four agricultural ponds onsite, which were constructed for cattle watering. Only
one or two hold water beyond the rainy season and have become well vegetated
over time. These ponds support Emergent Wetland, Coastal and Valley Freshwater
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Marsh, and Disturbed Wetland. A wetland delineation was done for the Proposed
Project and the results are shown on Figure 2-1-3, “Wetland Delineation.”

21.1.2 Sensitive Plant and Animal Species

The property was surveyed for special status plant species and animals. Special
status plant species and animals are those listed as “rare, endangered, threatened,
of special concern” or “otherwise noteworthy” by the California Department of Fish
and Game, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the National Audubon Society, the
County of San Diego’'s MSCP program, the California Native Plant Society, or other
conservation agencies, organizations, or local botanists or zoologists. Of the 286
species of vascular plans observed, the following six are considered sensitive: San
Diego Milk-vetch, Banner Dudleya, San Diego Gumplant, Cuyamaca Meadowfoam,
Engelmann Oak, and Velvety False Lupine.

One hundred and thirty-one species
of animals were observed, with 27 species considered sensitive. These include:
Grasshopper Sparrow, Golden Eagle, Great Blue Heron, Red-shouldered Hawk,
Swainson’s Hawk, Green Heron, Turkey Vulture, Northern Harrier, White-tailed Kite,

Horned Lark, Blue-gray Gnatcatcher, Western Bluebird, Bewick’'s Wren,
Barn Owl, Mountain Lion, Bobcat, San Diego Desert Woodrat, Mule Deer, Silvery
Legless Lizard, Southwestern Pond Turtle, Orange-throated Whiptail, San Diego
Ringneck Snake, Two-striped Garter Snake, San Diego Horned Lizard, Coronado
Skink, Coastal Western Whiptail, and Monarch butterfly.

21.1.3 Threatened or Endangered Species

California Gnatcatcher

The California Gnatcatcher is a federally-listed “threatened” songbird, and has been
found on habitat superficially similar to that found on the Project Site. The California
Gnatcatcher is a federally-listed “threatened” songbird, and has been found on
habitat superficially similar to that found on the Project Site. However, the scrub
habitat on the Proposed Project site is previously disturbed. Additionally, the
California Gnatcatcher is usually found on sites with elevations below 1,800 feet
MSL, and the Project Site ranges from 3,100 and 4,200 feet MSL. And lastly, there
are no locality records for this species from the vicinity, with the nearest sighting
several miles to the west at lower elevations. For these reasons, the California
Gnatcatcher is not expected to occur on this property.

Laguna Skipper

The Laguna Mountains Skipper is oftentimes found in higher elevation areas of San
Diego County. Since it is a federally-listed “endangered species,” directed surveys
were conducted in 2002 and 2008. The Laguna Skipper larva feeds solely on the
Horkelia clevelandii plant, which makes the presence or absence of this plant the
determining factor for the existence of the Laguna Skipper. The directed surveys of
the site did not find any Horkelia clevelandii; therefore, the Laguna Mountains
Skipper is not expected to occur on the Proposed Project site.
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2114 Regulatory Framework
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)

California Public Resources Code, Section 21000, et seq., constitutes CEQA. This
Act legislates environmental protections, encoding guidelines and definitions that
guide agencies in directing projects to have the least environmental impacts.

California Endangered Species Act (CESA)

California Fish and Game code, Section 2050, et seq., constitutes CESA. This Act
legislates the protection of endangered species, calling for conservation and
mitigation programs, and providing definitions for various terms, including the term
‘endangered’ and/or ‘threatened’, which guide the Act’'s enforcement.

Code of Federal Requlations (CFR)

CFR Section 21, et seq., constitutes the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA), which
provides protections for migratory birds. Specific provisions of the statute include:

“Establishment of a Federal prohibition, unless permitted by regulations, to "pursue,
hunt, take, capture, kill, attempt to take, capture or Kill, possess, offer for sale, sell,
offer to purchase, purchase, deliver for shipment, ship, cause to be shipped, deliver
for transportation, transport, cause to be transported, carry, or cause to be carried by
any means whatever, receive for shipment, transportation or carriage, or export, at
any time, or in any manner, any migratory bird, included in the terms of this
Convention . . . for the protection of migratory birds . . . or any part, nest, or egg of
any such bird." (16 U.S.C. 703)”

Federal Endangered Species Act (FESA)

Title 16 of the United States Code Section 1531, et seq., constitutes the Federal
Endangered Species Act. FESA declares the U.S.’'s concerns about endangered
species, provides definitions for various terms, including the term ‘endangered’
and/or ‘threatened’, and directs the states to protect endangered species through
conservation programs and the like. FESA Section 10(a)(2) provides for a Habitat
Conservation Plan (HCP), which is a mandatory component of an incidental take
permit for a project with no Federal nexus for a listed species, designed to minimize
and mitigate the authorized take of the species. Section 7 of FESA provides for legal
incidental take, or a take which is incidental to the pursuit of an otherwise legal
activity. Section 7 also requires that all federal agencies consult with USFWS to
insure that their actions are not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of Listed
Species or result in destruction or adverse modification of critical habitat.

Natural Community Conservation Plan Act (NCCPA)

California Fish and Game Code Section 2400-2435 constitutes the NCCPA, which
provides the mechanism for permitting the take of wildlife when conditions are met to
the satisfaction of the agencies under an approved plan. The Permit issued in
accordance with the implementing agreement allows the take of identified species,
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including rare species, species listed under CESA as threatened or endangered,
species that are candidates for listing, and unlisted species.

Pre-Approved Mitigation Area (PAMA) are a function of the NCCPA. These are lands
that have been identified through an extensive computer modeling process and
independent scientific review as being of high biological importance. PAMA lands are
“pre-approved” as being suitable for conservation.

Resource Protection Ordinance (RPO)

San Diego County Ordinance No. 9842 constitutes the RPO, which lists provisions
relative to wetlands, prehistoric and historic sites, agricultural operations,
enforcement, and other matters.

2.1.2 Analysis of Project Effects and Determination as to Significance

All plants, animals, and habitats encountered during survey periods were noted in the
field. The limits of each habitat-type were mapped in the field utilizing an aerial
photograph of the property. All plants and animals identified in association with the
property are listed in Tables 8 and 9 of Appendix A. Wildlife observations were made
opportunistically. Binoculars were used to aid in observations and all wildlife species
detected were noted. Several directed field surveys and habitat evaluations were
conducted in conjunction with the biological survey of the property, including an Arroyo
Toad field survey, a Quino Checkerspot Butterfly survey, a wetland survey, habitat
evaluations for various sensitive species known from the vicinity, and a spring rare plant
survey (see Figure 2-1-4, “Rare Plant Survey”). Each survey complied with approved
protocols to maximize detection of the respective biological resources, if present.

All potential Project-related effects were evaluated using the guidelines for significance.
Potential offsite impacts that could arise from sight-distance requirements were
reviewed. It appears that site-distance requirements can be met by trimming existing
trees. This trimming can take place without harming the existing trees, and therefore no
offsite impacts are associated.

The development area of the site, which includes all pads, roads, fire clearing, and other
improvements, totals 206-9201.9 acres, or just under 15 percent of the site. The
remainder of the site (4;209-81,214.8 acres, or just over 85 percent of the site) would be
preserved in dedicated biological open space, a portion of which (approximately 880
acres) would allow grazing. The onsite open space consists entirely of open space;
however all of this open space would be protected under a dedicated Biological Open
Space or Conservation Easement to be managed in perpetuity. Additional protections for
the open space are provided by a Resource Management Plan, provided in the
biological resources report included as Appendix A, and a Conservation Grazing
Management Plan (CGMP).

The open space is provided as mitigation for project impacts, as detailed below.

Certain areas of the site are considered ‘impact-neutral’. These are areas that are
avoided by ordinance, and therefore cannot be used to offset Proposed Project impacts.
These ‘impact neutral’ areas are potentially subject to edge effects, although the low-
density design of the Proposed Project, and the management of the open space through
the CGMP would minimize these effects.
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The Proposed Project also includes an existing 1.6-acre road easement to be realigned
within Lot 10. No action to design or permit any facility or related improvements is being
undertaken as part of the current application, although potential future impacts,
assuming full site development, are evaluated in the biological analysis.

Guidelines for significance were determined using appropriate provisions of the San
Diego County Guidelines for Determining Significance and Report Format: Biological
Resources. In addition, County of San Diego staff provided further consultation in the
formulation of guidelines.

2121

Special Status Species

Guidelines for the Determination of Significance

A significant impact to biological resources would occur if:

1.

10.

The Proposed Project would impact one or more individuals of a species
listed as federally or state endangered or threatened.

The Proposed Project would impact the regional long-term survival of a
County Group A or B plant species, or a County Group | animal species, or a
species listed as a state Species of Special Concern.

The Proposed Project would impact the regional long-term survival of a
County Group C or D plant species or a County Group Il animal species.

The Proposed Project may impact Arroyo Toad aestivation or breeding
habitat.

The Proposed Project would impact Golden Eagle habitat.

The Proposed Project would result in a loss of functional foraging habitat for
raptors.

The Proposed Project would increase noise and/or nighttime lighting to a
level above ambient proven to adversely affect sensitive species.

The Proposed Project would impact the viability of a core wildlife area,
defined as a large block of habitat (typically 500 acres or more not limited to
Project boundaries, though smaller areas with particularly valuable resources
may also be considered a core wildlife area) that supports a viable population
of a sensitive wildlife species or an area that supports multiple wildlife
species.

The Proposed Project would increase human access or predation or
competition from domestic animals, pests or exotic species to levels that
would adversely affect sensitive species.

The Proposed Project would impact nesting success of sensitive animals
through grading, clearing, modification, and/or noise generating activities
such as construction.

Analysis

The Proposed Project would result in direct and indirect impacts to special status
species that are less than significant pursuant to the above significance guidelines.

Guideline 1: The project would impact one or more individuals of a species listed as
federally or state endangered or threatened.
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The Proposed Project would indirectly impact Swainson’s Hawk, a state-listed
Threatened Species, and Cuyamaca Meadowfoam, a state-listed Endangered
Species. Indirect impacts to Swainson’s Hawk would include impacts to foraging
habitat for this species. However, at least 90 percent of this species’ habitat would be
preserved onsite. The entire onsite population of Cuyamaca Meadowfoam would be
protected in open space. However, in the absence of protective measures, the onsite
population of Cuyamaca Meadowfoam could be impacted by edge effects. Guideline
1 is exceeded, impacts are significant. Mitigation is required. (Impact BI-1)

Guideline 2: The project would impact the regional long-term survival of a County
Group A or B plant species, or a County Group | animal species, or a species listed
as a state Species of Special Concern.

The Proposed Project would directly impact San Diego Gumplant, Two-striped
Garter Snake, and Large-blotched Salamander, all of which are County Group A or B
plant species, County Group | animal species, or state Species of Special Concern.
However, these impacts would not affect the long-term regional survival of any of
these species because ample habitat that supports these species is preserved on
site and in the region. At least 85 percent of the Gumplant’'s habitat, 99 percent of the
Garter Snake’s habitat, and at least 85 percent of the Large-blotched Salamander
habitat would be preserved onsite. Section 3.1.B of the biology report provides
additional details.

Although the Proposed Project would indirectly impact Velvety False Lupine, San
Diego Milk-vetch, Grasshopper Sparrow, Golden Eagle, Red-shouldered Hawk,
Turkey Vulture, Northern Harrier, White-tailed Kite, Southwestern Pond Turtle,
Cooper's Hawk, and Sharp-shinned Hawk, all of which are County Group A or B
plant species, County Group | animal species, or state Species of Special Concern,
these impacts are relatively minor in consideration of the amount of habitats
supporting these species that would be preserved. Eighty-five percent and higher of
these supporting habitats would be retained in permanent open space by the
Proposed Project.

These direct and indirect impacts would not affect the regional long-term survival of
any of these species because ample habitat that supports these species is preserved
on site and in the region. Either the entire populations, or a vast majority of those
populations, of the habitats supporting these species would be preserved onsite.
Section 3.1.B of the biology report provides additional details.

Because the Proposed Project would result in direct and indirect impacts, Guideline
2 is exceeded and impacts are significant. Mitigation is required (Impact BI-2).

Guideline 3: The project would impact the regional long-term survival of a County
Group C or D plant species or a County Group Il animal species.

The Proposed Project would directly impact Banner Dudleya, Engelmann Oak, San
Diego Desert Woodrat, Silvery Legless Lizard, Orange-throated Whiptail, San Diego
Ringneck Snake, Coronado Skink, San Diego Horned Lizard, Coastal Western
Whiptail, Coastal Rosy Boa, and Northern Red
Diamond Rattlesnake, all of which are County Group C or D plant species or County
Group Il animal species. However, these impacts would not affect the regional long-
term survival of any of these species because ample habitat that supports these
species is preserved on site and in the region. The analysis determined that 81
percent of the onsite Engelmann Oak population, and 95 percent of the Banner
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Dudleya population would be preserved onsite. For all the remaining species listed,
at least 90 percent of each population and the associated habitats would be
preserved. Section 3.1.C, page 55, of the biology report provides additional details.

The Proposed Project would indirectly impact Great Blue Heron, Green Heron,

Horned Lark, Western Bluebird, Barn Owl, Mountain Lion, Mule Deer, and
Monarch Butterfly, all of which are County Group C or D plant species or County
Group Il animal species. The analysis determined that at least 83 percent of each
population and the associated habitats would be preserved. Section 3.1.C, page 55,
of the biology report provides additional details.

These direct and indirect impacts would not affect the regional long-term survival of
any of these species because ample habitat that supports these species is preserved
on site and in the region. The analysis has determined that the majority of the habitat
supporting each of the listed species would be preserved. Section 3.1.C, page 56, of
the biology report provides additional details.

Because the Proposed Project would result in direct and indirect impacts, Guideline
3 is exceeded and impacts are significant. Mitigation is required (Impact BI-3).

Guideline 4: The project may impact Arroyo Toad aestivation or breeding habitat.

Arroyo Toad aestivation or breeding habitat is not found on this site. Therefore the
guideline does not apply.

Guideline 5: The project would impact Golden Eagle habitat.

The Proposed Project could directly impact Golden Eagle foraging habitat because it
would result in the loss and habitat fragmentation of 206.9201.9 acres of golden
eagle foraging habitat. Golden Eagle nesting habitat is not present onsite.

This wide-ranging species is known to forage onsite and nest in the Cleveland
National Forest.

CEQA requires the assumption that birds could nest in any of the development area,
and therefore all 206.9201.9 acres in the development area are considered potential
avian nesting areas. This includes shrub, tree, and ground nesting species. The
reader is referred to Table 2-1-1, “Biological Impact Table,” for the listing of all habitat
impacts, mitigation ratios required for each habitat, and mitigation acreage provided
in open space protection by the Proposed Project.

Golden Eagle is declining in San Diego County and is highly sensitive to human
activity. On-going management is required to protect foraging activities on an on-
going basis. Guideline 5 is exceeded and impacts are significant. Mitigation is
required. (Impact Bl-4)

Guideline 6: The project would result in a loss of functional foraging habitat for
raptors.

Raptor foraging habitat is generally located in upland grassland areas. The Proposed
Project would result in the loss of up to 206.9201.9 acres of potential foraging habitat
due to direct impacts from development for the site’s resident and potentially-resident
raptor species, including Golden Eagle, Swainson’s Hawk, Red-shouldered Hawk,
and White-tailed Kite.

CEQA requires the assumption that birds could nest in any of the development area,
and therefore all 206.9201.9 acres in the development area are considered potential
avian nesting areas. This includes shrub, tree, and ground nesting species. The
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reader is referred to Table 2-1-1 for the listing of all habitat impacts, mitigation ratios
required for each habitat, and mitigation acreage provided in open space protection
by the Proposed Project.

The loss of 206-9201.9 acres of potential foraging habitat is significant. Guideline 6 is
exceeded and impacts are significant. Mitigation is required (Impact BI-5).

Guideline 7: The project would increase noise and/or nighttime lighting to a level
above ambient proven to adversely affect sensitive species.

The Proposed Project would not increase noise and/or nighttime lighting to a level
that has been proven to adversely affect sensitive species because Project density is
very low (0.02 dwelling units per acre). Minimum lot size is 40 acres, SO noise or
lighting effects would be dispersed. Additionally, the Proposed Project would conform
to the Dark Sky Ordinance. Guideline 7 is not exceeded and impacts are not
significant. No mitigation is required.

Guideline 8: The project would impact the viability of a core wildlife area, defined as
a large block of habitat (typically 500 acres or more not limited to project boundaries,
though smaller areas with particularly valuable resources may also be considered a
core wildlife area) that supports a viable population of a sensitive wildlife species or
an area that supports multiple wildlife species.

The 1,416.8-acre Hoskings Ranch constitutes a core wildlife area according to the
County’s definition due to its size and the number of sensitive wildlife species that
occur onsite. The Project has been designed to avoid impacts to 85 percent of this
core wildlife area by preserving large blocks of generally contiguous habitat that
encompasses many of the most biologically significant areas in 1,209.81,214.8 acres
of managed biological open space easements. County guideline 3.1.A states that
“alteration of any portion of a core habitat could only be considered less than
significant if a biologically-based determination can be made that the project
would not have a substantially adverse effect on the core area and the species it
supports”. Because the project preserves 85 percent of the Hoskings Ranch core
wildlife area, County policy as defined in the Guidelines for Determining Significance
- Biological Resources indicates that impacts are less than significant. Guideline 8 is
not exceeded, impacts are less than significant, and no mitigation is required.

Guideline 9: The project would increase human access or predation or competition
from domestic animals, pests or exotic species to levels that would adversely affect
sensitive species.

The Proposed Project would increase human access or predation or competition
from domestic animals, pests or exotic species to levels that would adversely affect
special status species. Open space is protected with easements, fencing and/or
signage, as needed. Ongoing management is needed, however, to ensure
protections are provided in perpetuity. Guideline 9 is exceeded and impacts are
significant. Mitigation is required. (Impact BI-6)

Guideline 10: The project would impact nesting success of sensitive animals through
future grading, clearing, modification, and/or noise generating activities, such as
construction.

The conversion of 206.2201.9 acres of the site that are currently in a natural, mostly
undisturbed state to a development which includes homes and agriculture would
impact the nesting success of the special status species present on the site.
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The reader is referred to Table 2-1-1 for the listing of all habitat impacts, mitigation
ratios required for each habitat, and mitigation acreage provided in open space
protection by the Proposed Project.

Guideline 10 is exceeded and impacts are significant. Mitigation is required. (Impact

BI-7)

21.2.2 Riparian Habitats (Including State and County Wetlands and
“Waters”) or Sensitive Natural Community

Guidelines for the Determination of Significance

The determination of impact significance is based on the following guidelines:

1. Project-related construction, grading, clearing, or other activities would
temporarily or permanently remove sensitive native or naturalized habitat on
or off the Project Site.

2. Any of the following would occur to or within jurisdictional wetlands and/or
riparian habitats as defined by the State, CRWQCB and CDFW, or the
County of San Diego RPO: removal of vegetation; grading; obstruction or
diversion of water flow; adverse change in velocity, siltation, volume of flow;
obstruction or diversion of water flow; adverse change in velocity, siltation,
volume of flow, or runoff rate; placement of fill; placement of structures;
construction of a road crossing; placement of culverts or other underground
piping; any disturbance of the substratum; and/or any activity that may cause
an adverse change in native species composition, diversity and abundance.

3. The project would draw down the groundwater table to the detriment of
groundwater-dependent habitat, typically a drop of 3 feet or more from
historical low groundwater levels.

4. The project would increase human access or competition from domestic
animals, pest or exotic species to levels proven to adversely affect sensitive
habitats.

5. The project does not include a wetland buffer adequate to protect the
functions and values of existing wetlands.

Analysis

The Proposed Project is projected to cause direct impacts and indirect long-term
impacts to riparian habitats or other sensitive natural communities under the stated
guidelines.

Guideline 1: Project-related construction, grading, clearing, construction or other
activities would temporarily or permanently remove sensitive native or naturalized
habitat on or off the project site.

Project-related future construction, grading, clearing, or other activities would
permanently remove sensitive native or naturalized habitat on the Proposed Project
Site. The Proposed Project preserves large blocks of habitat in order to preserve
wildlife corridors along many of the site’s drainages, and all of the regional wildlife
corridor along Orinoco/Temescal Canyon Creek and the southern portions of the
site. The Proposed Project would not create artificial wildlife corridors that do not
follow natural movement patterns.
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Direct onsite impacts include 12.6 acres of Southern Mixed Chaparral which requires
6.3 acres for mitigation at a ratio of 0.5:1; 0.8 acres of Chamise Chaparral which
requires 0.4 acres for mitigation at a ratio of 0.5:1; 3.8 acres of Diegan Coastal Sage
Scrub, Inland Form which requires 7.6 acres for mitigation at a ratio of 2:1, 12.8
acres of Flat-top Buckwheat which requires 25.6 acres for mitigation at a ratio of 2:1;
4.6 acres of Coast Live Oak Woodland which requires 13.8 acres for mitigation at a
ratio of 3:1; 43.7 acres and 2.2 acres from open space easement vacation of
Engelmann Oak Woodland, which requires 144.3 acres total for mitigation at ratios of
3:1 and 6:1 for the two respective impact types; 15.3 acres of Mixed Oak Woodland
which requires 45.9 acres for mitigation at a ratio of 3:1; 0.8 acre of Mixed
Oak/Coniferous/Bigcone/Coulter which requires 2.4 acres for mitigation at a ratio of
3:1; 101.5 acres from Project development and 1.3 acres from open space easement
vacation of Non-native Grassland which requires a total of 52.1 acres for mitigation
at ratios of 0.5:1 and 1:1 for the two respective impact types; 7.3 acres of Montane
Meadow which requires 21.9 acres for mitigation at a ratio of 3:1; and 0.25 acre of
Riparian Scrub which requires 0.75 acre for mitigation at a ratio of 3:1. All mitigation
is provided onsite within the open space provided, with the exception of the Riparian
Scrub, which may be mitigated either through onsite mitigation as described in
section 2.1.5, or through the purchase of credits at an approved offsite mitigation
bank.

Guideline 1 is exceeded and impacts are significant. Mitigation is required. (Impact
BI-8)

Guideline 2: Any of the following would occur to or within jurisdictional wetlands
and/or riparian habitats as defined by ACOE, CDFG and the County of San Diego:
removal of vegetation; grading; obstruction or diversion of water flow; adverse
change in velocity, siltation, volume of flow; obstruction or diversion of water flow;
adverse change in velocity, siltation, volume of flow, or runoff rate; placement of fill;
placement of structures; construction of a road crossing; placement of culverts or
other underground piping; any disturbance of the substratum; and/or any activity that
may cause an adverse change in native species composition, diversity and
abundance.

Project-related future construction, grading, clearing, or other activities would result
in impacts to jurisdictional wetlands and/or riparian habitats, as defined by
CRWQCB, CDFW, and/or the County of San Diego RPO. This would include the
limited removal of vegetation; grading; obstruction or diversion of water flow;
placement of fill; placement of structures; construction of road crossings; placement
of culverts or other underground piping; disturbance of the substratum; and/or
activities that may cause a measurable, adverse change in native species
composition, diversity, and abundance. Hydrophytic areas of the Non-native
Grassland, Montane Meadow, and Riparian Scrub, would be impacted by the
Proposed Project qualify as jurisdictional wetland and/or riparian habitats. Although
most of the site’s jurisdictional wetlands and riparian habitats would be protected in
biological open space, certain relatively minor impacts to these features, as listed
here, are unavoidable: impacts to a total of 101.5 acres of Non-native Grassland
require 52.1 acres for mitigation at a ratio of 0.5:1 for project impacts, and 1:1 for an
area impacted within an open space easement vacation; impacts to 7.3 acres of
Montane Meadow require 21.9 acres for mitigation at a ratio of 3:1; and impact to
0.25 acres of Riparian Scrub requires 0.75 acre for mitigation at a ratio of 3:1.
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Guideline 2 is exceeded and impacts are significant. Mitigation is required. (Impact
BI-9)

Guideline 3: The project would draw down the groundwater table to the detriment of
groundwater-dependent habitat, typically a drop of 3 feet or more from historical low
groundwater levels.

Groundwater-dependent plant species onsite are limited to large, deep-rooted
California Sycamores, Western Cottonwoods, and possibly very large willows. These
trees in general are considered phreatophytic, having deep-penetrating roots which
can tap into groundwater or just above the groundwater level, but are considered to
be dependent on groundwater levels for long-term survival only under extreme
conditions. The trees onsite are found only in association with drainages. Having a
reliable water source, these onsite trees are therefore considered not likely to use
groundwater except under extreme conditions. The potential phreatophytes are rare
onsite, and most are small and likely not dependent on groundwater. Furthermore,
none of the identified well sites in the site’'s groundwater report are located within
1,000 feet of any potential phreatophytes.

Although it is also found in Southern Coast Live Oak Riparian Forest, Coast Live Oak
is considered an upland species on this site. The remaining wetland habitats onsite
(Riparian Scrub, Open Water, Coastal and Valley Freshwater Marsh/Emergent
Wetland, Disturbed Wetland, and ‘wet’ Montane Meadow) depend on persistent
surface water flows, saturated surface soils, and/or elevated water tables, not
groundwater. The plant species associated with these habitats have relatively
shallow root systems and are not considered phreatophytes.

Being that the onsite habitats are not anticipated to be groundwater-dependent, the
Proposed Project is not anticipated to draw down the groundwater table to the
detriment of any groundwater-dependent habitat. Guideline 3 is not exceeded and
impacts are not significant. No mitigation is required.

Guideline 4: The project could increase human access or competition from domestic
animals, pests or exotic species to levels proven to adversely affect sensitive
habitats.

The Proposed Project would increase human access or competition from domestic
animals by locating 24 residences on the site and allowing limited cattle
grazing/breeding. In additions, pests or exotic species associated with these
activities could occur. The steep topography would protect some areas and the low
development density (1 DU/40 acres) would discourage some incursion into sensitive
areas. Cattle grazing density would also be kept low. However, the possibility
persists that human access could negatively impact sensitive habitats because some
proposed residences are near sensitive habitats. Guideline 4 is exceeded and
impacts are significant. Mitigation is required. (Impact BI-10)

Guideline 5: The project does not include a wetland buffer adequate to protect the
functions and values of existing wetlands.

The Proposed Project incorporates wetland buffers that extend at least 50 feet from
the outer edge of all RPO wetlands, except in the locations of the necessary road
crossings. No buffer is less than 50 feet and the encroachments occur in areas
where buffers have been extended to 200 feet due to the presence of oaks, as
required by the County guidelines for biology. The encroachments are limited to
approximately 50 feet in three isolated areas: lots 6, 7, and 9 due to the main Project
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access; lot 8 for the driveway to that lot. The encroachments do not affect the
function and value of existing wetland because a minimum of 150 feet buffer is
present in all cases. The site's constraints necessitated these encroachments.
Constraints include steep slopes and arroyos along the main entrance, extensive
wetlands that run in a north/south direction along most of the eastern boundary, and
extensive cultural resources in the eastern part of the site that must be avoided.
Additionally, RPO wetlands and buffers would be protected from future fire clearing
through the dedication of minimum 100-foot Limited Building Zones (LBZs).
Guideline 5 is not exceeded and impacts are not significant. No mitigation is
required.

In summary, the Proposed Project has both direct and indirect significant impacts to
sensitive habitats. These habitats would be protected in open space easements that
would effectively mitigate impacts to sensitive habitats to a level less than significant.
2.1.2.3 Federal Jurisdictional Wetlands and Waterways

Guidelines for the Determination of Significance

Impacts to Federal Jurisdictional Wetlands and Waterways (“waters”) associated with
the Proposed Project are assessed as being either “significant” or “less than
significant,” as defined by CEQA. The determination of impact significance is based
on the following guidelines:

1. Any of the following would occur to or within federal jurisdictional wetlands
and/or waters as defined by ACOE: removal of vegetation; grading;
obstruction or diversion of water flow; adverse change in velocity, siltation,
volume of flow, or runoff rate; placement of fill; placement of structures;
construction of road crossings; placement of culverts or other underground
piping; any disturbance of the substratum; and/or any activity that may cause
an adverse change in native species composition, diversity and abundance.

2. The project would draw down the groundwater table to the detriment of
groundwater-dependent habitat, typically a drop of three feet or more from
historical low groundwater levels.

3. The project does not include a wetland buffer adequate to protect the
functions and values of existing wetlands.

Analysis

Guideline 1: Any of the following would occur to or within federal jurisdictional
wetlands and/or waters as defined by ACOE: removal of vegetation; grading;
obstruction or diversion of water flow; adverse change in velocity, siltation, volume of
flow, or runoff rate; placement of fill; placement of structures; construction of road
crossings; placement of culverts or other underground piping; any disturbance of the
substratum; and/or any activity that may cause an adverse change in native species
composition, diversity and abundance.

Project-related future construction, grading, clearing, or other activities would result
in impacts to Federal Jurisdictional Wetlands and Waterways, as defined by ACOE.
This would include the limited removal of vegetation; grading; obstruction or
diversion of water flow; placement of fill; placement of structures; construction of
road crossings; placement of culverts or other underground piping; disturbance of the
substratum; and/or activities that may cause a measurable, adverse change in native
species composition, diversity, and abundance. The Proposed Project would directly
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impact 0.14 acres of Federal Jurisdictional Wetlands and Waterways. Although most
of the site’s federal jurisdictional wetlands would be protected in open space, impacts
to these features are unavoidable. Guideline 2 is exceeded and impacts are
significant. Mitigation is required. (Impact BI-11)

Guideline 2: The project would draw down the groundwater table to the detriment of
groundwater-dependent habitat, typically a drop of three feet or more from historical
low groundwater levels.

Groundwater-dependent plant species onsite are limited to large, deep-rooted
California Sycamores, Western Cottonwoods, and possibly very large willows. These
are associated with drainages, primarily, so it is likely that they are not actually using
groundwater, but have the potential to do so in extreme conditions. The Proposed
Project would not draw down the groundwater table to the detriment of groundwater-
dependent habitat; hydrological tests have demonstrated adequate recovery rates in
local wells. Guideline 2 is not exceeded and impacts are not significant. No mitigation
is required.

Guideline 3: The project does not include a wetland buffer adequate to protect the
functions and values of existing wetlands.

The Proposed Project includes wetland buffers that are adequate to protect the
functions and values of existing federal wetlands. To that end, the project has been
designed to incorporate wetland buffers that extend at least 50 feet from the outer
edge of all federal wetlands, except in the locations of the necessary road or
driveway crossings. Federal wetlands and buffers would be protected from future fire
clearing through the dedication of minimum 100-foot LBZs. Guideline 3 is not
exceeded and impacts are not significant.

2124 Wildlife Movement and Nursery Sites

Guidelines for the Determination of Significance

Impacts to Wildlife Movement and Nursery Sites associated with the Proposed
Project are assessed as being either “significant” or “less than significant,” as defined
by CEQA. The determination of impact significance is based on the following
guidelines:

1. The project would prevent wildlife access to foraging habitat, breeding
habitat, water sources, or other areas necessary for their reproduction.

2.  The project would substantially interfere with connectivity between blocks of
habitat, or would potentially block or substantially interfere with a local or
regional wildlife corridor or linkage.

3.  The project would create artificial wildlife corridors that do not follow natural
movement patterns.

4.  The project would increase noise and/or nighttime lighting in a wildlife corridor
or linkage to levels proven to affect the behavior of the animals identified in a
site specific analysis of wildlife movement.

5. The project does not maintain an adequate width for an existing wildlife
corridor or linkage and/or would further constrain an already narrow corridor
through activities such as (but not limited to) reduction of corridor width,
removal of available vegetative cover, placement of incompatible uses
adjacent to it, and placement of barriers in the movement path.
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6. The project does not maintain adequate visual continuity (i.e., long lines-of-
sight) within wildlife corridors or linkage.

Analysis

The Proposed Project is projected to cause one direct impact to wildlife movements
and nursery sites under the stated guidelines as discussed below.

Guideline 1: The project would prevent wildlife access to foraging habitat, breeding
habitat, water sources, or other areas necessary for their reproduction.

The project would potentially constrain wildlife access to foraging habitat, breeding
habitat, water sources, or other areas necessary for their reproduction in some
areas, althought- most areas onsite that are used by wildlife would be protected in
1,209.81,214.8 acres of open space. The Proposed Project preserves those portions
of the site that are most valuable to wildlife, including the majority of riparian areas,
the local wildlife corridors along many of the site’s drainages, and all of the regional
wildlife corridor along Orinoco/Temescal Canyon Creek and the southern portions of
the site. The Proposed Project provides minimum 50-foot biological buffers along
many of the drainages that serve as wildlife movement areas, water sources, or
nursery sites. Furthermore, wildlife is known to move through agricultural areas and
across roads, so these components of the proposed development would not create a
barrier to wildlife movement. Guideline 1 is not exceeded and impacts are less than
significant. No mitigation is proposed.

Guideline 2: The project would substantially interfere with connectivity between
blocks of habitat, or would potentially block or substantially interfere with a local or
regional wildlife corridor or linkage.

The project would interfere with connectivity between blocks of habitat in some areas
through the construction of roads, driveways, homes, fences and other structures
onsite, and the conversion of areas of the site to agriculture, landscaping, and
development. This would constrain connectivity between blocks of habitat to a
degree. However, the project has been designed to minimize interference with
habitat connectivity and wildlife corridors and ensure the ongoing integrity of the
open space. Although the County Biology Guidelines do not specifically define
“blocks of habitat” (other than core wildlife areas), these are interpreted to be areas
of natural vegetation in excess of 50 acres, which is the County’s maximum acreage
not normally requiring management. The determination that impacts to habitat block
connectivity are less than significant is based on design modifications adopted as
mitigation for this and other biology impacts. To that end, the project as designed
preserves the largest and most contiguous habitat blocks on the southern portions of
the site, including at least 99 percent of the riparian areas, large blocks of habitat
along many of the site’s drainages, and all of the regional wildlife corridor along
Temescal Canyon Creek and the southern portions of the site, as well as blocks of
habitat on the western and northern edges of the site. Lots are a minimum of 40
acres in size._Guideline 2 has not been exceeded, impacts are less than significant,
and no mitigation is required.
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Guideline 3: The project would create artificial wildlife corridors that do not follow
natural movement patterns.

The Proposed Project preserves large blocks of habitat, including the site’s natural
wildlife corridors that follow natural movement patterns. This design does not feature
any ‘islands’ or ‘fingers’ of open space that would otherwise create gaps and
unnatural barriers to the genetic dispersal and movement of plants and animals.
Therefore, the Proposed Project would not create artificial wildlife corridors that do
not follow natural movement patterns. Guideline 3 is not exceeded and impacts are
not significant. No mitigation is proposed.

Guideline 4: The project would increase noise and/or nighttime lighting in a wildlife
corridor or linkage to levels proven to affect the behavior of the animals identified in a
site specific analysis of wildlife movement.

The Proposed Project would not increase noise and/or nighttime lighting in a wildlife
corridor, linkage, or nursery to levels proven to affect the behavior of the animals
identified in a site-specific analysis of wildlife movement. At least 90 percent of the
site’s wildlife corridors and linkages would be preserved in dedicated open space.
The open space would be protected from any activities that could impact the
biological resources within the open space. Residences are generally separate from
corridor areas. The Proposed Project proposes low density residential uses and
grazing on large lots. As such, the Proposed Project would not introduce any noise
and/or nighttime lighting at levels that would affect the behavior of any of the animals
identified during the analysis. The Proposed Project would comply with the Dark Sky
ordinance. Guideline 4 is not exceeded and impacts are not significant. No mitigation
would be required.

Guideline 5: The project does not maintain an adequate width for an existing wildlife
corridor or linkage and/or would further constrain an already narrow corridor through
activities such as (but not limited to) reduction of corridor width, removal of available
vegetative cover, placement of incompatible uses adjacent to it, and placement of
barriers in the movement path.

The Proposed Project places 4,209.81,214.8 acres into open space, all of which is
linked and fully supports wildlife movement. The open space is provided in large
blocks with widths that are adequate for supporting existing wildlife movement. In
particular, a large block of habitat in the southern portions of the site is preserved,
maintaining the width of the regional wildlife corridor associated with
Orinoco/Temescal Canyon Creek. No areas of the open space are narrow, no
removal of vegetative cover would take place within the open space, no incompatible
uses would be placed adjacent to the open space, and no barriers to the movement
path would be created. Guideline 5 is not exceeded, and impacts are not significant.
No mitigation is necessary.

Guideline 6: The project does not maintain adequate visual continuity (i.e., long lines-
of-sight) within wildlife corridors or linkage.

The vastness of the Proposed Project's 1,209.81,214.8 acres of open space
preserves the majority of the site’s wildlife corridors and linkages. The open space
would be protected from any activities that could impact the visual continuity within
the corridors and linkages by prohibiting activities such as construction, placement of
structures, clearing, and brushing. Guideline 6 is not exceeded, and no mitigation is
required.
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2.1.25 Local Policies, Ordinances, Adopted Plans
Guidelines for the Determination of Significance

The determination of impact significance is based on the following guidelines:

1. For lands outside of the MSCP, the project would impact coastal sage scrub
(CSS) vegetation in excess of the County’s five percent habitat loss threshold
as defined by the Southern California Coastal Sage Scrub Natural
Community Conservation Planning Process (NCCP) Guidelines.

2. The project would preclude or prevent the preparation of the subregional
Natural Communities Conservation Planning Process (NCCP). For example,
the project proposes development within areas that have been identified by
the County or resource agencies as critical to future habitat preserves.

3. The project would impact any amount of sensitive habitat lands as outlined in
the Resource Protection Ordinance (RPO).

4. The project would not minimize and/or mitigate coastal sage scrub habitat
loss in accordance with Section 4.3 of the Natural Communities Conservation
Planning Process (NCCP) Guidelines.

5. The project does not conform to the goals and requirements as outlined in
any applicable Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP), Habitat Management Plan
(HMP), Special Area Management Plan (SAMP), Watershed Plan, or similar
regional planning effort.

6. The project would preclude connectivity between areas of high habitat values,
as defined by the Southern California Coastal Sage Scrub Natural
Communities Conservation Planning Process (NCCP) Guidelines.

7. The project would reduce the likelihood of survival and recovery of listed
species in the wild.

8. The project would result in the Killing of migratory birds or destruction of
active migratory bird nests and/or eggs (Migratory Bird Treaty Act).

9. The project would result in the take of eagles, eagle eggs or any part of an
eagle (Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act).

Analysis

The Proposed Project is projected to cause direct impacts to Local Policies,
Ordinances, and Adopted Plans under the stated guidelines.

Guideline 1: For lands outside of the MSCP, the project would impact coastal sage
scrub (CSS) vegetation in excess of the County’'s 5% habitat loss threshold as
defined by the Southern California Coastal Sage Scrub Natural Community
Conservation Planning Process (NCCP) Guidelines.

The project site is located outside of the MSCP and would impact 16.6 acres of CSS.
This would not exceed the County’s authorized five percent loss of 2,953.3 acres for
this portion of the County. It is the County’s policy that any “take” of CSS less than
the authorized 2,953.3 acres (five percent loss), is a less than significant impact.
Based on this policy, the Project’'s impacts to CSS as they relate to Local Policies,
Ordinances, and Adopted Plans are therefore less than significant. Guideline 1 is not
exceeded, impacts are less than significant, and no mitigation is required.
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Guideline 2: The project would preclude or prevent the preparation of the subregional
Natural Communities Conservation Planning Process (NCCP). For example, the
project proposes development within areas that have been identified by the County
or resource agencies as critical to future habitat preserves.

The Proposed Project is located in a draft proposed Focused Conservation Area
(FCA) of the draft East County Subarea MSCP Plan, meaning that the site is
important to future regional preserve design. This is because the project would likely
be designated as a Pre-Approved Mitigation Area (PAMA) in the draft East County
plan. PAMA lands are those that have been identified through an extensive computer
modeling process and independent scientific review as being of high biological
importance. PAMA lands are “pre-approved” as being suitable for conservation.
Furthermore, the site is located partially within and adjoining Cleveland National
Forest lands. Although impacts occur, these are less than significant because the
Proposed Project preserves 85 percent of the property in managed open space.
Guideline 2 is not exceeded, impacts are less than significant, and no mitigation is
required.

Guideline 3: The project would impact any amount of sensitive habitat lands as
outlined in the Resource Protection Ordinance (RPO).

Please refer to Figure 2-1-6, “Proposed Project — RPO Encroachments”, which
shows the Proposed Project’s impact locations indexed by number.

Point 1: This is the location of the main project entry road at Lot 7. An RPO wetland
is impacted by the crossing. Impacts amount to approximately 0.06 acres. Previously
the entry was farther north and crossed two channels. Impacts have been minimized
by moving the entry to a point where the wetland converges into a single channel.
The current design represents the environmentally superior option because it is
consistent with the County’s requirements for RPO crossings:

(@aa) There is no feasible alternative. As described, all options have been
weighed, and several previous more impactful design were eliminated in favor
of the current, less impactful alignment.

(bb) The crossing is limited to the least number feasible. The current design
reduces the impact to a single crossing which provides the main entrance to the
project.

(cc) The crossing proposed is located and designed in such a way as to cause
the least impact to environmental resources because it has been placed at a
point where the RPO wetland narrows and where grading can be minimized. The
crossing would span the creek, which would protect the majority of the creek bed
from permanent disturbance.

(dd) For all of the crossings, the least-damaging construction methods would be
utilized, as guaranteed through the Resource Management Plan (RMP) that
would govern the management of the site’s resources during construction and
onward in perpetuity. The RMP would ensure that staging would not take place
within sensitive areas, that work during the nesting or breeding seasons would
not occur, and that noise attenuation measures would be implemented when
necessary to avoid disturbance to resources.

(ee) The applicant has analyzed the possibilities for the crossing to serve
adjoining properties. Properties east of the site could utilize the crossing as an
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escape route in the event of an emergency. Properties offsite to the northwest of
the project boundary also would be able to utilize the crossing in the event of an
emergency.

(f) For all of the crossings, impacts would be mitigated at the acceptable ratio of
3:1 with a minimum of 1:1 creation.

Point 2: This is the driveway entry to Lot 8. Part of a 200 foot RPO wetland buffer is
impacted by the crossing. It is not feasible to avoid the impact because other
sensitive resources would be impacted if the driveway were moved north. One
crossing is the minimum number feasible for this lot. The crossing was designed to
minimize impact by using the minimum width allowed by fire officials: 24 feet of
pavement on a 28 foot graded surface. The buffer width is reduced to 100 feet for
approximately 60 feet before widening back to 200 feet. While the crossing is not
currently proposed to serve adjoining properties, the design does not preclude future
access by adjoining properties. Therefore, the design meets all of the criteria for
RPO crossings.

Point 3: The main project entry road impacts the 50 foot wetland buffer associated
with an RPO wetland north of the road at Lot 6. No wetland is directly impacted. A
detention basin previously proposed in the wetland and wetland buffer has been
moved, eliminating direct wetland impacts. The convergence of several resources in
the area creates a design challenge. To the south, a Coast Live Oak buffer would be
impacted by any relocation of the road to the southward. Also in the area to the
south, steep slopes related to a gully create a design challenge; therefore, it is not
feasible to avoid RPO buffer. Crossings are limited to the minimum number feasible
because this is the main road through the project. The current project design
represents the least impactive solution for the crossing. Therefore, the design meets
all of the criteria for RPO crossings.

Point 4: This is where the main project entry road impacts approximately 0.03 acres
of wetland that is located south of the road at Lot 9. The road alignment has been
designed to minimize the impact, but some impacts are nonetheless unavoidable
due to the presence of a steep hillside of rock-outcroppings in this area which also
contains other sensitive resources that should be avoided. Any redesign further to
the north would require blasting into the hillside, and may impact other sensitive
resources. Therefore, the design of the road in this location has been optimized to
avoid impacts. Crossings are limited to the minimum number feasible because this is
the one main road through the project. Therefore, this crossing meets all of the
criteria for RPO crossings.

Additional details about these crossings are provided in Section 4.4 of the biological
resources report.

The Proposed Project would impact a measurable amount of sensitive habitat lands
as outlined in the RPO. That is, the Proposed Project would directly impact 12.6
acres of Southern Mixed Chaparral which requires 6.3 acres for mitigation at a ratio
of 0.5:1; 0.8 acres of Chamise Chaparral which requires 0.4 acre for mitigation at a
ratio of 0.5:1; 3.8 acres of Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub, Inland Form, which requires
7.6 acres for mitigation at a ratio of 2:1; 12.8 acres of Flat-top Buckwheat which
requires 25.6 acres for mitigation at a ratio of 2:1; 4.6 acres of Coast Live Oak
Woodland which requires 13.8 acres for mitigation at a ratio of 3:1; 43.7 acres for
Project development and 2.2 acres of open space easement vacation of Engelmann
Oak Woodland which requires a total of 144.3 acres for mitigation at a ratio of 3:1 as
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well as a mitigation ratio of 6:1 for impacts in an area designated as an open space
easement; 15.3 acres of Mixed Oak Woodland which requires 45.9 acres for
mitigation at a ratio of 3:1; 0.8 acre of Mixed/Oak/Coniferous/Bigcone/Coulter which
requires 2.4 acres for mitigation at a ratio of 3:1; 101.5 acres for Project
development and 1.3 acres of open space easement vacation of Non-native
Grassland which requires a total of 52.1 acres for mitigation at a ratio of 0.5:1 for
project impacts, as well as a mitigation ratio of 1:1 for impacts in an area designated
as an open space easement; 7.3 acres of Montane Meadow which requires 21.9
acres for mitigation at a ratio of 3:1; and 0.25 acre of Riparian Scrub which requires
0.75 acres for mitigation at a ratio of 3:1.

Of these habitats, hydrophytic areas of ef-the Non-native Grassland and Montane
Meadow, the Southern Coast Live Oak Riparian Forest, and the Riparian Scrub
qualify as RPO sensitive lands. The upland habitats (Southern Mixed Chaparral,
Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub, Inland Form, Flat-top Buckwheat, Coastal Sage-
Chaparral Scrub, Coast Live Oak Woodland, Engelmann Oak Woodland, Mixed Oak
Woodland, Mixed Oak/Coniferous/ Bigcone/Coulter, and non-hydrophytic areas of
the Non-native Grassland and Montane Meadow) may also qualify as RPO “sensitive
habitat lands.” This is because they support unique vegetation communities and/or
the habitats of rare or endangered species or sub-species of animals or plants, as
defined by Section 15380 of the State CEQA Guidelines. This definition includes the
area that is necessary to support a viable population of any of the sensitive species
known from this site in perpetuity, that is critical to the proper functioning of a
balanced natural ecosystem, and/or that serves as part of a functioning wildlife
corridor. Guideline 3 is exceeded, impacts are significant, and mitigation would be
required. (Impact BI-12)

Guideline 4 The project would not minimize and/or mitigate coastal sage scrub
habitat loss in accordance with Section 4.3 of the Natural Communities Conservation
Planning Process (NCCP) Guidelines.

The Proposed Project has been designed to minimize impacts to CSS to 3.8 acres,
or nine percent of the site’s resource. On-site mitigation at a 2:1 ratio of preservation
to impact is provided. Mitigation of all impacts to coastal sage scrub habitat loss via
the dedication of land and the implementation of management agreements, both of
which are acceptable mitigation options listed in Section 4.3 of the NCCP Guidelines,
would be implemented. Guideline 4 is not exceeded, impacts are less than
significant, and no mitigation is necessary.

Guideline 5: The project does not conform to the goals and requirements as outline
in any applicable Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP), Habitat Management Plan
(HMP), Special Area Management Plan (SAMP), Watershed Plan, or similar regional
planning effort.

The Proposed Project is not located in an area subject to the goals and requirements
as outlined in any existing Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP), Resource Management
Plan (RMP), Special Area Management Plan (SAMP), Watershed Plan or similar
regional planning effort. Guideline 5 is not exceeded, impacts are less than
significant, and no mitigation is necessary.

Guideline 6: The project would preclude connectivity between areas of high habitat
values, as defined by the Southern California Coastal Sage Scrub Natural
Communities Conservation Planning Process (NCCP) Guidelines.
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The Proposed Project would not preclude connectivity between areas of high habitat
values, as defined by the NCCP Guidelines. This is because the limited amount of
CSS on the subject site does not qualify as an area of “high (CSS) habitat value”.
While the site contains many areas of high and very high value habitat, the CSS in
particular is successional, patchy, and of lower conservation value. Also, due to its
successional nature, the onsite CSS vegetation exhibits limited offsite habitat
connectivity. Furthermore, the Project has been designed to avoid interference with
habitat connectivity and wildlife corridors and ensure the ongoing integrity of the
open space.

Guideline 6 is not exceeded, impacts are less than significant, and no mitigation is
required.

Guideline 7: The project would reduce the likelihood of survival and recovery of listed
species in the wild.

The Proposed Project would have no effect on the likelihood of survival and recovery
of listed species in the wild because large areas of protected open space are
provided. California Gnatcatcher does not occur on this site, and the only other listed
species (Cuyamaca Meadowfoam) occurs in an area that would be entirely
conserved in open space. Guideline 7 is not exceeded, and impacts are not
significant. No mitigation is required.

Guideline 8: The project would result in the killing of migratory birds or destruction of
active migratory bird nests and/or eggs (Migratory Bird Treaty Act).

In the absence of seasonal avoidance, construction activities associated with Project
implementation, such as brushing, clearing, and grading, could result in the death of
migratory birds or the destruction of active migratory bird nests and/or eggs.
Migratory birds nesting in trees or shrubs to be removed would be impacted, as
would any ground nesting migratory birds within areas subject to construction
activities. The Proposed Project as proposed could result in the killing of migratory
birds or destruction of active migratory bird nests and/or eggs due to intrusions by
predatory pets and increased human presence on the site. Guideline 8 is exceeded,
impacts are significant, and mitigation is required. (Impact BI-13)

Guideline 9: The project would result in the take of eagles, eagle eggs or any part of
an eagle (Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act).

No eagles have been detected in the biological surveys conducted for the project,
and no known eagle nests are present on-site or within 4000 feet of proposed
development. Golden Eagle nesting habitat is not present onsite. This wide-ranging
species is known to forage onsite and nest in the Cleveland National Forest, which
adjoins the site.

Golden Eagle is declining in San Diego County and is highly sensitive to human
activity. The Proposed Project would result in the fragmentation of 206:9201.9 acres
of Golden Eagle foraging habitat. Additionally, if project grading were to occur during
the breeding season for the Golden Eagle, this may result in disturbance of the
breeding pattern which might result in take. Project activities could modify eagle
behavior, resulting in take as defined by the Wildlife Agencies. Therefore, Guideline
9 is exceeded, and impacts are significant. Mitigation is necessary. (Impact Bl-14)
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2.1.3 Cumulative Impact Analysis

A study area approximately two miles south, southeast, and northeast, and one mile
north and west of the Proposed Project was selected. This area was selected for its
topographic and biotic relationship to the Proposed Project. Areas with similar elevation
variations to the east and west are included in order to capture similarities in habitat -due
to climate and topography. Additionally, these areas are included to capture continuity
with wildlife movement corridors and habitat connectivity to the east and west,
particularly along Orinoco/Temescal Canyon Creek. The study area is shown on Figure
1-7, “Master Cumulative Impacts Map,” and subsequent detail maps 1-8A through 1-8E.

2131 Special Status Species

Six other proposed projects in the study area have biological impacts that may
include Species of Special Status. These are MUP 77-113 (Julian Sanitation District
Sprayfield), TPM 19932 (Ortega 4-lot Subdivision), SP 02-029 (Behen Single Family
Dwelling), TPM 20253 (Sauter 5-lot Subdivision), TPM 20571 (Learn 5-lot
Subdivision), and TPM 20474 (Klucewich Trust 4-lot Subdivision). The potential
impacts associated with these projects are detailed in Table 1-1, “Cumulative
Projects”.

By design these projects have avoided extensive impacts to special status species.
The projects are limited in scale. Most impacts to Special Status Species associated
with these projects would consist of impacts to native habitat with the potential to
support Special Status Species.

Of the impacts that were quantified, the cumulative projects impact 2.54 acres of oak
chaparral, 19.22 acres of Mixed Montane Chaparral, 1.85 acres of Jeffery Pine,
some Symphonicarpos Eriogonum, 21.5 acres of Chaparral, 5.4 acres of Dry
Montane Meadow, 9.1 acres of Mixed Oak Woodland, and 0.3 acres of Open Water.
The Proposed Project has impacts in three of these categories. It impacts 15.3 acres
of Mixed Oak Woodland, 13.4 acres of Chaparral (12.6 acres of Southern Mixed
Chaparral and 0.8 acre of Chamise Chaparral), and 7.3 acres of Dry Montane
Meadow. This amounts to 63 percent, 38 percent, and 57 percent, respectively, of
the cumulative impacts to these species.

TPM 19932 supports Velvety False-Lupine. However, the Proposed Project
proposes an open space easement to avoid impacts to that Special Status Species.

Cumulative impacts to Special Status Species are not significant because impact
areas are limited in scale and/or do not significantly impact large numbers of special
status species.

The loss of these habitat areas does not impinge upon the continued viability of this
species in the region, because these habitats are widespread in the region
Additionally, all projects with impacts to these habitats conform to County regulations
for the protection of sensitive species, and have been required to mitigate for those
impacts. Through a program of avoidance, mitigation and adherence to County
regulations, these cumulative impacts do not preclude the continued viability of these
habitats. Therefore, cumulative impacts to special status species are not significant,
and no mitigation is required.
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2.1.3.2 Riparian Habitat or Sensitive Natural Community

The Proposed Project would contribute to the cumulative loss of Riparian Habitat or
other Sensitive Natural Communities. That is, the Proposed Project would directly
impact 12.6 acres of Southern Mixed Chaparral, 0.8 acres of Chamise Chaparral, 3.8
acres of Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub, Inland Form, 12.8 acres of Flat-top Buckwheat,
4.6 acres of Coast Live Oak Woodland, 43.7 acres for Project development and 2.2
acres of open space easement vacation of Engelmann Oak Woodland, 15.3 acres of
Mixed Oak Woodland, 0.8 acre of Mixed Oak/Coniferous/Bigcone/Coulter, 101.5
acres for Project development and 1.3 acres of open space easement vacation of
Non-native Grassland, 7.3 acres of Montane Meadow, and 0.25 acre of Riparian
Scrub.

Other active projects in the cumulative study area that would impact Riparian
Habitats or Other Sensitive Natural Communities and are MUP 77-113, SP 02-029,
TPM 20253, TPM 20571,and TPM 20474. The potential impacts associated with
each of these projects are listed in Table 1-1. MUP 77-113 would impact oaks and
riparian habitat, SP 02-029 would impact 20 oak trees; TPM 20253 would impact
Oak Chaparral and Mixed Montane Chaparral; TPM 20571 would impact Jeffrey Pine
Forest, Mixed Montane Chaparral, and Snowberry/Buckwheat; and TPM 20474
would impact Chaparral, Dry Montane Meadow, Mixed Oak Woodland, and Open
Water. In general impacts are avoided whenever possible in keeping with County
regulations.

All of these projects would mitigate for impacts to Riparian Habitats or Other
Sensitive Natural Communities through the dedication of onsite open space
easements, as required by County regulations. Individual impacts have therefore
been reduced to a level that is less than significant. Cumulative projects do not affect
the continued viability of these habitats because of a program of avoidance,
mitigation, and adherence to County policy.

Furthermore, due to the extent of the Riparian Habitats (including State and County
Wetlands and “Waters”) or Other Sensitive Natural Communities on the Proposed
Project site, as well as the fact that all impacts to these resources would be mitigated
for to a level that is below significant, approval of the Proposed project would not
have a cumulatively considerable impact when viewed in connection with effects of
past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future
projects affecting the same resource.

2.1.3.3 Federal Jurisdictional Wetlands and Waterways

The Proposed Project would contribute to the cumulative loss of Federal
Jurisdictional Wetlands and Waterways. Project-related future construction, grading,
clearing or other activities related to the Proposed Project would permanently affect
Federal Jurisdictional Wetlands and Waterways on the Proposed Project site. That
is, the Proposed Project would directly impact 0.14 acre of jurisdictional wetlands
and/or non-wetland “waters”.

Other active projects within the cumulative study area that could contribute to the
loss of Jurisdictional Wetlands and Waterways within the cumulative study area
include MUP 77-113 and TPM 20474. The potential impacts associated with each of
these projects are listed in Table 1-1. MUP 77-113 could impact riparian habitat and
runoff associated with the project could impact surface and groundwater. TPM 20474
would impact 0.3 acre of Open Water, which likely qualifies as jurisdictional wetlands
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and “waters”. MUP 77-113 proposes open space to avoid impacts to riparian habitat,
with 100-foot buffers around drainages and no surface run-off. TPM 20474 would
mitigate for project impacts through the dedication of an onsite open space
easement. Therefore, these projects either avoid impacts to Jurisdictional Wetlands
and Waterways or provide mitigation to reduce impacts to a level that is less than
significant. No other projects within the cumulative study area are listed as impacting
Jurisdictional Wetlands and Waterways. Cumulative impacts are not significant. No
mitigation is necessary.

Furthermore, due to the extent of the federal wetlands on the Proposed Project site,
as well as the fact that all impacts to Federal Jurisdictional Wetlands and Waterways
would be mitigated for to a level that is below significance, approval of the Proposed
project would not have a cumulatively considerable impact when viewed in
connection with effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the
effects of probable future projects affecting the same resource.

2.1.34 Wildlife Movement and Nursery Sites

Other proposed projects within the cumulative study area that could potentially
impact Wildlife Movement or Nursery Sites include MUP 77-113, TPM 20253, TPM
20571, and TPM 20474. Each of these projects could remove native vegetation and
therefore impact wildlife movement. However, the areas to be impacted by these
projects are small (no more than 40 acres for the largest project) and each project
proposes onsite open space that would preserve a portion of each project site for
wildlife movement. Therefore, all of these projects have either minimal impacts or
significant impacts that would be mitigated for to a level that is less than significant.

Because the Proposed Project creates no significant impacts to Wildlife Movement or
Nursery Sites, and the other proposed projects within the cumulative study area
would not result in significant impacts to Wildlife Movement or Nursery Sites,
approval of the Proposed Project would not result in cumulatively considerable
impacts when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of
other current projects, and the effects of probable future projects affecting the same
resource. Cumulative impacts to Wildlife Movement and Nursery Sites are not
significant, and no mitigation is required.

2.1.35 Local Policies, Ordinances and Adopted Plans

The other projects within the cumulative study area (MUP 77-113, TPM 19932, SP
02-029, TPM 20253, TPM 20571, and TPM 20474) conform to local policies,
ordinances, and adopted plans that are current at the time of their applications.
Several of these projects already have Mitigated Negative Declarations. The
remaining cumulative projects would conform to a range of policies intended to
protect biological resources, including requirements for the effective management of
protected open space, the no net loss of wetlands policy, and controls on runoff and
stormwater. All projects with CSS impacts must meet County HLP requirements,
which include 4d Findings. These Findings include a finding that a project’s loss of
CSS would not have a significant negative impact when considered in conjunction
with CSS losses that have already occurred in the region. Findings are not made if
these impacts are present. As such, County policy precludes approval of projects
which have a cumulatively significant impact to CSS.
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Therefore, the other projects within the cumulative study area would not have
significant impacts in relation to conformance with Local Policies, Ordinances, and
Adopted Plans. Furthermore, due to the fact that all impacts to Local Policies,
Ordinances, or Adopted Plans associated with the Proposed Project would be
mitigated for to a level that is below significance, approval of the Proposed Project
would not have cumulatively considerable impacts when viewed in connection with
the effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of
probable future projects affecting the same resource. Therefore, cumulative impacts
are not significant in relation to conformance with local policies, ordinances, and
adopted plans. No mitigation is necessary.

2.1.4 Significance of Impacts Prior to Mitigation

The following is a brief summary of all direct and indirect impacts which were determined
to be significant by the analysis provided by the Biological Resources Survey (Appendix

A).
2.1.4.1
BI-1

BI-2

BI-3

Bl-4

BI-5

BI-6

BI-7

Impacts to Special Status Species

Indirect long-term (permanent) impacts to Swainson’s Hawk and
Cuyamaca Meadowfoam, which are Threatened or state-listed
Endangered Species, due to habitat loss.

Direct and indirect impacts to County Group A or B plant species, County
Group | animal species, or state Species of Special Concern: Direct
impacts: San Diego Gumplant, Two-striped Garter Snake, and Large-
blotched Salamander. Indirect impacts: Velvety False Lupine, San Diego
Milk-vetch, Grasshopper Sparrow, Golden Eagle, Red-shouldered Hawk,
Turkey Vulture, Northern Harrier, White-tailed Kite, Southwestern Pond
Turtle, Cooper’s Hawk, and Sharp-shinned Hawk.

Direct and indirect impacts to County Group C or D plant Species, or
County Group Il animal species: Direct impacts: Banner Dudleya,
Engelmann Oak, San Diego Desert Woodrat, Silvery Legless Lizard,
Orange-throated Whiptail, San Diego Ringneck Snake, Coronado Skink,
San Diego Horned Lizard, Coastal Western Whiptail, Coastal Rosy Boa,
and Northern Red Diamond Rattlesnake.
Indirect impacts: Great Blue Heron, Horned Lark, Western
Bluebird, Barn Owl, Mountain Lion, Mule Deer, and Monarch Butterfly.

Direct and indirect long-term (permanent) impacts to Golden Eagle
habitat due to habitat conversion.

Direct long-term (permanent) impacts to up to 206.9201.9 acres of
potential foraging habitat for the site’s resident and potentially-resident
raptor species, including Golden Eagle, Swainson’s Hawk, Red-
shouldered Hawk, and White-tailed Kite.

Indirect long-term (permanent) impacts to special status species due to
human presence or intrusion into sensitive habitat.

Indirect short-term (temporary) impacts to nesting success of special
status species due to grading and other noise-generating activities.
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2.1.4.2 Impacts to Riparian Habitat or Sensitive Natural Communities

BI-8 Direct long-term (permanent) onsite impacts to sensitive native or
naturalized habitat resulting from construction, grading, or clearing
include 12.6 acres of Southern Mixed Chaparral, 0.8 acres of Chamise
Chaparral, 3.8 acres of Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub, Inland Form, 12.8
acres of Flat-top Buckwheat, 4.6 acres of Coast Live Oak Woodland, 43.7
acres for Project development and 2.2 acres of open space easement
vacation of Engelmann Oak Woodland, 15.3 acres of Mixed Oak
Woodland, 101.5 acres of Non-native Grassland, 7.3 acres of Montane
Meadow, and .25 acre of Riparian Scrub.

BI-9 Project-related future construction, grading, clearing, or other activities
would result in direct long-term (permanent) impacts to jurisdictional
wetlands and/or riparian habitats, as defined by CRWQCB, CDFW, and
the County of San Diego RPO. This would include the limited removal of
vegetation; grading; obstruction or diversion of water flow; placement of
fill; placement of structures; construction of road crossings; placement of
culverts or other underground piping; disturbance of the substratum;
and/or activities that may cause a measurable, adverse change in native
species composition, diversity, and abundance. Hydrophytic areas of the
Non-native Grassland, Montane Meadow, and Riparian Scrub would be
impacted by the Proposed Project qualify as jurisdictional wetland and/or
riparian habitats.

BI-10 Indirect long-term (permanent) impacts due to increased human access
or competition from domestic animals, pests or exotic species to levels
proven to adversely affect sensitive habitats.

2.1.4.3 Impacts to Federal Jurisdictional Wetland and Waterways

BI-11 Project-related future construction, grading, clearing, or other activities
would result in direct long-term (permanent) impacts to federal
jurisdictional wetlands and/or waterways, as defined by ACOE. This
would include the limited removal of vegetation; grading; obstruction or
diversion of water flow; placement of fill; placement of structures;
construction of road crossings; placement of culverts or other
underground piping; disturbance of the substratum; and/or activities that
may cause a measurable, adverse change in native species composition,
diversity, and abundance. The Proposed Project would impact 0.14 acre
of Federal Jurisdictional Wetlands and/or Waterways.

2.14.4 Impacts to Local Policies, Ordinances, Adopted Plans

BI-12 Direct long-term (permanent) impacts to a measurable amount of RPO-
sensitive habitat lands. That is, the Proposed Project would directly
impact 12.6 acres of Southern Mixed Chaparral, 0.8 acres of Chamise
Chaparral, 3.8 acres of Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub, Inland Form, 12.8
acres of Flat-top Buckwheat, 4.6 acres of Coast Live Oak Woodland, 43.7
acres for Project development and 2.2 acres of open space easement
vacation of Engelmann Oak Woodland, 15.3 acres of Mixed Oak
Woodland, 101.5 acres for Project development and 1.3 acres of open
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space easement vacation of Non-native Grassland, 7.3 acres of Montane
Meadow, and 0.25 acre of Riparian Scrub onsite.

Of these habitats, hydrophytic areas of ef-JUthe Non-native Grassland
and Montane Meadow, the Southern Coast Live Oak Riparian Forest, and
the Riparian Scrub qualify as RPO sensitive lands. The upland habitats
(Southern Mixed Chaparral, Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub, Inland Form,
Flat-top Buckwheat, Coastal Sage-Chaparral Scrub, Coast Live Oak
Woodland, Engelmann Oak Woodland, Mixed Oak Woodland, Mixed
Oak/Coniferous/ Bigcone/Coulter, and non-hydrophytic areas of the Non-
native Grassland and Montane Meadow) may also qualify as RPO
“sensitive habitat lands”, because they support unique vegetation
communities and/or the habitats of rare or endangered species or sub-
species of animals or plants, as defined by Section 15380 of the State
CEQA Guidelines, including the area that is necessary to support a viable
population of any of the sensitive species known from this site in
perpetuity, that is critical to the proper functioning of a balanced natural
ecosystem, and/or that serves as part of a functioning wildlife corridor.

BI-13 Direct long-term (permanent) and indirect long-term (permanent) impacts
because the Proposed Project could, without seasonal restrictions, result
in the loss of migratory birds or destruction of active migratory bird nests
and/or eggs as a result of construction-related activities such as brushing,
clearing, and grading of the site.

Bl-14 The Proposed Project would create indirect long-term (permanent)
impacts because the Project Site does support Golden Eagles, and would
result in the loss of some foraging habitat for this species. Additionally,
Project activities could modify eagle behavior, resulting in a ‘take’ as
defined by the Wildlife Agencies.

2.1.5 Mitigation

The following mitigation measures are proposed to mitigate for the listed impacts:

2151 M-BI-1

The 1;209.81,214.8-acre Open Space Easement would preclude future development
or other use of the land within that area and provides the mitigation required for all
biological impacts onsite (M-BI-1 through M-BI-19).

The project open space contains “impact neutral” areas which are part of required
RPO wetland buffers and are not available for use as mitigation for Proposed Project
impacts. All feasible measures necessary to protect and preserve the RPO sensitive
habitat lands shall be required as a condition of permit approval. The mitigation
provides an equal or greater benefit to the affected species, per RPO section 86.604

(f).

A complete breakdown of Proposed Project impacts, mitigation requirements, impact
neutral acreage, and mitigation area provided within the Project open space is
provided as follows:

o Aloss of 12.6 acres of Southern Mixed Chaparral requires 6.3 acres of mitigation
at a ratio of 0.5:1. The Proposed Project protects a total of 104.9 acres in the
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OSE, 26.9 acres of which are impact neutral. The total available for mitigation is
therefore 78.0 acres, which is71.7 acres above the requirement.

A loss of 0.8 acres of Chamise Chaparral requires 0.4 acre of mitigation at a ratio
of 0.5:1. The Proposed Project protects a total of 96.1 acres in the OSE, 12.7
acres of which are impact neutral. The total available for mitigation is therefore
83.4 acres, which is 83 acres above the requirement.

A loss of 3.8 acres of Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub requires 7.6 acres of mitigation
at a ratio of 2:1. The Proposed Project protects a total of 36.8 acres in the OSE,
1.5 acres of which are impact neutral. The total available for mitigation is
therefore 35.3 acres, which is 31.5 acres above the requirement.

A loss of 12.8 acres of Flat-top Buckwheat requires 25.6 acres of mitigation at a
ratio of 2:1. The Proposed Project protects a total of 58.6 acres in the OSE, 6.0
acres of which are impact neutral. The total available for mitigation is therefore
52.6 acres, which is 27.0 acres above the requirement.

A loss of 4.6 acres of Coast Live Oak Woodland requires 13.8 acres of mitigation
at a ratio of 3:1. The Proposed Project provides 171.2 acres in the OSE, 51.8
acres of which are impact neutral. The total available for mitigation is well above
the requirement.

A loss of 43.7 acres for Project development and 2.2 acres of open space
easement vacation of Engelmann Oak Woodland requires a total of 144.3 acres
of mitigation at ratios of 3:1 and 6:1, respectively. The Proposed Project provides
200.1 acres in the OSE, 44.2 acres of which are impact neutral. The total
available for mitigation is well above the requirement.

A loss of 15.3 acres of Mixed Oak Woodland requires 45.9 acres of mitigation at
a ratio of 3:1. The Proposed Project provides 99.7 acres in the OSE, 45.4 acres
of which are impact neutral. The total available for mitigation is well above the
requirement.

A loss of 0.8 acres of Mixed Oak/Coniferous/Bigcone/Coulter requires 2.4 acres
of mitigation at a ratio of 3:1. The Proposed Project provides 7.9 acres in the
OSE, 2.8 acres of which are impact neutral. The total available for mitigation is
well above the requirement.

A loss of 101.5 acres for Project development and 1.3 acres of open space
easement vacation of Non-native Grassland requires 52.1 acres of mitigation at a
ratio of 0.5:1 and 1:1, respectively. The Proposed Project provides 273.0 acres in
the OSE, 13.8 acres of which are impact neutral. The total available for mitigation
is well above the requirement.

A loss of 7.3 acres of Montane Meadow requires 21.9 acres of mitigation at a
ratio of 3:1. The Proposed Project provides 69.0 acres in the OSE, 2.3 acres of
which are impact neutral. The total available for mitigation is well above the
requirement.

A loss of 0.25 acre of Riparian Scrub requires 0.75 acre of mitigation at a ratio of
3:1. The Proposed Project provides 2.96 acres in the OSE. Due to the County’s
No Net Loss policy for wetlands, any impact to wetland habitat such as Riparian
Scrub must be mitigated. Therefore, the 2.96 onsite acres of Riparian Scrub are
considered ‘impact neutral’, and cannot satisfy the requirement for mitigation of
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this impact. The proposed mitigation would be either offsite mitigation in an
approved wetland mitigation bank, or the preparation and implementation of an
approved Wetland Revegetation Plan (provided as Attachment E to the biology
report), in keeping with the no net loss of wetland policy adopted by the County.

2.15.2 M-BI-2

A Resource Management Plan (RMP) to address adequate mitigation for Project
impacts shall be prepared, approved, and implemented as a condition of project ap-
proval. The RMP would contain guidelines for the stewardship, maintenance,
biological monitoring, and overall funding and management of the onsite open space.
The RMP would eliminate future unauthorized intrusion into biologically sensitive
areas through several methods, including fencing, signage, and restrictions to
recreational use of the open space.

The RMP contains provisions to ensure long-term viability of the habitat for County
Group | and Il animals, Group A, B, C, and D Plants, and potentially other sensitive
animals. The plan would specify remediation as necessary, in perpetuity, to maintain
habitat viability.

The project also includes either offsite mitigation for project impacts to Riparian
Habitats or Other Sensitive Natural Communities in approved wetland mitigation
bank in the area that the agencies accept, or the preparation and implementation of
an approved WRP (provided as Attachment E to the biology report). The WRP would
guide the revegetation of degraded and disturbed areas of the site with native
wetland vegetation in order to mitigate for project impacts to jurisdictional wetland
and “waters”. The WRP identifies standards, methodologies, and protocols that have
demonstrated success in past wetland revegetation projects.

2.15.3 M-BI-3

The protections provided by the RMP over the open space areas onsite would
provide protections for raptors (including Golden Eagle, specifically), migratory birds,
and other sensitive bird species’ and their habitats as well. In order to prevent
potential impacts to the nesting success of sensitive animals, site brushing, grading,
and/or the removal of native vegetation within 500 feet of any potential nesting
location shall not take place during the native bird season, defined as from 1 January
through September 1e-31-August each year. This is required in order to ensure
compliance with the federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act and Sections 3505, 3505.5,
and 3513 of the California Fish and Game Code, which prevent the ‘take’ of eggs,
nests, feathers, or other parts of most native bird species. Should it be necessary to
conduct brushing, grading, or other construction activities during the bird breeding
season, a biologist with experience conducting bird breeding surveys will conduct a
preconstruction nesting survey of all areas within 500 feet of the proposed activity
would be required. The results of the survey would be provided in a report to the
Director, Department of Planning and Development Services and the Wildlife
agencies for concurrence with the conclusions and recommendations. If an active
nest is detected, no grading or other construction activity will be allowed within the
500 foot buffer will be allowed until the fledged birds have left the nest. The buffer
distance may be altered in which case a site specific nest protection plan will be
developed. The plan will include detailed methodologies and definitions to enable a
gualified avian biologist to monitor and implement rest-specific buffers based on the
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individual species involved, site conditions, level of human activity, and other activity
in the area.

2154 M-BI-4

The Proposed Project also includes the preparation and implementation of a Wetland
Revegetation Plan (WRP) (attached to the biological analysis). The purpose of the
WRP shall be to guide the revegetation of degraded and disturbed areas of the site
with native wetland vegetation in order to mitigate for project impacts to jurisdictional
wetlands and ‘waters’. The WRP shall identify standards, methodologies, and
protocols that have demonstrated success in past wetland revegetation projects. A
concerted effort to create suitable planting densities, species composition, and other
related factors shall be considered during the design of the WRP.

2155 M-BI-5

A Conservation Grazing Management Plan (CGMP) for the Proposed Project
contains site-specific conservation measures and practices that address multiple
resource concerns on areas where grazing related activities or practices would be
planned and applied. This includes a discussion of climate, water resources,
geology, special physical features, soils, erosion, hydrology, surface water drainage,
and water quality along with grazing capacity, infrastructure, special management
areas and hazards, ecosystem health, special habitats and feature characteristics,
The CGMP identifies predicted effects and desired conditions, including the
consequences of grazing and related management of special resources, non-grazing
(but related) management of special resources, alternative feasible management
scenarios, and timeline of management requirements of special resources affected
by grazing. The Plan discusses sustainability, including integration with the regional
socio-economic systems for long-term viability, and guidelines, incentives, and
contingencies for all operations, Finally, the CGMP defines the monitoring of site
conditions and the planned effects on resources related to grazing, including
monitoring variables, methods, a schedule, evaluation standards and analysis,
adaptation of management actions, and reporting. The CGMP_will be applied if
grazing occurs in the open space area.

2.15.6 M-BI-6

Because the Proposed Project would impact federal jurisdictional wetlands, it would
likely be necessary to obtain certain regulatory agency permits prior to project
development. The applicant is required to consult with ACOE regarding Clean Water
Act Section 404 permits. As part of this process, the ACOE would likely require that
jurisdictional wetland delineation be conducted and that a jurisdictional wetland
delineation report be prepared in order to quantify all Proposed Project impacts to
jurisdictional wetlands.

2157 M-BI-7

The Proposed Project is in compliance with the County’'s RPO requirement that
impacts to RPO wetlands be avoided except under certain extenuating
circumstances (See RPO Section 86.604(a)(5)). Section 2.1.2.5 of this BEIRFEIR
provides the details of those impacts and their analysis. The County also requires
buffers of at least 50-feet to protect all RPO wetlands. The County considers RPO
wetlands and the habitat within RPO wetland buffers to be “impact neutral” and
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therefore unavailable for use as mitigation for project impacts. Furthermore, where
oak woodland occurs adjacent to an RPO wetland, the County requires that the
wetland buffer be extended outward to include the entirety of the oak habitat (not to
exceed 200 feet in width). Where feasible, the Proposed Project complies with these
requirements.

The Proposed Project’s unavoidable impacts to RPO wetlands would be mitigated for
at a 3-to-1 ratio, with at least 1-to-1 of this ratio consisting of wetlands creation, and
the balance (a 2-to-1 ratio) consisting of wetlands creation and/or enhancement. This
could occur at an off-site County-approved mitigation bank, if available, and/or onsite
via habitat creation, restoration, and/or enhancement within the open space. Any
onsite wetlands creation, restoration, and/or enhancement activities would be subject
to the County approval of a WRP. An RMP would also be prepared and approved as
a condition of Project approval. The RMP would contain guidelines for the
stewardship, maintenance, biological monitoring, and overall funding and
management of the open space, including all areas of conserved RPO wetlands.

The least damaging construction methods would be utilized to construct the RPO
wetland crossing and driveways. Staging areas would be located outside of sensitive
areas, work would not be performed during the avian breeding season, noise
attenuation measures would be included, and hours of operation would be limited so
as to comply with all applicable ordinances and avoid impacts to sensitive resources.
These measures would also be included in the RMP to be prepared as a Condition of
Project Approval. Lastly, as discussed above, all direct impacts to RPO wetlands
would be mitigated for at a 3-to-1 ratio, with no less than 1-to-1 of this total consisting
of wetlands creation.

2.15.8 M-BI-8

The Proposed Project would be required to obtain a HLP from the County of San
Diego. The permit would mitigate agency concerns by providing appropriate
mitigation for all project-related impacts to Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub and related
Scrub habitats. The site supports approximately 150.3 acres of Scrub habitat
(Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub, Inland Form, Flat-top Buckwheat, and Coastal Sage —
Chaparral Scrub), 16.7 acres of which would be impacted by development.

2.1.6 Conclusion

Biological resources were analyzed by a County-qualified biological consultant. The
analysis included review of prior records and reports, field visits, and review of current
mapping. Future development of the Proposed Project Site, as presently proposed,
could result in significant direct and indirect short- and long-term impacts to the following
biological resources: species of special status, riparian resources, federal jurisdictional
wetlands, wildlife movement and nursery sites, and local policies, ordinances, or adopted
plans. Mitigation for these impacts is proposed, as follows: The Proposed Project
proposes a 1;209.81,214.8-acre open space preserve to protect sensitive species,
riparian and jurisdictional wetlands, and nursery sites. The open space design includes
50-foot buffers adjacent to oaks, as well as 50 to 200 foot buffers adjacent to wetland
wherever possible. A CGMP for the Proposed Project is designed to direct ongoing
grazing activities within open space areas. A RMP would be required that would specify
management activities and reporting within the open space. The Grazing Manager and
the Habitat Manager would work in tandem, through the prescriptions provided by their
respective resource management plans, to ensure that grazing activities are harmonious
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with the onsite resources. This mitigation would provide open space protections that
preserve sensitive habitats and manage the open space in perpetuity. Protections
consist of fencing and signage, as needed, to deter intrusions. Professional
management and reporting would be incorporated to ensure that protections remain
effective and that the open space is monitored on an on-going basis.

Direct impacts to sensitive habitats would be mitigated by a program of onsite open
space preservation. Mitigation is provided according to County approved mitigation
ratios, ranging from 0.5 to 3 acres for each acre of project impact. Wetland loss would be
mitigated with either the purchase of credits at an approved mitigation bank, or additional
wetland creation and enhancement onsite which shall be subject to the requirements of
an approved WRP, in keeping with the no net loss of wetland policy adopted by the
County. Construction and related activity would be restricted during the breeding season
of sensitive and migratory birds. The appropriate permits would be obtained from ACOE,
CDFW, or the County of San Diego prior to grading or construction in wetlands, CSS, or
other protected habitats. These would include a Habitat Loss Permit (4d) for impacts to
CSS. Through a program of avoidance and open space protection, permitting, controls
on grading and construction activity, and on-going professional management, the
Proposed Project mitigates its significant impacts to below a level of significance. No
further mitigation is required.
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Existing

Development

OSE

“Impact Neutral”

Impact Vacation Impact
Habitat Acres Acres Acres Acres
Southern Mixed Chaparral | 117.5 | 12.6 ‘ 0.00 | 26.9 |
Chamise Chaparral | 96.9 | 0.8 | 0.00 | 12.7 |
Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub | 40.6 | 3.8 | 0.00 | 15 |
Flat-top Buckwheat | 714 | 12.8 | 0.00 | 6.0 |
Coastal Sage-Chaparral Scrub | 38.3 | 0.00 | 0.00 | 238 |
Coast Live Oak Woodland | 175.8 | 4.6 ‘ 0.00 | 51.8 |
Engelmann Oak Woodland | 246.0 | 45.9 | 2.2 | 44.2 |
Mixed Oak Woodland 115.0 15.3 0.00 45.4
Mixed Oakl/.../Coulter 8.7 0.8 0.00 2.8
Non-native Grassland | 37538 | 102.8 | 13 | 1338 |
Montane Meadow | 763 | 7.3 | 0.00 | 2.3 |
Southern CLO Riparian Forest | 495 | 0.00 | 0.00 | 47.54 |
Open Water | 0.07 | 0.00 | 0.00 | 0.00 |
CVF Marsh/Emergent Wetland | 0.85 | 0.00 ‘ 0.00 | 0.17 |
Riparian Scrub | 3.21 | 0.25 | 0.00 | 2.96 |
Disturbed Wetland 0.07 0.00 0.00 0.00
Urban/Developed Habitat | 0.8 | 0.00 0.00 0.00
Totals (rounded) 1416.8 207.0 35 281.9
( - - Table
Biological Impact Table
2-1-1
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2.2 Cultural Resources

An archaeological survey of the 1,416.5-acre Hoskings Ranch Proposed Project Site was
conducted by Mary Robbins-Wade, who is on the County of San Diego’s list of approved
consultants for the preparation of cultural resource studies. The resulting report, entitled,
Cultural Resources Assessment for the Hoskings Ranch Project, Julian, San Diego County,
California TM 5312RPL3, Log. No. 03-10-005, with a revision date of July 2013, is included
as Appendix C to this BEIRFEIR. The current archaeological assessment is based upon the
work of Professional Archaeology Associates that was done in 2003.

2317221 Existing Conditions

The Proposed Project is bounded by SR 78/79 on the north and large lot residential uses
on the north and east. The Cleveland National Forest extends through the site on the
southwest and west. The western boundaries abut private land holdings within the
Cleveland National Forest.

Archaeological research has pieced together a succession of cultures that have
developed in the San Diego region. The earliest accepted archaeological evidence of
Native Americans in the San Diego area is the culture of San Dieguito people, dating
back to approximately 10,000 years ago. The artifacts associated with this culture
consist primarily of scrapers, scraper planes, choppers, large blades, and large projectile
points. The San Dieguito culture was gradually replaced by the La Jolla culture, hunters
and gatherers with a heavy emphasis on plant and plant seed processing, as evidenced
by abundant manos and metates (grinding tools and sites). The Late Prehistoric period
is represented by the San Luis Rey culture in northern San Diego and the Cuyamaca
culture in the southern portion of the county. The boundary dividing these cultures runs
approximately east to west through Escondido. The southern group, the Yuman-
speaking lipay-Kumeyaay, occupied the region in which the Hoskings Ranch site is
located.

The lipay-Kumeyaay subsistence economy included hunting, fishing and gathering, but
the bulk of their diet was provided by plant foods. Settlements such as permanent
villages and campsites are located in oak woodland valleys and catchment basins in the
coastal zone, the foothills, the Peninsular Range and, to a lesser extent, in the desert
beyond. Resource extraction and processing sites are clustered around the settlements,
with temporary camps and extractive sites located in more distant areas. Seasonal
movements within a communally-owned village territory were practiced; these
movements were directly related to the changing availability of critical resources.

Spanish contact began with the Cabrillo expedition in 1542 which explored portions of
the coast and the Channel Islands to the north. At the time of European contact,
ancestors of the modern-day Kumeyaay Indians occupied an area that presently
includes southern San Diego County, the southern two-thirds of Imperial County, and
northern Baja California.

Between the 1860s and the early 1900s, successive waves of pioneers moved into more
remote areas of the county in search of land and minerals. The discovery of gold in the
Julian area during this period led to the historic settlement of San Diego’s mountainous
east county. The development of Julian and the surrounding areas closely followed this
mining town development.

This brief history illustrates the rather high potential for finding cultural resources on the
Proposed Project Site. Records searches for the area revealed approximately 150
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potential pre-historic and historic archaeological sites of significance within a mile of the
site. Most of the archaeological sites include bedrock milling features with and without
artifacts. The historic archaeological resources include remnants of homesteads and
ranches, as well as bridge and road foundations, feed troughs, and corrals.

The Proposed Project Site has been a cattle ranch since the 1880s, when the land was
first homesteaded, and only ceased to be used for cattle within recent years.

21712211 Regulatory Framework

A number of criteria are used in demonstrating resource importance. Specifically,
criteria outlined in the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the Resource
Protection Ordinance (RPO), and the San Diego County Local Register provide the
guidance for making such a determination.

CEQA section 15064.5a provides criteria for determining that a resource is a
historically significant resource. CEQA section 15064.5b defines the determination of
‘substantial adverse change’ to a resource which engenders impacts. Section
15064.5c of CEQA applies to effects on archaeological sites and contains additional
provisions regarding archaeological sites. Sections 15064.5 (d) and (e) contain
additional provisions regarding human remains as well as Native American human
remains. The San Diego County Local Register of Historical Resources provides
criteria for resources assessed for local importance, as opposed to statewide or
regional importance.

The San Diego County RPO provides its own definitions for “Significant Prehistoric or
Historic Sites.”

Section 1.3, “Applicable Regulations,” of the Cultural Resources report for the
Proposed Project provides further details about these regulations.

21.82.2.2 Analysis of Project Effects and Determination as to Significance

The studies included record searches, field visits, and limited site testing. Previous
studies of the site were supplemented with a review of historic maps and photographs.

Forty-five historic and archaeological resources were identified on the Hoskings Ranch
site. Thirty-three sites are recorded as prehistoric (pre-contact) Native-American sites,
seven are historic period resources, and five sites include both historic and prehistoric
material. The historic resources include remnants of homesteads and ranches, as well
as bridge and road foundations and water troughs.

In addition, several ranching features within the Proposed Project area have been
recorded as a non-contiguous historic district (P-37-031748).

Analysis of Proposed Project effects relates to significance according to sets of criteria
from both the RPO and CEQA. RPO significance is a higher level of significance than
that which is recognized under CEQA. This includes sites or districts that are eligible for
or listed on the National Register of Historic Places (not just the California Register of
Historical Resources); locally or regionally unique cultural resources with a significant
volume and range of data and material; traditional cultural properties; sites of ritual,
ceremonial, or sacred value to an ethnic group; sites containing human remains. See
pages 24 through 31 of the cultural resources assessment for the full list of criteria for
each.
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21812.2.2.1 Historical Resources
Guidelines for the Determination of Significance

The guidelines for the Proposed Project were derived from the County of San Diego
Guidelines for Determining Significance, Cultural Resources: Archaeological and
Historic Resources. The Proposed Project would have a significant impact on historic
resources if it:

1. Causes a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical
resource as defined in Section 15064.5 of the State CEQA Guidelines.

2. Proposes activities or uses damaging to, and fails to preserve, significant
historical cultural resources as defined by the Resource Protection
Ordinance.

Analysis

Guideline 1: The project causes a substantial adverse change in the significance of
an historical resource as defined in Section 15064.5 of the State CEQA Guidelines.

Seven sites within the Proposed Project area have been recorded as historic period
resources. See Table 2-2-1, “Historical Resources (CEQA),” at the end of this
chapter for the list of resources.

CA-SDI-16,852H and CA-SDI-16,871H were recorded and documented and their
remaining cultural value is not significance. P-37-025435, the car body, is not
significant due to its lack of association with other sites or records. CA-SDI-16,853H,
CA-SDI-16,345H, P-37-025402, and P-37-030448 will be located in open space and
will not be directly or indirectly impacted by the project.

_The Hoskings Ranch Rural Landscape District (P-37-031748) is proposed to
recognize the importance of historic ranching features on the site and to provide for
review of future actions by the Historic Site Board. The resource is made up of two
pioneer farmstead archaeological sites (CA-SDI-7098/H and CA-SDI-16,881H), two
ranching water development sites (CA-SDI-16,863H and CA-SDI-19,345H), one
ranching erosion control site (P-37-030448), and a wooden cattle corral (P-37-
125402). These features reflect human modification of the landscape, and can be
linked thematically to specific processes in the evolution of the property to create a
unified whole that provides an increased understanding of the region’s history. The
two house sites represent the pioneer settlement of San Diego County’s backcountry
during the late 19th century, while the other features represent the property’s
development and use as a cattle ranch.

mpacts—are-not-significant—Heowever,B-brushing and grading activities associated
with the construction of the Proposed Project could result in the discovery of
previously unrecorded, potentially significant historical resources. Impacts to such
cultural resources would be significant (Impact CR-1). Therefore, Guideline 1 is
exceeded and mitigation is required.

Guideline 2: Proposes activities or uses damaging to, and fails to preserve,
significant historical cultural resources as defined by the Resource Protection
Ordinance.
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See Table 2-2-2, “Historical Resources (RPO),” at the end of this chapter for a list of
RPO-significant resources on the subject property.

The significant historic resources placed in open space protection (see table) would
not receive direct, long-term impacts from implementation of the Proposed Project.
However, brushing and grading activities associated with the construction of the
Proposed Project could result in the discovery of previously unrecorded, potentially
significant historical resources. Impacts to such cultural resources would be
significant (Impact CR-2). Therefore, Guideline 2 is exceeded and mitigation is
required.

2:4.8.22.2.2.2 Archaeological Resources
Guidelines for the Determination of Impact Significance

The Proposed Project would have a significant impact on archaeological resources if
it:
1. Causes a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological
resource as defined in Section 15064.5 of the State CEQA Guidelines.

2. Proposes activities or uses damaging to, and fails to preserve, significant
cultural resources as defined by the Resource Protection Ordinance.

3. Disturbs any human remains, including those interred outside of formal
cemeteries.

Analysis

The survey identified 33 prehistoric sites, and five sites that contain both historic and
prehistoric elements. Thirty-four of these sites were either determined to be
significant or are assumed significant in the absence of testing.

Guideline 1: The project causes a substantial adverse change in the significance of
an archaeological resource as defined in Section 15064.5 of the State CEQA
Guidelines.

Five sites within the Proposed Project area contain historic and prehistoric
archaeological elements, as listed in Table 2-2-3, “Historical/Archaeological
Resources (CEQA),” at the end of this chapter.

These historical/archaeological sites would be placed in open space and would not
receive direct or indirect long-term impacts from the Proposed Project. However,
brushing and grading activities associated with the construction of the Proposed
Project could result in the discovery of previously unrecorded archaeological
resources. Impacts to such cultural resources would be significant (Impact CR-3).
Therefore, Guideline 1 is exceeded and mitigation is required.

CA-SDI-16,881 contains important information potential that is being lost as the site
erodes away from exposure to the elements (Impact CR-4). Mitigation would be
required.

Thirty-three prehistoric Native American archaeological sites have been identified
within the Proposed Project area, as shown in Table 2-2-4, “Archaeological
Resources (CEQA),” at the end of this chapter.

Impacts to the following sites have been reduced to a level below significant through
their documentation and recordation (and testing if applicable): CA-SDI-7110, CA-
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SDI-16,865, CA-SDI-16,873, CA-SDI-17,057. As such, these sites are unlikely to
yield further information important to understanding the prehistoric occupation of the
Proposed Project area.

Because these sites have been documented and recorded, they are determined to
not be significant, Guideline 1 is not exceeded, impacts are not significant, and no
mitigation is required.

Guideline 2: The project proposes activities or uses damaging to, and fails to
preserve, significant cultural resources as defined by the Resource Protection
Ordinance.

All of the historic/archaeological as well as archaeological-only resources listed
under Guideline 1, above, are assumed RPO-significant in the absence of testing;
four of these (CA-SDI-7098H, CA-SDI-16,854, CA-SDI-16,881H, and CA-SDI-
16,863H) assume significance from being part of a historic ranching district. All of
these resources are located in open space protection. However, brushing and
grading activities associated with the construction of the Proposed Project could
result in the discovery of previously unrecorded historical/archaeological or
archaeological resources. Impacts to such cultural resources would be significant
(Impact CR-5). Therefore, Guideline 1 is exceeded and mitigation is required.

Guideline 3: Disturbs any human remains, including those interred outside of formal
cemeteries

None of the cultural resources identified on the Proposed Project Site contain human
remains and therefore no impacts to human remains would result from the Proposed
Project. However, brushing and grading activities associated with the construction of
the Proposed Project could result in the discovery of previously unrecorded,
potentially significant human remains. Impacts to such cultural resources would be
significant. (Impact CR-6). Guideline 3 is exceeded and mitigation is required.

24.92.2.3 Cumulative Impact Analysis

According to CEQA, the importance of cultural resources comes from the research value
and the information that they contain. Therefore, the issue that must be explored in a
cumulative analysis is the cumulative loss of information. For sites considered less than
significant, there is no information, or the information is preserved through recordation,
test excavations, and preservation of artifacts. Significant sites that are placed in
protected open space easements avoid direct impacts to these cultural resources as well
as preservation of their potential research data. Significant sites that are not placed
within open space easements and which are directly impacted by the Proposed Project
preserve the information through recordation, test excavations, and data recovery
programs that would be presented in reports and filed with the County and SCIC.

Based on the current study, 45 historic and archaeological resources have been
identified within the Proposed Project area. Thirty-three sites are recorded as prehistoric
(pre-contact) Native-American sites, seven are historic period resources, and five sites
include both historic and prehistoric material.

Four archaeological sites, through documentation and recordation, have been reduced
to a level of no significance (CA-SDI-7110, CA-SDI-16,865, CA-SDI-16,873, and CA-
SDI-17,057). One of these (CA-SDI-16,865) would be impacted by the Proposed Project.
No mitigation would be required and impacts would not contribute to a cumulative effect.
The three remaining archaeological resources are located within the open space.
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One resource, CA-SDI-16,871, was found to not meet the criteria for listing in the
California Register of Historical Resources through documentation and recordation.

The remaining 40 resources located onsite are RPO-significant. Two historic resources,
CA-SDI-7105/7106 and CA-SDI-16,881/H, were determined to be RPO-significant by the
archaeologist. The remaining 38 resources are assumed to be RPO-significant in the
absence of testing. The majority of these are placed in open space protection, but
possible effects from grading activities create the need for mitigation. One historic
resource, P-37-030448, is not located within open space protection. Impacts are
considered significant, as this site is an element of the significant historic ranching
district (P-37-031748), and mitigation is required.

The Proposed Project’s potentially significant impacts to cultural resources would be
reduced below a level of significance by archaeological monitoring by a County-
approved archaeologist and a Native American monitor during grading. Similarly,
impacts to any undiscovered or buried potentially significant cultural resources located
within the Proposed Project’s boundaries would be reduced below a level of significance
by similar measures. Thus, all archaeological impacts from the Proposed Project, when
reviewed with related cumulative projects in the area, do not contribute to a cumulatively
significant impact.

The Proposed Project is located in the west-facing slopes of the Volcan Mountains in the
Julian Planning area. The cumulative study area encompasses an approximate one-mile
radius to the east and west along this mountain range to incorporate areas of possible
prehistoric occupancy. Case file research at the County of San Diego based on this
cumulative study area was conducted to determine cumulative impacts. The results of
that research are shown in Table 1-1 of the BEIRFEIR. Impacts are noted in the right
hand column. The table indicates that oOf the 90 projects reviewed, five have the
potential to impact cultural resources. _No other projects were noted in the County of
San Diego data base as having impacts to archaeology. TPM 20863 has been
withdrawn. MUP 72-460-72, a Girls Scout Camp, had impacts to archaeology that were
mitigated with open space preservation. SP 03-015, the Leroux residence in downtown
Julian, was studied but did not have significant impacts. MUP 77-113, the Julian sewer
plant, was studied but had no impacts to archaeology. MUP 97-005, Red Horse Winery,
had the potential to impact archaeology, but a Negative Declaration was issued. The
Proposed Project itself has the potential to impact one resource, as mentioned above.
Mitigation is proposed to reduce this impact to below significance. Ceuntyrecords forthe
OO0 _prole AMAara ravievwaon No-_other nrole A a¥a

Cultural impacts have been avoided to the greatest extent possible in the region,
evidenced by the small number of past, present, or anticipated projects in the 90 project
study list that have cultural resource impacts._Projects fully mitigate their impacts or use
the project design to avoid impact altogether. -Future development in the cumulative
study area would be subject to similar analysis and mitigation requirements pursuant to
CEQA and RPO. Based on the compliance of the Proposed Project and related projects
within the cultural resources cumulative study area with CEQA and RPO, and
implementation of the project monitoring measures, the Proposed Project would not
result in a significant contribution to cumulative impacts for the issue of cultural
resources and impacts would be less than significant.
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21.102.2.4  Significance of Impact Prior to Mitigation

The following is a brief summary of all direct and indirect impacts which were determined
to be significant by the analysis provided in the Cultural Resources Assessment
(Appendix C).

21.10.12.2.4.1  Impacts to Historical Resources

CR-1 Historic resources, as defined in Section 15064.5 of the State CEQA
Guidelines, located within open space would not suffer direct impacts
from the Proposed Project. However, brushing and grading activities
associated with the construction of the Proposed Project could result in
the discovery of previously unrecorded, potentially significant historical
resources. Impacts to such cultural resources are significant. Mitigation is
required.

CR-2 RPO-significant resources located in areas that are proposed for open
space protection. However, brushing and grading activities associated
with the construction of the Proposed Project could result in the discovery
of previously unrecorded, potentially RPO-significant resources. Impacts
to such cultural resources would be significant.

2.1.10.22.2.4.2 Impacts to Archaeological Resources

CR-3 Historical/archaeological sites located in areas that are proposed for open
space would not receive direct or indirect long-term impacts from the
Proposed Project. However, brushing and grading activities associated
with the construction of the Proposed Project could result in the discovery
of previously unrecorded historical/archaeological resources. Impacts to
such cultural resources would be significant.

CR-4 CA-SDI-16,881 is a historic trash deposit that contains important
information potential that is being lost as the site erodes away from
exposure to the elements.

CR-5 All of the study’s historical/archaeological and archaeological resources
are assumed to be RPO-significant in the absence of testing; a few also
assume significance in association with a historic ranching district. These
resources are all located in areas proposed for open space protection and
would not receive long-term direct and indirect impacts from the Proposed
Project. However, brushing and grading activities associated with the
construction of the Proposed Project could result in the discovery of
previously unrecorded, potentially RPO-significant archaeological
resources. Impacts to such cultural resources would be significant.

CR-6 None of the cultural resources identified on the Proposed Project Site
contain human remains. However, brushing and grading activities
associated with the construction of the Proposed Project could result in
the discovery of previously unrecorded, potentially significant human
remains. Impacts to such cultural resources would be significant.
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24412.2.5  Mitigation

23441142251  M-CR-1, M-CR-2, M-CR-3, M-CR-5, M-CR-6

A monitoring program would be implemented for any grading or other ground-
disturbing activity. The monitoring program would be required not only for ground-
disturbing activities as part of the Tentative Map, but also any development that
occurs subsequent to approval of the TM. The monitoring and data recovery program
must be provided to the satisfaction of the Director of Planning and Development
Services, and must include monitoring by a County-approved archaeologist and a
Native American monitor. Appendix C provides details about the requirements of the
monitoring program which address data discovery, recovery, and documentation;
notes to the Grading Plan; and necessary sign-offs and documentation proving
adherence to the program.

The archaeological consultant, County staff, and Native American representatives
will work together to determine the disposition of any Native American cultural
material collected, determining if some material would be repatriated rather than
curated, taking into account the definitions under NAGPRA. Historic era cultural
material collected would be curated.

Additionally, a temporary fencing and signage plan would be implemented along the
perimeter of the open space during periods of construction activity to ensure that
workers and equipment do not inadvertently encroach into the open space and onto
any of the archaeological sites.

The monitoring program and the fencing and signage plan designed for the
Proposed Project as described above would effectively mitigate all impacts to below
a level of significance because they would deter intrusions into protected areas. No
further mitigation would be required.

244122252 M-CR-24

Although the Proposed Project is not directly responsible for the eroding condition of
CA-SDI-16,881/H, mitigation for this impact would be a condition of project approval.
A data-recovery excavation would be conducted to collect a sample of cultural
material. This material would be cataloged and analyzed, and a report would be
prepared to detail the methods and results of the data-recovery program.

2112226 Conclusion

For the current study, a County-approved archaeological firm reviewed previous surveys
and assessment reports, conducted site visits and limited testing, and updated the
archaeological report for the Proposed Project.

Forty-five historic and archaeological resources were identified within the Proposed
Project area. Thirty-three of these sites were recorded as prehistoric (pre-contact)
Native-American sites, seven are historic period resources, and five sites include both
historic and prehistoric material.

Impacts could occur during grading activities because additional resources may be
uncovered. To avoid impacts to known and as-yet-undiscovered cultural resources
during grading activities, an archaeological ander Native American monitor is required to
conduct archaeologicalgrading monitoring to ensure no additional resource areas are
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damaged. Temporary fencing and signage would be installed to deter inadvertent
intrusions to the open space by construction workers or equipment.

In the long-term, open space is an effective design feature because resources would be
retained in an undisturbed state in a protected area.

Impacts to cultural resources are not significant because the project has avoided
resources, fully mitigated impacts, and has provided open space protections for
resources. One resource, CA-SDI-16,881/H, is eroding naturally, and would continue to
do so after Project implementation. The Proposed Project would be required to
implement a data recovery program which would mitigate for all impacts to this resource.
Monitoring would ensure that unknown cultural resources would be adequately
documented, and curated or repatriated if necessary, because monitors would halt
grading and evaluate resources, if any are found.

Cumulative impacts are not significant because the Proposed Project and other
cumulative projects have avoided or preserved resources on their sites. Impacts are
mitigated to below a level of significance.
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Historical Resources (CEQA)

CA-SDI-
16,852H882H

; ot . I hfor bricks: i€
ebservedSchool site

CA-SDI-16,853H

Scatter of sun-purpled glass and porcelain

CA-SDI-16,871H

Mining pit, possibly looking for gold.

CA-SDI-19,345H

Three water troughs, rock wall to stabilize pad

P-37-025402 Starr Corral; unique construction from railroad boxcars
P-37-025435 Partial car body and association parts

Historic water control features (rock walls) in main drainage
P-37-030448 and two minor cuts feeding the main drainage; connects with

well at CA-SDI-16,863/H

§
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Table

Historical Resources (CEQA) 291




Historical Resources (RPO)

Resource #

Status of significance

Placed in Open Space

CA-SDI-16,853H

Assumed significant in the absence
of testing.

Yes

CA-SDI-19,345H

Not individually significant, but
part of a significant historic
ranching district.

Yes

P-37-025402

Determined to be significant; also
part of significant historic ranching
district.

Yes

P-37-030448

Determined to be significant; also
part of significant historic ranching

district.

No

f
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Historical Resources (RPO)

Table
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Historical/Archaeological Resources (CEQA)

Bedrock Milling Features (BMF) with ground stone, flaked stone,
CA-SDI-7098H Tizon Brown Ware, and historic components of the McCain
Residence homesite.

This site includes a well at a natural spring and is part of the ranching
CA-SDI-16,863/H | features that are proposed as noncontiguous historic district, which
would make them significant resources as defined by CEQA.

BRMs and lithic scatter. Historic component: Late 19th century/early
CA-SDI-16,881/H | 20th century homestead site with landscape features, foundation,
wall, trash dump, and scattered historic artifacts.

Small lithic and pottery scatter. Historic component: site of early

CA-SDI-16,882/H 20th century Orinoco School.

CA-SDI-19,344 BRMs with flakes, amethyst glass.

f

Table

Historical/Archaeological Resources (CEQA) 2.9.3
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Archaeological Resources (CEQA)

This is a large habitation site with a range of artifact types. The historical aspect of

CA-SDI-7102 this site meets the criteria of CEQA and is eligible for listing in the California
Register of Historical Resources.

CA-SDI-7103 BRMs along Orinoco Creek; flakes found at one feature.

CA-SDI-7104 BRMs; no artifacts observed.

CA-SDI-7105/7106 BRMs

CA-SDI-7109 Thisa Iarge_ hapi-tation sijce._ Thg historica_ll aspect of_this site _rnee'Fs the criteria of
CEQA and is eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources.

CA-SDI-7110 Isolated scraper.

CA-SDI-16,851 BRMs with flake and Tizon Brown Ware.

CA-SDI-16,854 BRMs with ground stone, flakes, and hammerstones.

CA-SDI-16,855/ CA-
SDI-16,856/ CA-SDI-
16,857

BRMs with ground stone, flaked stone (including obsidian), Tizon Brown Ware,
historics.

CA-SDI-16,858 BRMs with a mano.

CA-SDI-16,859 BRMs with a flake.

CA-SDI-16,860 BRMs, no artifacts observed.

CA-SDI-16,861 BRMs with flakes

CA-SDI-16,862 BRMs with a flake.

CA-SDI-16,864 MRMs with mano and Tizon Brown Ware.

CA-SDI-16,865 BRM with a flake.

CA-SDI-16,866 BRMs with a flake and Tizon Brown Ware.

CA-SDI-16,867 BRMs with no artifacts observed.

CA-SDI-16,868 BRMs with Tizon Flat Ware.

CA-SDI-16,869 BRM with no artifacts observed.

CA-SDI-16,870 BRMs with manos, flakes, and Tizon Brown Ware.

CA-SDI-16,872 BRMs with no artifacts observed.

CA-SDI-16,873 BRM with a flake.

CA-SDI-16,874 BRMs with no artifacts observed.

CA-SDI-16,875 BRMs with manos and Tizon Brown Ware.

gél'i%l:g%sm/ CA- Lithic scatters and BRMs.

CA-SDI-16.878 Habitation debris, including_fla_ked stone, Desert Side-Notched point, Tizon Brown
' Ware, Colorado Buff Ware, incised fired clay whale effigy.

CA-SDI-16,879 BRMs with no artifacts observed.

CA-SDI-16,880 BRM with Tizon Brown Ware.

CA-SDI-17,057 BRM with no artifacts observed.

CA-SDI-19,342 BRMs with flakes.

CA-SDI-19,343 BRMs with no artifacts observed.

CA-SDI-19,346 BRMs with no artifacts observed.
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2.22.3 Traffic

Traffic impact analysis was conducted by Arnold Torma of KOA Corporation, who is on the
County-approved consultants list for the preparation of traffic analyses. The resulting report,
entitled Hoskings Ranch Traffic Impact Study TM5312, dated September 2012, is included
as Appendix D of the BEIRFEIR. A memo updating agricultural traffic numbers was provided
on November 14, 2014 and in included at Appendix H of that study.

2242.3.1 Existing Conditions

The Proposed Project proposes the division of 1,416.5 acres into 24 agricultural lots
ranging in size from 40.10 to 196.02 gross acres each and is located in the Julian
Community Planning Area. The major roadways in the area are State Route 78/79 (SR
78/79) and Pine Hills Road. Hoskings Ranch Road and Daley Flat Road, private roads,
also serve the site. Figure 2-3-1, “Existing Circulation Network,” illustrates the local and
regional circulation network near the Proposed Project Site.

The Proposed Project’'s frontage roads are: SR-78/79 and Pine Hills Road. Hoskings
Ranch Road is an existing offsite road that was part of the analysis. Hoskings Ranch
Road/Daley Flat Road and Orinoco Road are existing onsite private roads that were
included in the analysis. The Proposed Project proposes four new private roads within its
boundaries: Tenaya Road, Ute Peak Lane, Bear Run Lane, and Deer Run Lane.

The Proposed Project would take access to local roads via Hoskings Ranch Road onto
SR-78/79 and onto Pine Hills Road via Tenaya Road.

SR 78/79 is a two-lane road with a posted speed limit of 55 mph. It has a Level of
Service (LOS) E capacity of 16,200 Average Daily Trips (ADT), and currently carries
3,672 ADT east of Pine Hills Road. It was found to function at LOS B.

Pine Hills Road is a two-lane County-maintained road with an unposted speed limit of 55
miles per hour (mph). This road has an LOS E capacity of 16,200 ADT, and currently
carries 1,651 ADT south of SR 78/79. It was found to function at LOS A.

Hoskings Ranch Road and Daley Flat Road are paved private roads. Hoskings Ranch
Road at SR 78/79 is currently gated and has a phone box and key pad mechanism to
provide access to residents and visitors. Levels of Service are not applicable to
Hoskings Ranch Road and Daley Flat Road since their primary purpose is to serve
abutting properties and not to carry through traffic.

Peak-hour intersection performance measures the length of delays at intersections when
they are experiencing the highest volume of use. The three intersections with public
roads closest to the Proposed Project are Hoskings Ranch Road/SR 78/79, Pine Hills
Road/SR 78/79, and Pine Hills Road/Tenaya Road. All intersections currently operate at
a LOS B or better.

224142311 Regulatory Framework

The study methodology and analysis for transportation is based on the County of
San Diego Report Format and Content Requirements (Transportation and Traffic)
and the County of San Diego Guidelines for Determining Significance
(Transportation and Traffic).

The guidelines are used to determine the Proposed Project’'s conformance with the
County of San Diego Public Road Standards, the San Diego County Standards for
Private Streets Standards, and County of San Diego Public Facility Element policies
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and evaluate whether a project’'s impacts are perceptible to the average driver. The
issues under analysis are Level of Service (LOS) for road segments and

intersections, and sight-distance.

2222.3.2 Analysis of Project Effects and Determination as to Significance

The traffic impact analysis is based on the County of San Diego, Report Format &
Content Requirements: Transportation and Traffic and the County of San Diego,
Guidelines for the Determination of Significance: Transportation and Traffic, dated
February 2010.

County of San Diego daily traffic volume standards were used for the analysis of
roadway segments. The Highway Capacity Manual analysis method was used for
evaluating unsignalized intersections. Traffic count data was obtained from counts
conducted in February 2010 and January 2011.

22212321 Project Trip Generation

Trip generation is a measure or forecast of the number of trips that begin or end at
the Proposed Project Site. All or part of these trips would result in traffic increases on
the streets where they occur. The traffic generated is a function of the extent and
type of development proposed for the site. The Proposed Project proposes
agricultural activity which may result in 24 residences. Both activities would generate
ADT.

Table 2-3-1 summarizes the trips generated by the Proposed Project:

Table 2-3-1. Project Trip Generation

Daily | AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Rate/T
Land Use Intensity Units rips Total | In Out | Total | In Out
Estate 24 Dwellin Rate 12 8% 30% | 70% | 10% 70% 30%
Residential 9 Trips 288 23 7 16 29 20 9
. Rate 2 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Agriculture 495 Acre Trips 990 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total 1278 | 23 7 16 29 20 9

Note: Numbers may not total due to rounding

As shown, a project of 24 residences would add 336-288 ADT to the circulation network,
with 27-23 trips occurring during the AM peak hour, and 34-29 trips occurring during the PM
peak hour._No peak hour agricultural traffic is anticipated as these activities take place at
random times of the day and are not linked to rush hour traffic.

2-44

22:222.3.2.2 Project Trip Distribution

Trip distribution identified the probable destinations, directions, or traffic routes that
project-related traffic would likely affect. In this case, the Proposed Project trip
distribution was estimated from observed traffic patterns and considerations of
surrounding land uses. Figure 2-3-2, “Project Trip Distribution,” shows the Proposed
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Project trip generation. As shown, it is expected that 63-54 percent of traffic would
use the Hoskings Ranch Road/Daley Flat Road exit, and 3747 percent would use
the Tenaya/Pine Hills Rroad exit or their direct access onto Pine Hills Road, with 75
65 percent of traffic ultimately driving toward Ramona, 22-30 percent toward Julian,
and feurfive percent toward the Pine Hills community.

22232.3.2.3 Road Segment Analysis

The Existing Plus Project scenario reflects traffic volumes when expected Proposed
Project traffic is added to existing traffic volumes. Table 2-3-2, “Existing Plus Project
Roadway Segment Conditions,” summarizes the existing roadway segments both
with and without the Proposed Project.

Guidelines for the Determination of Significance

The Proposed Project would have a significant impact on road segments if:

e It would increase traffic by 200 ADT on an LOS E roadway, or if it would
increase traffic by 100 ADT on an LOS F roadway.

Analysis

Guideline 1: The project would have a significant effect on road segments if it would
increase traffic by 200 ADT on an LOS E roadway, or if it would increase traffic by
100 ADT on an LOS F roadway.

The results of the analysis are shown in Table 2-3-2. With the addition of Proposed
Project traffic to existing traffic levels, roadway segments operate at LOS C or better
both with or without the Proposed Project. Guideline 1 is not exceeded and impacts
are not significant. Mitigation is not required.

22242.3.2.4 Peak Hour Intersection Performance Analysis

Guidelines for the Determination of Significance

The Proposed Project would have a significant effect on intersections if:

e |t exceeds specific thresholds on either an LOS E or an LOS F roadway. The
specific thresholds for signalized and unsignalized intersections are:

Table 2-3-3 Allowable Increase of Congested Intersections

Intersection LOS Signalized Unsignalized
LOS E Delay of 2 seconds 20 peak hour trips on a critical
movement
LOS F Delay of 1 second or 5 peak hour 5 peak hour trips on a critical
trips on a critical movement movement
Analysis

Guideline 2: The project would have a significant effect on intersections if it exceeds
specific thresholds on either an LOS E or an LOS F roadway.

The results of the analysis are shown in Table 2-3-4, “Existing Plus Project
Intersection Conditions.” All intersections operate at LOS B or better in both the
morning and evening peak hours with or without the Proposed Project. Traffic is not
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directed to roadways operating at either LOS E or F. Guideline 2 is not exceeded
and impacts are not significant. Mitigation is not required.
22252.3.2.5 Hazards Due to an Existing Transportation Design Feature

Increased traffic generated or redistributed by a proposed project may cause a
significant traffic operational impact to an existing transportation design feature and
could result in potential hazards.

Guidelines for the Determination of Significance

The Proposed Project would have a significant effect if:

e Design features/physical configurations of access roads may adversely affect
the safe movement of all users along the roadway.

e The percentage or magnitude of increased traffic on the road due to the
proposed project may affect the safety of the roadway.

¢ The physical conditions of the project site and surrounding area, such as
curves, slopes, walls, landscaping or other barriers, may result in conflicts
with other users or stationary objects.

e It does not conform with existing and proposed roads to the requirements of
the private or public road standards, as possible.

Analysis

Guideline 1: The project would have a significant traffic operational impact to an
existing transportation design feature and result in potential hazards if its design
features/physical configurations of access roads adversely impact the safe
movement of all users along the roadway.

Guideline 3: The project would have a significant traffic operational impact to an
existing transportation design feature and result in potential hazards if the physical
conditions of the project site and surrounding area, such as curves, slopes, walls,
landscaping or other barriers, may result in conflicts with other users or stationary
objects.

The San Diego County Standards for Private Roads defers to the American
Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTQO) standards for
stopping sight distance requirements. The standards used in this analysis were
obtained from AASHTO’s A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets
(2004).

The Proposed Project would take access to local roads via Hoskings Ranch Road
onto SR78/79 and onto Pine Hills Road via Tenaya Road, which is currently not built.
The analysis encompasses these two access points, as well as a third intersection of
SR-78/79 and Pine Hills Road.

Sight distance is the continuous length of roadway visible to the driver sufficient
enough to assess an oncoming vehicle to avoid collision and perform a maneuver
without requiring through traffic to radically alter their speed. A speed survey was
conducted for vehicles traveling northbound/southbound on Pine Hills Road and
vehicles traveling eastbound/westbound on SR-78/79 at the Proposed Project
access intersections; the analysis can be found in Appendix F of the traffic study. It
was determined that the operational speed on Pine Hills Road at the Proposed
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Project entry is 48 mph for northbound traffic and 47 mph for southbound traffic. For
SR 78/79 at Hoskings Ranch road, the operating speed is 58 mph for both
eastbound and westbound traffic. According to the County of San Diego Public Road
Standards, the minimum intersection sight distance for 47, 48 and 58 mph are 470
feet, 480 feet and 580 feet, respectively. According to AASHTO, the minimum
intersection sight distance for 43, 44 and 58 mph are 520 feet, 530 feet and 640 feet,
respectively.

Table 2-3-5, “Existing Configuration Sight Distance Summary,” summarizes the
results of the sight-distance analysis for the Proposed Project access points, which
are discussed below.

Corner Sight Distance

All movements have adequate corner sight distance except for:
1. Leftturn from Pine Hills Road onto SR-78/79 (Movement “B slows for A”)

2. Right turn from Tenaya Road onto Pine Hills Road (Movement “C slows for
AH)

ue; H H ”
1 1

From the Pine Hills Road looking right (Movement “B slows for A”), a distance of 580
feet of unobstructed visibility is required; the Proposed Project currently has 535 feet
available. The sight distance is potentially restricted by the existing embankment on
the south side of the horizontal curve in the road, as shown in the aerial photograph
that is included in Figure 2-3-3, “Sight Distance Constraints.”. This may be
acceptable because stopping sight distance is adequate for this maneuver.
Hewever,A-adequate corner sight distance is potentially restricted by ean-be-metif
the trees on the south side of the horizontal curve. -were-trimmed-erremeoved-This
would be-required-as a design consideration for the Proposed Project, and would
reduce all impacts to not significant.

From the Tenaya Road looking left (Movement “C slows for A”), a distance of 430
feet of unobstructed visibility is required; the Proposed Project currently has 400 feet
available. The sight distance is potentially restricted by trees on the west side of the
horizontal curve in the road. However, adequate corner sight distance can be met if
the trees on the west side of Pine Hills Road on/adjacent to the applicant’s property
were trimmed or removed, allowing for corner sight distance to increase to 745 feet.
This would be required as a design consideration for the Proposed Project, and
would reduce all impacts to not significant.

Figure 2-3-3, “Sight Distance Constraints,” further analyzed these intersections by
locating a spotter at the appropriate sight distance from the intersection. The graphic
shows the spotter's orange vest is visible from all approaches, indicating that
adequate sight distance exists. While there are no major obstructions, to maintain a
conservative analysis, any vegetation that obstructs sight distance would be
removed .

Stopping Sight Distance

All movements were determined to have adequate stopping sight distance.

Because the listed design considerations would reduce impacts to less than
significant for corner sight distance, and because stopping sight-distance
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requirements are met, guidelines 1 and 3 are not exceeded. No mitigation is
required.

Guideline 2: The project would have a significant traffic operational impact to an
existing transportation design feature and result in potential hazards if the
percentage or magnitude of increased traffic on the road due to the proposed project
may affect the safety of the roadway.

The Proposed Project’s increased traffic on the road would not affect the safety of
the roadway because the roadway would continue to function at a LOS A. Guideline
2 is not exceeded and impacts are not significant. Mitigation is not required.

Guideline 4: The project would have a significant effect to an existing transportation
design feature and result in potential hazards if it does not conform to existing and
proposed roads to the requirements of the private or public road standards.

The Proposed Project roads would be built to private road standards. Guideline 4 is
not exceeded and impacts are not significant. Mitigation is not required.
22.2.62.3.2.6 Hazards to Pedestrians or Bicyclists

Increased traffic generated or redistributed by a proposed project may cause a
significant traffic operational impact to pedestrians or bicyclists and result in potential
hazards.

Guidelines for the Determination of Significance

The Proposed Project would have a significant traffic operational impact on
pedestrians or bicyclists considering the following factors:

o Design features/physical configurations on a road segment or at an
intersection that may adversely affect the visibility of pedestrians or bicyclists
to drivers entering and exiting the site, and the visibility of cars to pedestrians
and bicyclists.

e The amount of pedestrian activity at the project access points that may
adversely affect pedestrian safety.

e The preclusion or substantial hindrance of the provision of a planned bike
lane or pedestrian facility on a roadway adjacent to the project site.

e The percentage or magnitude of increased traffic on the road due to the
proposed project that may adversely affect pedestrian and bicycle safety.

e The physical conditions of the project site and surrounding area, such as
curves, slopes, walls, landscaping or other barriers that may result in
vehicle/pedestrian, vehicle/bicycle conflicts.

¢ Does not conform with existing and proposed roads to the requirements of
the private or public road standards, as applicable.

e The potential for a substantial increase in pedestrian or bicycle activity
without the presence of adequate facilities.

Analysis

Guideline 1: The project would have a significant traffic operational impact on
pedestrians or bicyclists if the design features/physical configurations on a road
segment or at an intersection adversely affect the visibility of pedestrians or bicyclists
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to drivers entering and exiting the site, and the visibility of cars to pedestrians and
bicyclists.

Guideline 5: The project would have a significant effect if the physical conditions of
the project site and surrounding area, such as curves, slopes, walls, landscaping or
other barriers that may result in vehicle/pedestrian, vehicle/bicycle conflicts.

As described in the analysis above, three sight-distance studies were performed at
intersections at or near the Proposed Project. The analysis shows that corner sight-
distance cannot currently be met in two instances:

1. Leftturn from Pine Hills Road onto SR-78/79 (Movement “B slows for A”)

2. Right turn from Tenaya Road onto Pine Hills Road (Movement “C slows for
AH)
Further analysis shown in Figure 2-3-3 shows that no major obstructions exist.
However, the-vegetation which obstructs the view would be trimmed in order to
provide the needed visibility. The Proposed Project is required to remove the

vegetation in these two locations as design considerations. Therefore, no impacts
are anticipated as a result. Guideline 1 is not exceeded. No mitigation is required.

Guideline 2: The project would have a significant traffic operational impact on
pedestrians or bicyclists if the amount of pedestrian activity at the project access
points that may adversely affect pedestrian safety.

Trails do not exist nor are proposed as part of the project. Therefore, pedestrian
activity would be minimal. Additionally, due to the large scale of the Proposed Project
lots, pedestrian traffic along the Proposed Project's access points is not likely to
occur. Therefore, Guideline 2 is not exceeded and impacts are not significant.
Mitigation is not required.

Guideline 3: The project would have a significant traffic operational impact on
pedestrians or bicyclists if the preclusion or substantial hindrance of the provision of
a planned bike lane or pedestrian facility on a roadway adjacent to the project site.

The Proposed Project would not hinder the improvement of existing roadways,
including bike lanes, adjacent to the Proposed Project Site. Adequate right of way is
being dedicated to allow the addition of bike lanes should they be required. No
pedestrian facilities currently exist nor are any proposed on a roadway adjacent to
the Proposed Project Site. Additionally, due to the large scale of the Proposed
Project lots, pedestrian and bicycling traffic along the Proposed Project’s frontage is
not likely to occur. Guideline 3 is not exceeded and impacts are not significant.
Mitigation is not required.

Guideline 4: The project would have a significant traffic operational impact on
pedestrians or bicyclists if the percentage or magnitude of increased traffic on the
road due to the proposed project that may adversely affect pedestrian and bicycle
safety.

The Proposed Project’s increased traffic on the road would not affect the safety of
pedestrians or bicyclists because the roadway would continue to function at a LOS
A. Guideline 4 is not exceeded and impacts are not significant. Mitigation is not
required.
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Guideline 6: The project would have a significant traffic operational impact on
pedestrians or bicyclists if does not conform with existing and proposed roads to the
requirements of the private or public road standards, as applicable.

Proposed Project entry would conform to private road standards. Guideline 6 is not
exceeded and impacts are not significant. Mitigation is not required.

Guideline 7: The project would have a significant traffic operational impact on
pedestrians or bicyclists if the potential for a substantial increase in pedestrian or
bicycle activity without the presence of adequate facilities.

No increase in pedestrian or bicycle activity is anticipated; therefore, adequate
facilities are not required. Due to the large scale of the Proposed Project lots,
pedestrian and bicycling traffic along the Proposed Project’s frontage is not likely to
occur. Therefore, Guideline 7 is not exceeded and impacts are not significant.
Mitigation is not required.

222+42.3.2.7 Project Access and Circulation
Guidelines for the Determination of Significance

The Proposed Project would have a significant effect if:

o The sight-distance at any intersection used or proposed for project access
does not meet minimum requirements established in the County of San Diego
Public Road Standards for project access.

Analysis

Guideline 1: The project would have a significant effect if the sight distance at any
intersection used or proposed for project access does not meet minimum
requirements established in the County of San Diego Public Road Standards for
project access.

The Proposed Project would take access to local roads at two points: Hoskings
Ranch Road at SR 78/79, and Tenaya Road at Pine Hills Road (Tenaya Road is not
yet built).

As described in both previous sections, the traffic study concludes that the two
intersections which do not meet corner sight-distance can be modified, through
vegetation removal to comply with sight-distance requirements. With these design
considerations for the Proposed Project, no impacts are anticipated. Guideline 1 is
not exceeded, and no mitigation is required.

22-32.3.3 Cumulative Impacts

The Proposed Project generates 1,278 daily trips. Some of these trips would use
roadways that were found in the course of the cumulative analysis to operate at
inadequate levels of service. See the traffic impact report Appendix D for an analysis of
cumulative impacts. The Proposed Project would therefore contribute to a significant
cumulative impact (Impact TR-1) and mitigation is required.
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22:42.3.4 Significance of Impacts Prior to Mitigation

22412341 TR-1

In the cumulative condition, the Proposed Project contributes vehicle trips to
roadways that operate at inadequate levels of service. Impacts are significant and
mitigation is required.

2252.3.5 Mitigation

22512351 M-TR-1

The Proposed Project would pay a TIF fee toward improvements to the local
roadway network.

2262.3.6 Conclusion

Analysis of existing roadway segment and peak-hour intersection performance was
conducted by a County-approved consultant. The analysis found that all roadway
segments and intersections are currently operating a LOS C or better. The LOS for road
segments and intersections would continue to operate at this level with the addition of
project traffic. Impacts from Proposed Project traffic are not significant.

Corner sight-distance was found to be inadequate at two intersections.

For the left turn from Pine Hills Road onto SR-78/79, sight distance is restricted by the
existing embankment on the south side of the horizontal curve in the road. This may be
acceptable because stopping sight distance is adequate for this maneuver. However,
adequate corner sight distance can be met if the trees on the south side of the horizontal
curve were trimmed or removed.

For the right turn form Tenaya Road onto pine Hills Road, sight distance is restricted by
trees on the west side of the horizontal curve in the road. However, adequate corner
sight distance can be met if the trees on the west side of Pine Hills Road on/adjacent to
the applicant’s property were removed, allowing for corner sight distance to increase to
745 feet.

Vegetation removal in these two locations would be required as design considerations
for the Proposed Project. No impacts are anticipated, and no mitigation required.

In the cumulative conditions, the Proposed Project contributes vehicle trips to roadways
that operate at inadequate levels of service. Impacts from cumulative traffic are
significant. The County of San Diego has adopted an overarching programmatic
approach to address existing and projected future road deficiencies in the
unincorporated area of San Diego County. This program includes the adoption of a
Transportation Impact Fee (TIF) to fund improvements to roadways in order to mitigate
potential cumulative impacts anticipated by traffic from future development. Mitigation in
the form of a TIF fee would fully mitigate this impact because the fees would be used to
improve area roadways where impacts occur to a level below significance.
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Southbound traffic on Pine Hills Road (Major Road) approaching
right-turn out from Tenaya Road (Minor Road)

Photo 1: "A" looking to "C"
Minor Road vehicle looking to Major Road vehicle

Photo 2: "C" looking to "A"
Major Road vehicle looking to Minor Road vehicle
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Photo 1 (zoom): "A" looking to "C"
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Photo 2 (zoom): "C" looking to "A"
Major Road vehicle looking to Minor Road vehicle
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Westbound traffic on SR-78/79 (Major Road) approaching
left-turn out from the north side of Pine Hills Road (Minor Road)

Photo 1: "A" looking to "B" Photo 2: "B" looking to "A"

Minor Roa_t_j \{ehicle f_ooking to Major Road vehicle  Major Road ehile looking t Mior Road vehicle

Photo 1 (zodnﬁ)i "A" looking to "B" Photo 2 (zoom): "B" looking to "A"
Minor Road vehicle looking to Major Road vehicle  Major Road vehicle looking to Minor Road vehicle
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Source: KOA
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Existing Plus Project Roadway Segment Conditions

LOSE

Roadway Segment Lanes/ Capacit Existing Existing + Project A Av/e Direct CMP
Class pacity ADT ‘ V/C ‘ LOS | ADT ‘ V/C | Los | Traffic Impact? | Impact?
SR-78/79
SR-79/Washington | e 22,000 | 3561 0.156| C | 4393 0.102| C 832 0.036 No No
St to Hoskings Ranch
Hoskings Ranch 25R 22,900 | 4005| 0.179| C | 4,719| 0.206| ¢ 624 0.027 No No
Rd to Pine
Pine Hills Rd
south of SR-78/79 2RC | 16,200 | 1,651 | 0.102| A | 2243 0.138| B 502 | 0037 No No

Note: 2RC: 2-lane Rural Collector; 2SR: 2-lanes State Route.

f

Table

Existing Plus Project Roadway Segment Conditions 5.3
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Existing Plus Project Intersection Conditions

Existi Existing
Peak Xisting + Project A Direct CMP
Intersection Hour A Trips Delay Impact Impact
Delay LOS Delay LOS ? ?
) AM 104 B 10.5 B NA 0.1 No No
1. SR-78 & SR-79/Washington Stt
PM 13.0 B 13.2 B NA 0.2 No No
) AM 9.0 A 9.7 A NA 0.7 No No
2. SR-78/79 & Hoskings Ranch Rd*
PM 9.8 A 10.1 B NA 0.3 No No
. ) AM 10.1 B 10.3 B NA 0.2 No No
3. SR-78/79 & Pine Hills Rd*
PM 104 B 10.6 B NA 0.2 No No
] ) AM 8.8 A 9.5 A NA 0.7 No No
4. Tenaya Rd & Pine Hills Rdt
PM 8.6 A 9.5 A NA 0.9 No No
1 Significance of unsignalized intersections is determined by the number of added project trips to the critical movement.
Note: The change in trips added to the critical movement are only reported for intersections operating at LOS E or F.
§ o | | N Table
Existing Plus Project Intersection Conditions 5-3-4
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Prevailing Existing Sight Distance (feet)
Maneuver Speed Type Evasive Action Needed Available | Adequate?
Hoskings Ranch Road /| SR-78/79
Left turn from Comer BslowsforA  580°/640™ 710 Yes
Hoskings Ranch
Road looking right 58 MPH Stopping B stops for A 540 585 Yes
Right turn from Comer Cslowsfor A 580°/640™ 985 Yes
Hoskings Ranch
Road looking left S8 MPH | Stopping C stops for A 540 750 Yes
EB Through on SR- Comer - - — —
78/79 looking east S8 MPH | Stopping B stops for D 540 750 Yes
Pine Hills Road /| SR-78/79
Left turn from Pine Comer BslowsforA  580°/640™ 535 No
Hills Road looking
right S8 MPH | Stopping B stops for A 540 950 Yes
Right turn from Pine Comner C slows for A 580" / 640™ 750 Yes
Hills Road looking left | 58 MPH Stopping C stops for A 540 750 Yes
EB Through on SR- Cormer - o e e
78/79 looking east S8 MPH | Stopping B stops for D 540 750 Yes
Tenaya Road [ Pine Hills Road
Left turn from Tenaya Comer B slows for A 440* / 530™ 665 Yes
Road looking right 48 MPH Stopping B stops for A 400 670 Yes
Right turn from Corner C slows for A 430" 1 520™ 400 Mo
Tenaya Road looking
left 47 MPH Stopping C stops for A 385 745 Yes
Hills Road locking
south 47 MPH Stopping B stops for D 385 725 Yes
* Per County of San Diego guidelines
** Per AASHTO quidelines
§ - o Table
Existing Configuration Sight Distance Summary 2.3.5
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CHAPTER 2.0  SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS OF THE PROPOSED

PROJECT
2.1 Biology
Biological surveys of the site were conducted by REC Consultants, Vincent Scheidt, and
others during various periods from May 2002 through e . These surveys are

included in the most recent study, “A Biological Resources Survgy Report for the Hoskings
Ranch Project, TM 5312 RPL3, and Consolidated Project Alternative Log No. 03-10-005
County of San Diego,” revised , attached to this BEIRFEIR as Appendix
A.

2.1.1 Existing Conditions

The topography of the 1,416.5-acre subject property slopes gently to steeply, dropping
off from flatter areas near the north and east portions of the site to the lower elevations
to the west and south. A number of dirt roads cross the property, with access currently
provided from SR 78/79, Daley Flat Road, and Forest Service roads through Daley Flat.
There are no residences on the site and the only structures present are capped wells, four
man-made detention basins, fences, and a cattle loading corral. The lowest portions of
the site have supported occasional agriculture (livestock grazing) in the past. The
habitats onsite consists of chaparrals, scrubs, woodlands, herbaceous uplands,
wetlands, and unvegetated habitats. Elevations onsite range from approximately 3,100
to 4,200 feet MSL. Soil types found onsite consist of sandy loams and alluvial soils.

There are seventeen generally discrete subcategories of plant communities found
onsite. They are as follows: (1) Southern Mixed Chaparral, (2) Chamise Chaparral), (3)
Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub, Inland Form, (4) Flat-top Buckwheat, (5) Coastal Sage —
Chaparral Scrub, (6) Coast Live Oak Woodland, (7) Engelmann Oak Woodland, (8)
Mixed Oak Woodland, (9) Mixed Oak/Coniferous/Bigcone/Coulter, (10) Non-native
Grassland, (11) Montane Meadow, (12) Southern Coast Live Oak Riparian Forest, (13)
Open Water, (14) Coastal and Valley Freshwater Marsh/Emergent Wetland, (15)
Riparian Scrub, (16) Disturbed Wetland, and (17) Urban/Developed Habitat. Habitats
which comprise the general ‘Scrub’ category (including many of the soft-woody species
above) may also qualify as Sensitive Habitat Lands as defined by the RPO. For analysis
purposes, all areas of Scrub onsite are classified as ‘CSS’ pursuant to the County’s
Habitat Loss Permit (HLP) Ordinance.

These biological resource areas are depicted on Figures 2-1-1A, B, and C, “Biological
Resources Map — West,” “Biological Resources Map — Central,” and “Biological
Resources Map — East,” respectively, at the end of this chapter in 11x17 format, and in
larger format in the back pocket of this BEIRFEIR. Existing open space easements have
been mapped to show the biological resources currently under protection, as shown in
Figure 2-1-2, “Existing Open Space Easements and Associated Biology.”

The following subsection provides relevant data for the onsite habitats. Table 3 in the
biological resources report summarizes the data for each of these habitats.
2111 Sensitive Habitats

Sensitive Habitats on the site total approximately 1,416.5 acres and are discussed
below. An additional 0.8 acres of urban/developed land occurs on the site but is not
discussed here because it is not a sensitive habitat.
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Southern Mixed Chaparral (117.5 acres) and Chamise Chaparral (96.9 acres)

Chaparral habitat composition varies greatly depending on factors such as slope and
surface. Chaparral vegetation occurs in patches throughout the Project Site in the
dry upland areas. Southern Mixed Chaparral is found in sheltered locations and on
slope surfaces sustaining moderate amounts of moisture. Chamise Chaparral is
found in areas characterized by small amounts of moisture and nutrient-poor slopes.
Chaparral indicator species include Chamise, Whitebark Ceanothus, Mountain
Mahogany, Mariposa Lily, Chaparral Bird's Beak, and other species. South-facing
slopes support significantly more open chaparral with lower stature shrubs.

Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub, Inland Form (40.6 acres), Flat-top Buckwheat (71.4
acres), and Coastal Sage-Chaparral Scrub (38.3 acres)

Scrub vegetation is found in older disturbed areas that have regrown with various
shrubs and subshrubs, including Flat-top Buckwheat, Slender Sunflower, and other
soft-woody species. Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub is indicated by California
Sagebrush, Flat-top Buckwheat, and other species. The site supports a nearly pure
stand of Flat-top Buckwheat, with few other species in the area. Coastal Sage-
Chaparral Scrub includes Chamise, Flat-top Buckwheat, and other native species.
Most of the scrub habitats are found in areas that were also used by humans,
including prehistoric uses around some of the site’s larger rock outcrops.

Coast Live Oak Woodland (175.8 acres), Engelmann Oak Woodland (246 acres),
Mixed Oak Woodland (115 acres), and Mixed Oak/Coniferous/Bigcone/Coulter (8.7

acres)

Woodlands occupy large areas of the Project Site. Coast Live Oak Woodland is
indicated by mature Coast Live Oak trees over a mixed understory including Ripgut
Brome, Western Goldrod, Squaw Bush, and many others. Engelmann Oak
Woodland is indicated by mature and often large Engelmann Oaks over a similar
understory. Broad savannahs of Engelmann Oak Woodland are found in various
places onsite. Mixed Oak Woodland contains a variety of oaks, including Black Oaks
and other native species. Mixed Oak/Coniferous/Bigcone/Coulter is indicated by
oaks and various conifers, including Incense Cedar and Coulter Pine.

Non-native Grassland (375.8 acres) and Montane Meadow (76.3 acres)

Herbaceous upland vegetation covers most of the flatter areas on the property that
were at one time grazing pastures. Non-native Grassland indicators include Ripgut
Brome, Wild Oat, and Perennial Mustard. Montane Meadow indicators include
Blessed Thistle, Rush, and other native species.

Southern Coast Live Oak Riparian Forest (49.53 acres), Riparian Scrub (3.2 acres),
Open Water (0.07 acres), Coastal and Valley Freshwater Marsh/Emergent Wetland
(0.85 acres), and Disturbed Wetland (0.07 acres)

Southern Coast Live Oak Riparian Forest is indicated by large trees including
California Sycamores, willows, Cost Live Oak, and others along the site’s main
drainages. Riparian Scrub includes scrubby willows, cattails, and Mule Fat, and is
found in openings along several of the site’s drainages. Open Water is characterized
by four agricultural ponds onsite, which were constructed for cattle watering. Only
one or two hold water beyond the rainy season and have become well vegetated
over time. These ponds support Emergent Wetland, Coastal and Valley Freshwater
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Marsh, and Disturbed Wetland. A wetland delineation was done for the Proposed
Project and the results are shown on Figure 2-1-3, “Wetland Delineation.”

21.1.2 Sensitive Plant and Animal Species

The property was surveyed for special status plant species and animals. Special
status plant species and animals are those listed as “rare, endangered, threatened,
of special concern” or “otherwise noteworthy” by the California Department of Fish
and Game, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the National Audubon Society, the
County of San Diego’'s MSCP program, the California Native Plant Society, or other
conservation agencies, organizations, or local botanists or zoologists. Of the 286
species of vascular plans observed, the following six are considered sensitive: San
Diego Milk-vetch, Banner Dudleya, San Diego Gumplant, Cuyamaca Meadowfoam,
Engelmann Oak, and Velvety False Lupine.

One hundred and thirty-one species
of animals were observed, with 27 species considered sensitive. These include:
Grasshopper Sparrow, Golden Eagle, Great Blue Heron, Red-shouldered Hawk,
Swainson’s Hawk, Green Heron, Turkey Vulture, Northern Harrier, White-tailed Kite,

Horned Lark, Blue-gray Gnatcatcher, Western Bluebird, Bewick’'s Wren,
Barn Owl, Mountain Lion, Bobcat, San Diego Desert Woodrat, Mule Deer, Silvery
Legless Lizard, Southwestern Pond Turtle, Orange-throated Whiptail, San Diego
Ringneck Snake, Two-striped Garter Snake, San Diego Horned Lizard, Coronado
Skink, Coastal Western Whiptail, and Monarch butterfly.

21.1.3 Threatened or Endangered Species

California Gnatcatcher

The California Gnatcatcher is a federally-listed “threatened” songbird, and has been
found on habitat superficially similar to that found on the Project Site. The California
Gnatcatcher is a federally-listed “threatened” songbird, and has been found on
habitat superficially similar to that found on the Project Site. However, the scrub
habitat on the Proposed Project site is previously disturbed. Additionally, the
California Gnatcatcher is usually found on sites with elevations below 1,800 feet
MSL, and the Project Site ranges from 3,100 and 4,200 feet MSL. And lastly, there
are no locality records for this species from the vicinity, with the nearest sighting
several miles to the west at lower elevations. For these reasons, the California
Gnatcatcher is not expected to occur on this property.

Laguna Skipper

The Laguna Mountains Skipper is oftentimes found in higher elevation areas of San
Diego County. Since it is a federally-listed “endangered species,” directed surveys
were conducted in 2002 and 2008. The Laguna Skipper larva feeds solely on the
Horkelia clevelandii plant, which makes the presence or absence of this plant the
determining factor for the existence of the Laguna Skipper. The directed surveys of
the site did not find any Horkelia clevelandii; therefore, the Laguna Mountains
Skipper is not expected to occur on the Proposed Project site.
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2114 Regulatory Framework
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)

California Public Resources Code, Section 21000, et seq., constitutes CEQA. This
Act legislates environmental protections, encoding guidelines and definitions that
guide agencies in directing projects to have the least environmental impacts.

California Endangered Species Act (CESA)

California Fish and Game code, Section 2050, et seq., constitutes CESA. This Act
legislates the protection of endangered species, calling for conservation and
mitigation programs, and providing definitions for various terms, including the term
‘endangered’ and/or ‘threatened’, which guide the Act’'s enforcement.

Code of Federal Requlations (CFR)

CFR Section 21, et seq., constitutes the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA), which
provides protections for migratory birds. Specific provisions of the statute include:

“Establishment of a Federal prohibition, unless permitted by regulations, to "pursue,
hunt, take, capture, kill, attempt to take, capture or Kill, possess, offer for sale, sell,
offer to purchase, purchase, deliver for shipment, ship, cause to be shipped, deliver
for transportation, transport, cause to be transported, carry, or cause to be carried by
any means whatever, receive for shipment, transportation or carriage, or export, at
any time, or in any manner, any migratory bird, included in the terms of this
Convention . . . for the protection of migratory birds . . . or any part, nest, or egg of
any such bird." (16 U.S.C. 703)”

Federal Endangered Species Act (FESA)

Title 16 of the United States Code Section 1531, et seq., constitutes the Federal
Endangered Species Act. FESA declares the U.S.’'s concerns about endangered
species, provides definitions for various terms, including the term ‘endangered’
and/or ‘threatened’, and directs the states to protect endangered species through
conservation programs and the like. FESA Section 10(a)(2) provides for a Habitat
Conservation Plan (HCP), which is a mandatory component of an incidental take
permit for a project with no Federal nexus for a listed species, designed to minimize
and mitigate the authorized take of the species. Section 7 of FESA provides for legal
incidental take, or a take which is incidental to the pursuit of an otherwise legal
activity. Section 7 also requires that all federal agencies consult with USFWS to
insure that their actions are not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of Listed
Species or result in destruction or adverse modification of critical habitat.

Natural Community Conservation Plan Act (NCCPA)

California Fish and Game Code Section 2400-2435 constitutes the NCCPA, which
provides the mechanism for permitting the take of wildlife when conditions are met to
the satisfaction of the agencies under an approved plan. The Permit issued in
accordance with the implementing agreement allows the take of identified species,
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including rare species, species listed under CESA as threatened or endangered,
species that are candidates for listing, and unlisted species.

Pre-Approved Mitigation Area (PAMA) are a function of the NCCPA. These are lands
that have been identified through an extensive computer modeling process and
independent scientific review as being of high biological importance. PAMA lands are
“pre-approved” as being suitable for conservation.

Resource Protection Ordinance (RPO)

San Diego County Ordinance No. 9842 constitutes the RPO, which lists provisions
relative to wetlands, prehistoric and historic sites, agricultural operations,
enforcement, and other matters.

2.1.2 Analysis of Project Effects and Determination as to Significance

All plants, animals, and habitats encountered during survey periods were noted in the
field. The limits of each habitat-type were mapped in the field utilizing an aerial
photograph of the property. All plants and animals identified in association with the
property are listed in Tables 8 and 9 of Appendix A. Wildlife observations were made
opportunistically. Binoculars were used to aid in observations and all wildlife species
detected were noted. Several directed field surveys and habitat evaluations were
conducted in conjunction with the biological survey of the property, including an Arroyo
Toad field survey, a Quino Checkerspot Butterfly survey, a wetland survey, habitat
evaluations for various sensitive species known from the vicinity, and a spring rare plant
survey (see Figure 2-1-4, “Rare Plant Survey”). Each survey complied with approved
protocols to maximize detection of the respective biological resources, if present.

All potential Project-related effects were evaluated using the guidelines for significance.
Potential offsite impacts that could arise from sight-distance requirements were
reviewed. It appears that site-distance requirements can be met by trimming existing
trees. This trimming can take place without harming the existing trees, and therefore no
offsite impacts are associated.

The development area of the site, which includes all pads, roads, fire clearing, and other
improvements, totals 206-9201.9 acres, or just under 15 percent of the site. The
remainder of the site (4;209-81,214.8 acres, or just over 85 percent of the site) would be
preserved in dedicated biological open space, a portion of which (approximately 880
acres) would allow grazing. The onsite open space consists entirely of open space;
however all of this open space would be protected under a dedicated Biological Open
Space or Conservation Easement to be managed in perpetuity. Additional protections for
the open space are provided by a Resource Management Plan, provided in the
biological resources report included as Appendix A, and a Conservation Grazing
Management Plan (CGMP).

The open space is provided as mitigation for project impacts, as detailed below.

Certain areas of the site are considered ‘impact-neutral’. These are areas that are
avoided by ordinance, and therefore cannot be used to offset Proposed Project impacts.
These ‘impact neutral’ areas are potentially subject to edge effects, although the low-
density design of the Proposed Project, and the management of the open space through
the CGMP would minimize these effects.
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The Proposed Project also includes an existing 1.6-acre road easement to be realigned
within Lot 10. No action to design or permit any facility or related improvements is being
undertaken as part of the current application, although potential future impacts,
assuming full site development, are evaluated in the biological analysis.

Guidelines for significance were determined using appropriate provisions of the San
Diego County Guidelines for Determining Significance and Report Format: Biological
Resources. In addition, County of San Diego staff provided further consultation in the
formulation of guidelines.

2121

Special Status Species

Guidelines for the Determination of Significance

A significant impact to biological resources would occur if:

1.

10.

The Proposed Project would impact one or more individuals of a species
listed as federally or state endangered or threatened.

The Proposed Project would impact the regional long-term survival of a
County Group A or B plant species, or a County Group | animal species, or a
species listed as a state Species of Special Concern.

The Proposed Project would impact the regional long-term survival of a
County Group C or D plant species or a County Group Il animal species.

The Proposed Project may impact Arroyo Toad aestivation or breeding
habitat.

The Proposed Project would impact Golden Eagle habitat.

The Proposed Project would result in a loss of functional foraging habitat for
raptors.

The Proposed Project would increase noise and/or nighttime lighting to a
level above ambient proven to adversely affect sensitive species.

The Proposed Project would impact the viability of a core wildlife area,
defined as a large block of habitat (typically 500 acres or more not limited to
Project boundaries, though smaller areas with particularly valuable resources
may also be considered a core wildlife area) that supports a viable population
of a sensitive wildlife species or an area that supports multiple wildlife
species.

The Proposed Project would increase human access or predation or
competition from domestic animals, pests or exotic species to levels that
would adversely affect sensitive species.

The Proposed Project would impact nesting success of sensitive animals
through grading, clearing, modification, and/or noise generating activities
such as construction.

Analysis

The Proposed Project would result in direct and indirect impacts to special status
species that are less than significant pursuant to the above significance guidelines.

Guideline 1: The project would impact one or more individuals of a species listed as
federally or state endangered or threatened.
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The Proposed Project would indirectly impact Swainson’s Hawk, a state-listed
Threatened Species, and Cuyamaca Meadowfoam, a state-listed Endangered
Species. Indirect impacts to Swainson’s Hawk would include impacts to foraging
habitat for this species. However, at least 90 percent of this species’ habitat would be
preserved onsite. The entire onsite population of Cuyamaca Meadowfoam would be
protected in open space. However, in the absence of protective measures, the onsite
population of Cuyamaca Meadowfoam could be impacted by edge effects. Guideline
1 is exceeded, impacts are significant. Mitigation is required. (Impact BI-1)

Guideline 2: The project would impact the regional long-term survival of a County
Group A or B plant species, or a County Group | animal species, or a species listed
as a state Species of Special Concern.

The Proposed Project would directly impact San Diego Gumplant, Two-striped
Garter Snake, and Large-blotched Salamander, all of which are County Group A or B
plant species, County Group | animal species, or state Species of Special Concern.
However, these impacts would not affect the long-term regional survival of any of
these species because ample habitat that supports these species is preserved on
site and in the region. At least 85 percent of the Gumplant’'s habitat, 99 percent of the
Garter Snake’s habitat, and at least 85 percent of the Large-blotched Salamander
habitat would be preserved onsite. Section 3.1.B of the biology report provides
additional details.

Although the Proposed Project would indirectly impact Velvety False Lupine, San
Diego Milk-vetch, Grasshopper Sparrow, Golden Eagle, Red-shouldered Hawk,
Turkey Vulture, Northern Harrier, White-tailed Kite, Southwestern Pond Turtle,
Cooper's Hawk, and Sharp-shinned Hawk, all of which are County Group A or B
plant species, County Group | animal species, or state Species of Special Concern,
these impacts are relatively minor in consideration of the amount of habitats
supporting these species that would be preserved. Eighty-five percent and higher of
these supporting habitats would be retained in permanent open space by the
Proposed Project.

These direct and indirect impacts would not affect the regional long-term survival of
any of these species because ample habitat that supports these species is preserved
on site and in the region. Either the entire populations, or a vast majority of those
populations, of the habitats supporting these species would be preserved onsite.
Section 3.1.B of the biology report provides additional details.

Because the Proposed Project would result in direct and indirect impacts, Guideline
2 is exceeded and impacts are significant. Mitigation is required (Impact BI-2).

Guideline 3: The project would impact the regional long-term survival of a County
Group C or D plant species or a County Group Il animal species.

The Proposed Project would directly impact Banner Dudleya, Engelmann Oak, San
Diego Desert Woodrat, Silvery Legless Lizard, Orange-throated Whiptail, San Diego
Ringneck Snake, Coronado Skink, San Diego Horned Lizard, Coastal Western
Whiptail, Coastal Rosy Boa, and Northern Red
Diamond Rattlesnake, all of which are County Group C or D plant species or County
Group Il animal species. However, these impacts would not affect the regional long-
term survival of any of these species because ample habitat that supports these
species is preserved on site and in the region. The analysis determined that 81
percent of the onsite Engelmann Oak population, and 95 percent of the Banner
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Dudleya population would be preserved onsite. For all the remaining species listed,
at least 90 percent of each population and the associated habitats would be
preserved. Section 3.1.C, page 55, of the biology report provides additional details.

The Proposed Project would indirectly impact Great Blue Heron, Green Heron,

Horned Lark, Western Bluebird, Barn Owl, Mountain Lion, Mule Deer, and
Monarch Butterfly, all of which are County Group C or D plant species or County
Group Il animal species. The analysis determined that at least 83 percent of each
population and the associated habitats would be preserved. Section 3.1.C, page 55,
of the biology report provides additional details.

These direct and indirect impacts would not affect the regional long-term survival of
any of these species because ample habitat that supports these species is preserved
on site and in the region. The analysis has determined that the majority of the habitat
supporting each of the listed species would be preserved. Section 3.1.C, page 56, of
the biology report provides additional details.

Because the Proposed Project would result in direct and indirect impacts, Guideline
3 is exceeded and impacts are significant. Mitigation is required (Impact BI-3).

Guideline 4: The project may impact Arroyo Toad aestivation or breeding habitat.

Arroyo Toad aestivation or breeding habitat is not found on this site. Therefore the
guideline does not apply.

Guideline 5: The project would impact Golden Eagle habitat.

The Proposed Project could directly impact Golden Eagle foraging habitat because it
would result in the loss and habitat fragmentation of 206.9201.9 acres of golden
eagle foraging habitat. Golden Eagle nesting habitat is not present onsite.

This wide-ranging species is known to forage onsite and nest in the Cleveland
National Forest.

CEQA requires the assumption that birds could nest in any of the development area,
and therefore all 206.9201.9 acres in the development area are considered potential
avian nesting areas. This includes shrub, tree, and ground nesting species. The
reader is referred to Table 2-1-1, “Biological Impact Table,” for the listing of all habitat
impacts, mitigation ratios required for each habitat, and mitigation acreage provided
in open space protection by the Proposed Project.

Golden Eagle is declining in San Diego County and is highly sensitive to human
activity. On-going management is required to protect foraging activities on an on-
going basis. Guideline 5 is exceeded and impacts are significant. Mitigation is
required. (Impact Bl-4)

Guideline 6: The project would result in a loss of functional foraging habitat for
raptors.

Raptor foraging habitat is generally located in upland grassland areas. The Proposed
Project would result in the loss of up to 206.9201.9 acres of potential foraging habitat
due to direct impacts from development for the site’s resident and potentially-resident
raptor species, including Golden Eagle, Swainson’s Hawk, Red-shouldered Hawk,
and White-tailed Kite.

CEQA requires the assumption that birds could nest in any of the development area,
and therefore all 206.9201.9 acres in the development area are considered potential
avian nesting areas. This includes shrub, tree, and ground nesting species. The
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reader is referred to Table 2-1-1 for the listing of all habitat impacts, mitigation ratios
required for each habitat, and mitigation acreage provided in open space protection
by the Proposed Project.

The loss of 206-9201.9 acres of potential foraging habitat is significant. Guideline 6 is
exceeded and impacts are significant. Mitigation is required (Impact BI-5).

Guideline 7: The project would increase noise and/or nighttime lighting to a level
above ambient proven to adversely affect sensitive species.

The Proposed Project would not increase noise and/or nighttime lighting to a level
that has been proven to adversely affect sensitive species because Project density is
very low (0.02 dwelling units per acre). Minimum lot size is 40 acres, SO noise or
lighting effects would be dispersed. Additionally, the Proposed Project would conform
to the Dark Sky Ordinance. Guideline 7 is not exceeded and impacts are not
significant. No mitigation is required.

Guideline 8: The project would impact the viability of a core wildlife area, defined as
a large block of habitat (typically 500 acres or more not limited to project boundaries,
though smaller areas with particularly valuable resources may also be considered a
core wildlife area) that supports a viable population of a sensitive wildlife species or
an area that supports multiple wildlife species.

The 1,416.8-acre Hoskings Ranch constitutes a core wildlife area according to the
County’s definition due to its size and the number of sensitive wildlife species that
occur onsite. The Project has been designed to avoid impacts to 85 percent of this
core wildlife area by preserving large blocks of generally contiguous habitat that
encompasses many of the most biologically significant areas in 1,209.81,214.8 acres
of managed biological open space easements. County guideline 3.1.A states that
“alteration of any portion of a core habitat could only be considered less than
significant if a biologically-based determination can be made that the project
would not have a substantially adverse effect on the core area and the species it
supports”. Because the project preserves 85 percent of the Hoskings Ranch core
wildlife area, County policy as defined in the Guidelines for Determining Significance
- Biological Resources indicates that impacts are less than significant. Guideline 8 is
not exceeded, impacts are less than significant, and no mitigation is required.

Guideline 9: The project would increase human access or predation or competition
from domestic animals, pests or exotic species to levels that would adversely affect
sensitive species.

The Proposed Project would increase human access or predation or competition
from domestic animals, pests or exotic species to levels that would adversely affect
special status species. Open space is protected with easements, fencing and/or
signage, as needed. Ongoing management is needed, however, to ensure
protections are provided in perpetuity. Guideline 9 is exceeded and impacts are
significant. Mitigation is required. (Impact BI-6)

Guideline 10: The project would impact nesting success of sensitive animals through
future grading, clearing, modification, and/or noise generating activities, such as
construction.

The conversion of 206.2201.9 acres of the site that are currently in a natural, mostly
undisturbed state to a development which includes homes and agriculture would
impact the nesting success of the special status species present on the site.
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The reader is referred to Table 2-1-1 for the listing of all habitat impacts, mitigation
ratios required for each habitat, and mitigation acreage provided in open space
protection by the Proposed Project.

Guideline 10 is exceeded and impacts are significant. Mitigation is required. (Impact

BI-7)

21.2.2 Riparian Habitats (Including State and County Wetlands and
“Waters”) or Sensitive Natural Community

Guidelines for the Determination of Significance

The determination of impact significance is based on the following guidelines:

1. Project-related construction, grading, clearing, or other activities would
temporarily or permanently remove sensitive native or naturalized habitat on
or off the Project Site.

2. Any of the following would occur to or within jurisdictional wetlands and/or
riparian habitats as defined by the State, CRWQCB and CDFW, or the
County of San Diego RPO: removal of vegetation; grading; obstruction or
diversion of water flow; adverse change in velocity, siltation, volume of flow;
obstruction or diversion of water flow; adverse change in velocity, siltation,
volume of flow, or runoff rate; placement of fill; placement of structures;
construction of a road crossing; placement of culverts or other underground
piping; any disturbance of the substratum; and/or any activity that may cause
an adverse change in native species composition, diversity and abundance.

3. The project would draw down the groundwater table to the detriment of
groundwater-dependent habitat, typically a drop of 3 feet or more from
historical low groundwater levels.

4. The project would increase human access or competition from domestic
animals, pest or exotic species to levels proven to adversely affect sensitive
habitats.

5. The project does not include a wetland buffer adequate to protect the
functions and values of existing wetlands.

Analysis

The Proposed Project is projected to cause direct impacts and indirect long-term
impacts to riparian habitats or other sensitive natural communities under the stated
guidelines.

Guideline 1: Project-related construction, grading, clearing, construction or other
activities would temporarily or permanently remove sensitive native or naturalized
habitat on or off the project site.

Project-related future construction, grading, clearing, or other activities would
permanently remove sensitive native or naturalized habitat on the Proposed Project
Site. The Proposed Project preserves large blocks of habitat in order to preserve
wildlife corridors along many of the site’s drainages, and all of the regional wildlife
corridor along Orinoco/Temescal Canyon Creek and the southern portions of the
site. The Proposed Project would not create artificial wildlife corridors that do not
follow natural movement patterns.
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Direct onsite impacts include 12.6 acres of Southern Mixed Chaparral which requires
6.3 acres for mitigation at a ratio of 0.5:1; 0.8 acres of Chamise Chaparral which
requires 0.4 acres for mitigation at a ratio of 0.5:1; 3.8 acres of Diegan Coastal Sage
Scrub, Inland Form which requires 7.6 acres for mitigation at a ratio of 2:1, 12.8
acres of Flat-top Buckwheat which requires 25.6 acres for mitigation at a ratio of 2:1;
4.6 acres of Coast Live Oak Woodland which requires 13.8 acres for mitigation at a
ratio of 3:1; 43.7 acres and 2.2 acres from open space easement vacation of
Engelmann Oak Woodland, which requires 144.3 acres total for mitigation at ratios of
3:1 and 6:1 for the two respective impact types; 15.3 acres of Mixed Oak Woodland
which requires 45.9 acres for mitigation at a ratio of 3:1; 0.8 acre of Mixed
Oak/Coniferous/Bigcone/Coulter which requires 2.4 acres for mitigation at a ratio of
3:1; 101.5 acres from Project development and 1.3 acres from open space easement
vacation of Non-native Grassland which requires a total of 52.1 acres for mitigation
at ratios of 0.5:1 and 1:1 for the two respective impact types; 7.3 acres of Montane
Meadow which requires 21.9 acres for mitigation at a ratio of 3:1; and 0.25 acre of
Riparian Scrub which requires 0.75 acre for mitigation at a ratio of 3:1. All mitigation
is provided onsite within the open space provided, with the exception of the Riparian
Scrub, which may be mitigated either through onsite mitigation as described in
section 2.1.5, or through the purchase of credits at an approved offsite mitigation
bank.

Guideline 1 is exceeded and impacts are significant. Mitigation is required. (Impact
BI-8)

Guideline 2: Any of the following would occur to or within jurisdictional wetlands
and/or riparian habitats as defined by ACOE, CDFG and the County of San Diego:
removal of vegetation; grading; obstruction or diversion of water flow; adverse
change in velocity, siltation, volume of flow; obstruction or diversion of water flow;
adverse change in velocity, siltation, volume of flow, or runoff rate; placement of fill;
placement of structures; construction of a road crossing; placement of culverts or
other underground piping; any disturbance of the substratum; and/or any activity that
may cause an adverse change in native species composition, diversity and
abundance.

Project-related future construction, grading, clearing, or other activities would result
in impacts to jurisdictional wetlands and/or riparian habitats, as defined by
CRWQCB, CDFW, and/or the County of San Diego RPO. This would include the
limited removal of vegetation; grading; obstruction or diversion of water flow;
placement of fill; placement of structures; construction of road crossings; placement
of culverts or other underground piping; disturbance of the substratum; and/or
activities that may cause a measurable, adverse change in native species
composition, diversity, and abundance. Hydrophytic areas of the Non-native
Grassland, Montane Meadow, and Riparian Scrub, would be impacted by the
Proposed Project qualify as jurisdictional wetland and/or riparian habitats. Although
most of the site’s jurisdictional wetlands and riparian habitats would be protected in
biological open space, certain relatively minor impacts to these features, as listed
here, are unavoidable: impacts to a total of 101.5 acres of Non-native Grassland
require 52.1 acres for mitigation at a ratio of 0.5:1 for project impacts, and 1:1 for an
area impacted within an open space easement vacation; impacts to 7.3 acres of
Montane Meadow require 21.9 acres for mitigation at a ratio of 3:1; and impact to
0.25 acres of Riparian Scrub requires 0.75 acre for mitigation at a ratio of 3:1.
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Guideline 2 is exceeded and impacts are significant. Mitigation is required. (Impact
BI-9)

Guideline 3: The project would draw down the groundwater table to the detriment of
groundwater-dependent habitat, typically a drop of 3 feet or more from historical low
groundwater levels.

Groundwater-dependent plant species onsite are limited to large, deep-rooted
California Sycamores, Western Cottonwoods, and possibly very large willows. These
trees in general are considered phreatophytic, having deep-penetrating roots which
can tap into groundwater or just above the groundwater level, but are considered to
be dependent on groundwater levels for long-term survival only under extreme
conditions. The trees onsite are found only in association with drainages. Having a
reliable water source, these onsite trees are therefore considered not likely to use
groundwater except under extreme conditions. The potential phreatophytes are rare
onsite, and most are small and likely not dependent on groundwater. Furthermore,
none of the identified well sites in the site’'s groundwater report are located within
1,000 feet of any potential phreatophytes.

Although it is also found in Southern Coast Live Oak Riparian Forest, Coast Live Oak
is considered an upland species on this site. The remaining wetland habitats onsite
(Riparian Scrub, Open Water, Coastal and Valley Freshwater Marsh/Emergent
Wetland, Disturbed Wetland, and ‘wet’ Montane Meadow) depend on persistent
surface water flows, saturated surface soils, and/or elevated water tables, not
groundwater. The plant species associated with these habitats have relatively
shallow root systems and are not considered phreatophytes.

Being that the onsite habitats are not anticipated to be groundwater-dependent, the
Proposed Project is not anticipated to draw down the groundwater table to the
detriment of any groundwater-dependent habitat. Guideline 3 is not exceeded and
impacts are not significant. No mitigation is required.

Guideline 4: The project could increase human access or competition from domestic
animals, pests or exotic species to levels proven to adversely affect sensitive
habitats.

The Proposed Project would increase human access or competition from domestic
animals by locating 24 residences on the site and allowing limited cattle
grazing/breeding. In additions, pests or exotic species associated with these
activities could occur. The steep topography would protect some areas and the low
development density (1 DU/40 acres) would discourage some incursion into sensitive
areas. Cattle grazing density would also be kept low. However, the possibility
persists that human access could negatively impact sensitive habitats because some
proposed residences are near sensitive habitats. Guideline 4 is exceeded and
impacts are significant. Mitigation is required. (Impact BI-10)

Guideline 5: The project does not include a wetland buffer adequate to protect the
functions and values of existing wetlands.

The Proposed Project incorporates wetland buffers that extend at least 50 feet from
the outer edge of all RPO wetlands, except in the locations of the necessary road
crossings. No buffer is less than 50 feet and the encroachments occur in areas
where buffers have been extended to 200 feet due to the presence of oaks, as
required by the County guidelines for biology. The encroachments are limited to
approximately 50 feet in three isolated areas: lots 6, 7, and 9 due to the main Project
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access; lot 8 for the driveway to that lot. The encroachments do not affect the
function and value of existing wetland because a minimum of 150 feet buffer is
present in all cases. The site's constraints necessitated these encroachments.
Constraints include steep slopes and arroyos along the main entrance, extensive
wetlands that run in a north/south direction along most of the eastern boundary, and
extensive cultural resources in the eastern part of the site that must be avoided.
Additionally, RPO wetlands and buffers would be protected from future fire clearing
through the dedication of minimum 100-foot Limited Building Zones (LBZs).
Guideline 5 is not exceeded and impacts are not significant. No mitigation is
required.

In summary, the Proposed Project has both direct and indirect significant impacts to
sensitive habitats. These habitats would be protected in open space easements that
would effectively mitigate impacts to sensitive habitats to a level less than significant.
2.1.2.3 Federal Jurisdictional Wetlands and Waterways

Guidelines for the Determination of Significance

Impacts to Federal Jurisdictional Wetlands and Waterways (“waters”) associated with
the Proposed Project are assessed as being either “significant” or “less than
significant,” as defined by CEQA. The determination of impact significance is based
on the following guidelines:

1. Any of the following would occur to or within federal jurisdictional wetlands
and/or waters as defined by ACOE: removal of vegetation; grading;
obstruction or diversion of water flow; adverse change in velocity, siltation,
volume of flow, or runoff rate; placement of fill; placement of structures;
construction of road crossings; placement of culverts or other underground
piping; any disturbance of the substratum; and/or any activity that may cause
an adverse change in native species composition, diversity and abundance.

2. The project would draw down the groundwater table to the detriment of
groundwater-dependent habitat, typically a drop of three feet or more from
historical low groundwater levels.

3. The project does not include a wetland buffer adequate to protect the
functions and values of existing wetlands.

Analysis

Guideline 1: Any of the following would occur to or within federal jurisdictional
wetlands and/or waters as defined by ACOE: removal of vegetation; grading;
obstruction or diversion of water flow; adverse change in velocity, siltation, volume of
flow, or runoff rate; placement of fill; placement of structures; construction of road
crossings; placement of culverts or other underground piping; any disturbance of the
substratum; and/or any activity that may cause an adverse change in native species
composition, diversity and abundance.

Project-related future construction, grading, clearing, or other activities would result
in impacts to Federal Jurisdictional Wetlands and Waterways, as defined by ACOE.
This would include the limited removal of vegetation; grading; obstruction or
diversion of water flow; placement of fill; placement of structures; construction of
road crossings; placement of culverts or other underground piping; disturbance of the
substratum; and/or activities that may cause a measurable, adverse change in native
species composition, diversity, and abundance. The Proposed Project would directly
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impact 0.14 acres of Federal Jurisdictional Wetlands and Waterways. Although most
of the site’s federal jurisdictional wetlands would be protected in open space, impacts
to these features are unavoidable. Guideline 2 is exceeded and impacts are
significant. Mitigation is required. (Impact BI-11)

Guideline 2: The project would draw down the groundwater table to the detriment of
groundwater-dependent habitat, typically a drop of three feet or more from historical
low groundwater levels.

Groundwater-dependent plant species onsite are limited to large, deep-rooted
California Sycamores, Western Cottonwoods, and possibly very large willows. These
are associated with drainages, primarily, so it is likely that they are not actually using
groundwater, but have the potential to do so in extreme conditions. The Proposed
Project would not draw down the groundwater table to the detriment of groundwater-
dependent habitat; hydrological tests have demonstrated adequate recovery rates in
local wells. Guideline 2 is not exceeded and impacts are not significant. No mitigation
is required.

Guideline 3: The project does not include a wetland buffer adequate to protect the
functions and values of existing wetlands.

The Proposed Project includes wetland buffers that are adequate to protect the
functions and values of existing federal wetlands. To that end, the project has been
designed to incorporate wetland buffers that extend at least 50 feet from the outer
edge of all federal wetlands, except in the locations of the necessary road or
driveway crossings. Federal wetlands and buffers would be protected from future fire
clearing through the dedication of minimum 100-foot LBZs. Guideline 3 is not
exceeded and impacts are not significant.

2124 Wildlife Movement and Nursery Sites

Guidelines for the Determination of Significance

Impacts to Wildlife Movement and Nursery Sites associated with the Proposed
Project are assessed as being either “significant” or “less than significant,” as defined
by CEQA. The determination of impact significance is based on the following
guidelines:

1. The project would prevent wildlife access to foraging habitat, breeding
habitat, water sources, or other areas necessary for their reproduction.

2.  The project would substantially interfere with connectivity between blocks of
habitat, or would potentially block or substantially interfere with a local or
regional wildlife corridor or linkage.

3.  The project would create artificial wildlife corridors that do not follow natural
movement patterns.

4.  The project would increase noise and/or nighttime lighting in a wildlife corridor
or linkage to levels proven to affect the behavior of the animals identified in a
site specific analysis of wildlife movement.

5. The project does not maintain an adequate width for an existing wildlife
corridor or linkage and/or would further constrain an already narrow corridor
through activities such as (but not limited to) reduction of corridor width,
removal of available vegetative cover, placement of incompatible uses
adjacent to it, and placement of barriers in the movement path.
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6. The project does not maintain adequate visual continuity (i.e., long lines-of-
sight) within wildlife corridors or linkage.

Analysis

The Proposed Project is projected to cause one direct impact to wildlife movements
and nursery sites under the stated guidelines as discussed below.

Guideline 1: The project would prevent wildlife access to foraging habitat, breeding
habitat, water sources, or other areas necessary for their reproduction.

The project would potentially constrain wildlife access to foraging habitat, breeding
habitat, water sources, or other areas necessary for their reproduction in some
areas, althought- most areas onsite that are used by wildlife would be protected in
1,209.81,214.8 acres of open space. The Proposed Project preserves those portions
of the site that are most valuable to wildlife, including the majority of riparian areas,
the local wildlife corridors along many of the site’s drainages, and all of the regional
wildlife corridor along Orinoco/Temescal Canyon Creek and the southern portions of
the site. The Proposed Project provides minimum 50-foot biological buffers along
many of the drainages that serve as wildlife movement areas, water sources, or
nursery sites. Furthermore, wildlife is known to move through agricultural areas and
across roads, so these components of the proposed development would not create a
barrier to wildlife movement. Guideline 1 is not exceeded and impacts are less than
significant. No mitigation is proposed.

Guideline 2: The project would substantially interfere with connectivity between
blocks of habitat, or would potentially block or substantially interfere with a local or
regional wildlife corridor or linkage.

The project would interfere with connectivity between blocks of habitat in some areas
through the construction of roads, driveways, homes, fences and other structures
onsite, and the conversion of areas of the site to agriculture, landscaping, and
development. This would constrain connectivity between blocks of habitat to a
degree. However, the project has been designed to minimize interference with
habitat connectivity and wildlife corridors and ensure the ongoing integrity of the
open space. Although the County Biology Guidelines do not specifically define
“blocks of habitat” (other than core wildlife areas), these are interpreted to be areas
of natural vegetation in excess of 50 acres, which is the County’s maximum acreage
not normally requiring management. The determination that impacts to habitat block
connectivity are less than significant is based on design modifications adopted as
mitigation for this and other biology impacts. To that end, the project as designed
preserves the largest and most contiguous habitat blocks on the southern portions of
the site, including at least 99 percent of the riparian areas, large blocks of habitat
along many of the site’s drainages, and all of the regional wildlife corridor along
Temescal Canyon Creek and the southern portions of the site, as well as blocks of
habitat on the western and northern edges of the site. Lots are a minimum of 40
acres in size._Guideline 2 has not been exceeded, impacts are less than significant,
and no mitigation is required.
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Guideline 3: The project would create artificial wildlife corridors that do not follow
natural movement patterns.

The Proposed Project preserves large blocks of habitat, including the site’s natural
wildlife corridors that follow natural movement patterns. This design does not feature
any ‘islands’ or ‘fingers’ of open space that would otherwise create gaps and
unnatural barriers to the genetic dispersal and movement of plants and animals.
Therefore, the Proposed Project would not create artificial wildlife corridors that do
not follow natural movement patterns. Guideline 3 is not exceeded and impacts are
not significant. No mitigation is proposed.

Guideline 4: The project would increase noise and/or nighttime lighting in a wildlife
corridor or linkage to levels proven to affect the behavior of the animals identified in a
site specific analysis of wildlife movement.

The Proposed Project would not increase noise and/or nighttime lighting in a wildlife
corridor, linkage, or nursery to levels proven to affect the behavior of the animals
identified in a site-specific analysis of wildlife movement. At least 90 percent of the
site’s wildlife corridors and linkages would be preserved in dedicated open space.
The open space would be protected from any activities that could impact the
biological resources within the open space. Residences are generally separate from
corridor areas. The Proposed Project proposes low density residential uses and
grazing on large lots. As such, the Proposed Project would not introduce any noise
and/or nighttime lighting at levels that would affect the behavior of any of the animals
identified during the analysis. The Proposed Project would comply with the Dark Sky
ordinance. Guideline 4 is not exceeded and impacts are not significant. No mitigation
would be required.

Guideline 5: The project does not maintain an adequate width for an existing wildlife
corridor or linkage and/or would further constrain an already narrow corridor through
activities such as (but not limited to) reduction of corridor width, removal of available
vegetative cover, placement of incompatible uses adjacent to it, and placement of
barriers in the movement path.

The Proposed Project places 4,209.81,214.8 acres into open space, all of which is
linked and fully supports wildlife movement. The open space is provided in large
blocks with widths that are adequate for supporting existing wildlife movement. In
particular, a large block of habitat in the southern portions of the site is preserved,
maintaining the width of the regional wildlife corridor associated with
Orinoco/Temescal Canyon Creek. No areas of the open space are narrow, no
removal of vegetative cover would take place within the open space, no incompatible
uses would be placed adjacent to the open space, and no barriers to the movement
path would be created. Guideline 5 is not exceeded, and impacts are not significant.
No mitigation is necessary.

Guideline 6: The project does not maintain adequate visual continuity (i.e., long lines-
of-sight) within wildlife corridors or linkage.

The vastness of the Proposed Project's 1,209.81,214.8 acres of open space
preserves the majority of the site’s wildlife corridors and linkages. The open space
would be protected from any activities that could impact the visual continuity within
the corridors and linkages by prohibiting activities such as construction, placement of
structures, clearing, and brushing. Guideline 6 is not exceeded, and no mitigation is
required.
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2.1.25 Local Policies, Ordinances, Adopted Plans
Guidelines for the Determination of Significance

The determination of impact significance is based on the following guidelines:

1. For lands outside of the MSCP, the project would impact coastal sage scrub
(CSS) vegetation in excess of the County’s five percent habitat loss threshold
as defined by the Southern California Coastal Sage Scrub Natural
Community Conservation Planning Process (NCCP) Guidelines.

2. The project would preclude or prevent the preparation of the subregional
Natural Communities Conservation Planning Process (NCCP). For example,
the project proposes development within areas that have been identified by
the County or resource agencies as critical to future habitat preserves.

3. The project would impact any amount of sensitive habitat lands as outlined in
the Resource Protection Ordinance (RPO).

4. The project would not minimize and/or mitigate coastal sage scrub habitat
loss in accordance with Section 4.3 of the Natural Communities Conservation
Planning Process (NCCP) Guidelines.

5. The project does not conform to the goals and requirements as outlined in
any applicable Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP), Habitat Management Plan
(HMP), Special Area Management Plan (SAMP), Watershed Plan, or similar
regional planning effort.

6. The project would preclude connectivity between areas of high habitat values,
as defined by the Southern California Coastal Sage Scrub Natural
Communities Conservation Planning Process (NCCP) Guidelines.

7. The project would reduce the likelihood of survival and recovery of listed
species in the wild.

8. The project would result in the Killing of migratory birds or destruction of
active migratory bird nests and/or eggs (Migratory Bird Treaty Act).

9. The project would result in the take of eagles, eagle eggs or any part of an
eagle (Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act).

Analysis

The Proposed Project is projected to cause direct impacts to Local Policies,
Ordinances, and Adopted Plans under the stated guidelines.

Guideline 1: For lands outside of the MSCP, the project would impact coastal sage
scrub (CSS) vegetation in excess of the County’'s 5% habitat loss threshold as
defined by the Southern California Coastal Sage Scrub Natural Community
Conservation Planning Process (NCCP) Guidelines.

The project site is located outside of the MSCP and would impact 16.6 acres of CSS.
This would not exceed the County’s authorized five percent loss of 2,953.3 acres for
this portion of the County. It is the County’s policy that any “take” of CSS less than
the authorized 2,953.3 acres (five percent loss), is a less than significant impact.
Based on this policy, the Project’'s impacts to CSS as they relate to Local Policies,
Ordinances, and Adopted Plans are therefore less than significant. Guideline 1 is not
exceeded, impacts are less than significant, and no mitigation is required.
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Guideline 2: The project would preclude or prevent the preparation of the subregional
Natural Communities Conservation Planning Process (NCCP). For example, the
project proposes development within areas that have been identified by the County
or resource agencies as critical to future habitat preserves.

The Proposed Project is located in a draft proposed Focused Conservation Area
(FCA) of the draft East County Subarea MSCP Plan, meaning that the site is
important to future regional preserve design. This is because the project would likely
be designated as a Pre-Approved Mitigation Area (PAMA) in the draft East County
plan. PAMA lands are those that have been identified through an extensive computer
modeling process and independent scientific review as being of high biological
importance. PAMA lands are “pre-approved” as being suitable for conservation.
Furthermore, the site is located partially within and adjoining Cleveland National
Forest lands. Although impacts occur, these are less than significant because the
Proposed Project preserves 85 percent of the property in managed open space.
Guideline 2 is not exceeded, impacts are less than significant, and no mitigation is
required.

Guideline 3: The project would impact any amount of sensitive habitat lands as
outlined in the Resource Protection Ordinance (RPO).

Please refer to Figure 2-1-6, “Proposed Project — RPO Encroachments”, which
shows the Proposed Project’s impact locations indexed by number.

Point 1: This is the location of the main project entry road at Lot 7. An RPO wetland
is impacted by the crossing. Impacts amount to approximately 0.06 acres. Previously
the entry was farther north and crossed two channels. Impacts have been minimized
by moving the entry to a point where the wetland converges into a single channel.
The current design represents the environmentally superior option because it is
consistent with the County’s requirements for RPO crossings:

(@aa) There is no feasible alternative. As described, all options have been
weighed, and several previous more impactful design were eliminated in favor
of the current, less impactful alignment.

(bb) The crossing is limited to the least number feasible. The current design
reduces the impact to a single crossing which provides the main entrance to the
project.

(cc) The crossing proposed is located and designed in such a way as to cause
the least impact to environmental resources because it has been placed at a
point where the RPO wetland narrows and where grading can be minimized. The
crossing would span the creek, which would protect the majority of the creek bed
from permanent disturbance.

(dd) For all of the crossings, the least-damaging construction methods would be
utilized, as guaranteed through the Resource Management Plan (RMP) that
would govern the management of the site’s resources during construction and
onward in perpetuity. The RMP would ensure that staging would not take place
within sensitive areas, that work during the nesting or breeding seasons would
not occur, and that noise attenuation measures would be implemented when
necessary to avoid disturbance to resources.

(ee) The applicant has analyzed the possibilities for the crossing to serve
adjoining properties. Properties east of the site could utilize the crossing as an
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escape route in the event of an emergency. Properties offsite to the northwest of
the project boundary also would be able to utilize the crossing in the event of an
emergency.

(f) For all of the crossings, impacts would be mitigated at the acceptable ratio of
3:1 with a minimum of 1:1 creation.

Point 2: This is the driveway entry to Lot 8. Part of a 200 foot RPO wetland buffer is
impacted by the crossing. It is not feasible to avoid the impact because other
sensitive resources would be impacted if the driveway were moved north. One
crossing is the minimum number feasible for this lot. The crossing was designed to
minimize impact by using the minimum width allowed by fire officials: 24 feet of
pavement on a 28 foot graded surface. The buffer width is reduced to 100 feet for
approximately 60 feet before widening back to 200 feet. While the crossing is not
currently proposed to serve adjoining properties, the design does not preclude future
access by adjoining properties. Therefore, the design meets all of the criteria for
RPO crossings.

Point 3: The main project entry road impacts the 50 foot wetland buffer associated
with an RPO wetland north of the road at Lot 6. No wetland is directly impacted. A
detention basin previously proposed in the wetland and wetland buffer has been
moved, eliminating direct wetland impacts. The convergence of several resources in
the area creates a design challenge. To the south, a Coast Live Oak buffer would be
impacted by any relocation of the road to the southward. Also in the area to the
south, steep slopes related to a gully create a design challenge; therefore, it is not
feasible to avoid RPO buffer. Crossings are limited to the minimum number feasible
because this is the main road through the project. The current project design
represents the least impactive solution for the crossing. Therefore, the design meets
all of the criteria for RPO crossings.

Point 4: This is where the main project entry road impacts approximately 0.03 acres
of wetland that is located south of the road at Lot 9. The road alignment has been
designed to minimize the impact, but some impacts are nonetheless unavoidable
due to the presence of a steep hillside of rock-outcroppings in this area which also
contains other sensitive resources that should be avoided. Any redesign further to
the north would require blasting into the hillside, and may impact other sensitive
resources. Therefore, the design of the road in this location has been optimized to
avoid impacts. Crossings are limited to the minimum number feasible because this is
the one main road through the project. Therefore, this crossing meets all of the
criteria for RPO crossings.

Additional details about these crossings are provided in Section 4.4 of the biological
resources report.

The Proposed Project would impact a measurable amount of sensitive habitat lands
as outlined in the RPO. That is, the Proposed Project would directly impact 12.6
acres of Southern Mixed Chaparral which requires 6.3 acres for mitigation at a ratio
of 0.5:1; 0.8 acres of Chamise Chaparral which requires 0.4 acre for mitigation at a
ratio of 0.5:1; 3.8 acres of Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub, Inland Form, which requires
7.6 acres for mitigation at a ratio of 2:1; 12.8 acres of Flat-top Buckwheat which
requires 25.6 acres for mitigation at a ratio of 2:1; 4.6 acres of Coast Live Oak
Woodland which requires 13.8 acres for mitigation at a ratio of 3:1; 43.7 acres for
Project development and 2.2 acres of open space easement vacation of Engelmann
Oak Woodland which requires a total of 144.3 acres for mitigation at a ratio of 3:1 as
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well as a mitigation ratio of 6:1 for impacts in an area designated as an open space
easement; 15.3 acres of Mixed Oak Woodland which requires 45.9 acres for
mitigation at a ratio of 3:1; 0.8 acre of Mixed/Oak/Coniferous/Bigcone/Coulter which
requires 2.4 acres for mitigation at a ratio of 3:1; 101.5 acres for Project
development and 1.3 acres of open space easement vacation of Non-native
Grassland which requires a total of 52.1 acres for mitigation at a ratio of 0.5:1 for
project impacts, as well as a mitigation ratio of 1:1 for impacts in an area designated
as an open space easement; 7.3 acres of Montane Meadow which requires 21.9
acres for mitigation at a ratio of 3:1; and 0.25 acre of Riparian Scrub which requires
0.75 acres for mitigation at a ratio of 3:1.

Of these habitats, hydrophytic areas of ef-the Non-native Grassland and Montane
Meadow, the Southern Coast Live Oak Riparian Forest, and the Riparian Scrub
qualify as RPO sensitive lands. The upland habitats (Southern Mixed Chaparral,
Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub, Inland Form, Flat-top Buckwheat, Coastal Sage-
Chaparral Scrub, Coast Live Oak Woodland, Engelmann Oak Woodland, Mixed Oak
Woodland, Mixed Oak/Coniferous/ Bigcone/Coulter, and non-hydrophytic areas of
the Non-native Grassland and Montane Meadow) may also qualify as RPO “sensitive
habitat lands.” This is because they support unique vegetation communities and/or
the habitats of rare or endangered species or sub-species of animals or plants, as
defined by Section 15380 of the State CEQA Guidelines. This definition includes the
area that is necessary to support a viable population of any of the sensitive species
known from this site in perpetuity, that is critical to the proper functioning of a
balanced natural ecosystem, and/or that serves as part of a functioning wildlife
corridor. Guideline 3 is exceeded, impacts are significant, and mitigation would be
required. (Impact BI-12)

Guideline 4 The project would not minimize and/or mitigate coastal sage scrub
habitat loss in accordance with Section 4.3 of the Natural Communities Conservation
Planning Process (NCCP) Guidelines.

The Proposed Project has been designed to minimize impacts to CSS to 3.8 acres,
or nine percent of the site’s resource. On-site mitigation at a 2:1 ratio of preservation
to impact is provided. Mitigation of all impacts to coastal sage scrub habitat loss via
the dedication of land and the implementation of management agreements, both of
which are acceptable mitigation options listed in Section 4.3 of the NCCP Guidelines,
would be implemented. Guideline 4 is not exceeded, impacts are less than
significant, and no mitigation is necessary.

Guideline 5: The project does not conform to the goals and requirements as outline
in any applicable Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP), Habitat Management Plan
(HMP), Special Area Management Plan (SAMP), Watershed Plan, or similar regional
planning effort.

The Proposed Project is not located in an area subject to the goals and requirements
as outlined in any existing Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP), Resource Management
Plan (RMP), Special Area Management Plan (SAMP), Watershed Plan or similar
regional planning effort. Guideline 5 is not exceeded, impacts are less than
significant, and no mitigation is necessary.

Guideline 6: The project would preclude connectivity between areas of high habitat
values, as defined by the Southern California Coastal Sage Scrub Natural
Communities Conservation Planning Process (NCCP) Guidelines.
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The Proposed Project would not preclude connectivity between areas of high habitat
values, as defined by the NCCP Guidelines. This is because the limited amount of
CSS on the subject site does not qualify as an area of “high (CSS) habitat value”.
While the site contains many areas of high and very high value habitat, the CSS in
particular is successional, patchy, and of lower conservation value. Also, due to its
successional nature, the onsite CSS vegetation exhibits limited offsite habitat
connectivity. Furthermore, the Project has been designed to avoid interference with
habitat connectivity and wildlife corridors and ensure the ongoing integrity of the
open space.

Guideline 6 is not exceeded, impacts are less than significant, and no mitigation is
required.

Guideline 7: The project would reduce the likelihood of survival and recovery of listed
species in the wild.

The Proposed Project would have no effect on the likelihood of survival and recovery
of listed species in the wild because large areas of protected open space are
provided. California Gnatcatcher does not occur on this site, and the only other listed
species (Cuyamaca Meadowfoam) occurs in an area that would be entirely
conserved in open space. Guideline 7 is not exceeded, and impacts are not
significant. No mitigation is required.

Guideline 8: The project would result in the killing of migratory birds or destruction of
active migratory bird nests and/or eggs (Migratory Bird Treaty Act).

In the absence of seasonal avoidance, construction activities associated with Project
implementation, such as brushing, clearing, and grading, could result in the death of
migratory birds or the destruction of active migratory bird nests and/or eggs.
Migratory birds nesting in trees or shrubs to be removed would be impacted, as
would any ground nesting migratory birds within areas subject to construction
activities. The Proposed Project as proposed could result in the killing of migratory
birds or destruction of active migratory bird nests and/or eggs due to intrusions by
predatory pets and increased human presence on the site. Guideline 8 is exceeded,
impacts are significant, and mitigation is required. (Impact BI-13)

Guideline 9: The project would result in the take of eagles, eagle eggs or any part of
an eagle (Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act).

No eagles have been detected in the biological surveys conducted for the project,
and no known eagle nests are present on-site or within 4000 feet of proposed
development. Golden Eagle nesting habitat is not present onsite. This wide-ranging
species is known to forage onsite and nest in the Cleveland National Forest, which
adjoins the site.

Golden Eagle is declining in San Diego County and is highly sensitive to human
activity. The Proposed Project would result in the fragmentation of 206:9201.9 acres
of Golden Eagle foraging habitat. Additionally, if project grading were to occur during
the breeding season for the Golden Eagle, this may result in disturbance of the
breeding pattern which might result in take. Project activities could modify eagle
behavior, resulting in take as defined by the Wildlife Agencies. Therefore, Guideline
9 is exceeded, and impacts are significant. Mitigation is necessary. (Impact Bl-14)
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2.1.3 Cumulative Impact Analysis

A study area approximately two miles south, southeast, and northeast, and one mile
north and west of the Proposed Project was selected. This area was selected for its
topographic and biotic relationship to the Proposed Project. Areas with similar elevation
variations to the east and west are included in order to capture similarities in habitat -due
to climate and topography. Additionally, these areas are included to capture continuity
with wildlife movement corridors and habitat connectivity to the east and west,
particularly along Orinoco/Temescal Canyon Creek. The study area is shown on Figure
1-7, “Master Cumulative Impacts Map,” and subsequent detail maps 1-8A through 1-8E.

2131 Special Status Species

Six other proposed projects in the study area have biological impacts that may
include Species of Special Status. These are MUP 77-113 (Julian Sanitation District
Sprayfield), TPM 19932 (Ortega 4-lot Subdivision), SP 02-029 (Behen Single Family
Dwelling), TPM 20253 (Sauter 5-lot Subdivision), TPM 20571 (Learn 5-lot
Subdivision), and TPM 20474 (Klucewich Trust 4-lot Subdivision). The potential
impacts associated with these projects are detailed in Table 1-1, “Cumulative
Projects”.

By design these projects have avoided extensive impacts to special status species.
The projects are limited in scale. Most impacts to Special Status Species associated
with these projects would consist of impacts to native habitat with the potential to
support Special Status Species.

Of the impacts that were quantified, the cumulative projects impact 2.54 acres of oak
chaparral, 19.22 acres of Mixed Montane Chaparral, 1.85 acres of Jeffery Pine,
some Symphonicarpos Eriogonum, 21.5 acres of Chaparral, 5.4 acres of Dry
Montane Meadow, 9.1 acres of Mixed Oak Woodland, and 0.3 acres of Open Water.
The Proposed Project has impacts in three of these categories. It impacts 15.3 acres
of Mixed Oak Woodland, 13.4 acres of Chaparral (12.6 acres of Southern Mixed
Chaparral and 0.8 acre of Chamise Chaparral), and 7.3 acres of Dry Montane
Meadow. This amounts to 63 percent, 38 percent, and 57 percent, respectively, of
the cumulative impacts to these species.

TPM 19932 supports Velvety False-Lupine. However, the Proposed Project
proposes an open space easement to avoid impacts to that Special Status Species.

Cumulative impacts to Special Status Species are not significant because impact
areas are limited in scale and/or do not significantly impact large numbers of special
status species.

The loss of these habitat areas does not impinge upon the continued viability of this
species in the region, because these habitats are widespread in the region
Additionally, all projects with impacts to these habitats conform to County regulations
for the protection of sensitive species, and have been required to mitigate for those
impacts. Through a program of avoidance, mitigation and adherence to County
regulations, these cumulative impacts do not preclude the continued viability of these
habitats. Therefore, cumulative impacts to special status species are not significant,
and no mitigation is required.
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2.1.3.2 Riparian Habitat or Sensitive Natural Community

The Proposed Project would contribute to the cumulative loss of Riparian Habitat or
other Sensitive Natural Communities. That is, the Proposed Project would directly
impact 12.6 acres of Southern Mixed Chaparral, 0.8 acres of Chamise Chaparral, 3.8
acres of Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub, Inland Form, 12.8 acres of Flat-top Buckwheat,
4.6 acres of Coast Live Oak Woodland, 43.7 acres for Project development and 2.2
acres of open space easement vacation of Engelmann Oak Woodland, 15.3 acres of
Mixed Oak Woodland, 0.8 acre of Mixed Oak/Coniferous/Bigcone/Coulter, 101.5
acres for Project development and 1.3 acres of open space easement vacation of
Non-native Grassland, 7.3 acres of Montane Meadow, and 0.25 acre of Riparian
Scrub.

Other active projects in the cumulative study area that would impact Riparian
Habitats or Other Sensitive Natural Communities and are MUP 77-113, SP 02-029,
TPM 20253, TPM 20571,and TPM 20474. The potential impacts associated with
each of these projects are listed in Table 1-1. MUP 77-113 would impact oaks and
riparian habitat, SP 02-029 would impact 20 oak trees; TPM 20253 would impact
Oak Chaparral and Mixed Montane Chaparral; TPM 20571 would impact Jeffrey Pine
Forest, Mixed Montane Chaparral, and Snowberry/Buckwheat; and TPM 20474
would impact Chaparral, Dry Montane Meadow, Mixed Oak Woodland, and Open
Water. In general impacts are avoided whenever possible in keeping with County
regulations.

All of these projects would mitigate for impacts to Riparian Habitats or Other
Sensitive Natural Communities through the dedication of onsite open space
easements, as required by County regulations. Individual impacts have therefore
been reduced to a level that is less than significant. Cumulative projects do not affect
the continued viability of these habitats because of a program of avoidance,
mitigation, and adherence to County policy.

Furthermore, due to the extent of the Riparian Habitats (including State and County
Wetlands and “Waters”) or Other Sensitive Natural Communities on the Proposed
Project site, as well as the fact that all impacts to these resources would be mitigated
for to a level that is below significant, approval of the Proposed project would not
have a cumulatively considerable impact when viewed in connection with effects of
past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future
projects affecting the same resource.

2.1.3.3 Federal Jurisdictional Wetlands and Waterways

The Proposed Project would contribute to the cumulative loss of Federal
Jurisdictional Wetlands and Waterways. Project-related future construction, grading,
clearing or other activities related to the Proposed Project would permanently affect
Federal Jurisdictional Wetlands and Waterways on the Proposed Project site. That
is, the Proposed Project would directly impact 0.14 acre of jurisdictional wetlands
and/or non-wetland “waters”.

Other active projects within the cumulative study area that could contribute to the
loss of Jurisdictional Wetlands and Waterways within the cumulative study area
include MUP 77-113 and TPM 20474. The potential impacts associated with each of
these projects are listed in Table 1-1. MUP 77-113 could impact riparian habitat and
runoff associated with the project could impact surface and groundwater. TPM 20474
would impact 0.3 acre of Open Water, which likely qualifies as jurisdictional wetlands
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and “waters”. MUP 77-113 proposes open space to avoid impacts to riparian habitat,
with 100-foot buffers around drainages and no surface run-off. TPM 20474 would
mitigate for project impacts through the dedication of an onsite open space
easement. Therefore, these projects either avoid impacts to Jurisdictional Wetlands
and Waterways or provide mitigation to reduce impacts to a level that is less than
significant. No other projects within the cumulative study area are listed as impacting
Jurisdictional Wetlands and Waterways. Cumulative impacts are not significant. No
mitigation is necessary.

Furthermore, due to the extent of the federal wetlands on the Proposed Project site,
as well as the fact that all impacts to Federal Jurisdictional Wetlands and Waterways
would be mitigated for to a level that is below significance, approval of the Proposed
project would not have a cumulatively considerable impact when viewed in
connection with effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the
effects of probable future projects affecting the same resource.

2.1.34 Wildlife Movement and Nursery Sites

Other proposed projects within the cumulative study area that could potentially
impact Wildlife Movement or Nursery Sites include MUP 77-113, TPM 20253, TPM
20571, and TPM 20474. Each of these projects could remove native vegetation and
therefore impact wildlife movement. However, the areas to be impacted by these
projects are small (no more than 40 acres for the largest project) and each project
proposes onsite open space that would preserve a portion of each project site for
wildlife movement. Therefore, all of these projects have either minimal impacts or
significant impacts that would be mitigated for to a level that is less than significant.

Because the Proposed Project creates no significant impacts to Wildlife Movement or
Nursery Sites, and the other proposed projects within the cumulative study area
would not result in significant impacts to Wildlife Movement or Nursery Sites,
approval of the Proposed Project would not result in cumulatively considerable
impacts when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of
other current projects, and the effects of probable future projects affecting the same
resource. Cumulative impacts to Wildlife Movement and Nursery Sites are not
significant, and no mitigation is required.

2.1.35 Local Policies, Ordinances and Adopted Plans

The other projects within the cumulative study area (MUP 77-113, TPM 19932, SP
02-029, TPM 20253, TPM 20571, and TPM 20474) conform to local policies,
ordinances, and adopted plans that are current at the time of their applications.
Several of these projects already have Mitigated Negative Declarations. The
remaining cumulative projects would conform to a range of policies intended to
protect biological resources, including requirements for the effective management of
protected open space, the no net loss of wetlands policy, and controls on runoff and
stormwater. All projects with CSS impacts must meet County HLP requirements,
which include 4d Findings. These Findings include a finding that a project’s loss of
CSS would not have a significant negative impact when considered in conjunction
with CSS losses that have already occurred in the region. Findings are not made if
these impacts are present. As such, County policy precludes approval of projects
which have a cumulatively significant impact to CSS.
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Therefore, the other projects within the cumulative study area would not have
significant impacts in relation to conformance with Local Policies, Ordinances, and
Adopted Plans. Furthermore, due to the fact that all impacts to Local Policies,
Ordinances, or Adopted Plans associated with the Proposed Project would be
mitigated for to a level that is below significance, approval of the Proposed Project
would not have cumulatively considerable impacts when viewed in connection with
the effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of
probable future projects affecting the same resource. Therefore, cumulative impacts
are not significant in relation to conformance with local policies, ordinances, and
adopted plans. No mitigation is necessary.

2.1.4 Significance of Impacts Prior to Mitigation

The following is a brief summary of all direct and indirect impacts which were determined
to be significant by the analysis provided by the Biological Resources Survey (Appendix

A).
2.1.4.1
BI-1

BI-2

BI-3

Bl-4

BI-5

BI-6

BI-7

Impacts to Special Status Species

Indirect long-term (permanent) impacts to Swainson’s Hawk and
Cuyamaca Meadowfoam, which are Threatened or state-listed
Endangered Species, due to habitat loss.

Direct and indirect impacts to County Group A or B plant species, County
Group | animal species, or state Species of Special Concern: Direct
impacts: San Diego Gumplant, Two-striped Garter Snake, and Large-
blotched Salamander. Indirect impacts: Velvety False Lupine, San Diego
Milk-vetch, Grasshopper Sparrow, Golden Eagle, Red-shouldered Hawk,
Turkey Vulture, Northern Harrier, White-tailed Kite, Southwestern Pond
Turtle, Cooper’s Hawk, and Sharp-shinned Hawk.

Direct and indirect impacts to County Group C or D plant Species, or
County Group Il animal species: Direct impacts: Banner Dudleya,
Engelmann Oak, San Diego Desert Woodrat, Silvery Legless Lizard,
Orange-throated Whiptail, San Diego Ringneck Snake, Coronado Skink,
San Diego Horned Lizard, Coastal Western Whiptail, Coastal Rosy Boa,
and Northern Red Diamond Rattlesnake.
Indirect impacts: Great Blue Heron, Horned Lark, Western
Bluebird, Barn Owl, Mountain Lion, Mule Deer, and Monarch Butterfly.

Direct and indirect long-term (permanent) impacts to Golden Eagle
habitat due to habitat conversion.

Direct long-term (permanent) impacts to up to 206.9201.9 acres of
potential foraging habitat for the site’s resident and potentially-resident
raptor species, including Golden Eagle, Swainson’s Hawk, Red-
shouldered Hawk, and White-tailed Kite.

Indirect long-term (permanent) impacts to special status species due to
human presence or intrusion into sensitive habitat.

Indirect short-term (temporary) impacts to nesting success of special
status species due to grading and other noise-generating activities.
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2.1.4.2 Impacts to Riparian Habitat or Sensitive Natural Communities

BI-8 Direct long-term (permanent) onsite impacts to sensitive native or
naturalized habitat resulting from construction, grading, or clearing
include 12.6 acres of Southern Mixed Chaparral, 0.8 acres of Chamise
Chaparral, 3.8 acres of Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub, Inland Form, 12.8
acres of Flat-top Buckwheat, 4.6 acres of Coast Live Oak Woodland, 43.7
acres for Project development and 2.2 acres of open space easement
vacation of Engelmann Oak Woodland, 15.3 acres of Mixed Oak
Woodland, 101.5 acres of Non-native Grassland, 7.3 acres of Montane
Meadow, and .25 acre of Riparian Scrub.

BI-9 Project-related future construction, grading, clearing, or other activities
would result in direct long-term (permanent) impacts to jurisdictional
wetlands and/or riparian habitats, as defined by CRWQCB, CDFW, and
the County of San Diego RPO. This would include the limited removal of
vegetation; grading; obstruction or diversion of water flow; placement of
fill; placement of structures; construction of road crossings; placement of
culverts or other underground piping; disturbance of the substratum;
and/or activities that may cause a measurable, adverse change in native
species composition, diversity, and abundance. Hydrophytic areas of the
Non-native Grassland, Montane Meadow, and Riparian Scrub would be
impacted by the Proposed Project qualify as jurisdictional wetland and/or
riparian habitats.

BI-10 Indirect long-term (permanent) impacts due to increased human access
or competition from domestic animals, pests or exotic species to levels
proven to adversely affect sensitive habitats.

2.1.4.3 Impacts to Federal Jurisdictional Wetland and Waterways

BI-11 Project-related future construction, grading, clearing, or other activities
would result in direct long-term (permanent) impacts to federal
jurisdictional wetlands and/or waterways, as defined by ACOE. This
would include the limited removal of vegetation; grading; obstruction or
diversion of water flow; placement of fill; placement of structures;
construction of road crossings; placement of culverts or other
underground piping; disturbance of the substratum; and/or activities that
may cause a measurable, adverse change in native species composition,
diversity, and abundance. The Proposed Project would impact 0.14 acre
of Federal Jurisdictional Wetlands and/or Waterways.

2.14.4 Impacts to Local Policies, Ordinances, Adopted Plans

BI-12 Direct long-term (permanent) impacts to a measurable amount of RPO-
sensitive habitat lands. That is, the Proposed Project would directly
impact 12.6 acres of Southern Mixed Chaparral, 0.8 acres of Chamise
Chaparral, 3.8 acres of Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub, Inland Form, 12.8
acres of Flat-top Buckwheat, 4.6 acres of Coast Live Oak Woodland, 43.7
acres for Project development and 2.2 acres of open space easement
vacation of Engelmann Oak Woodland, 15.3 acres of Mixed Oak
Woodland, 101.5 acres for Project development and 1.3 acres of open
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space easement vacation of Non-native Grassland, 7.3 acres of Montane
Meadow, and 0.25 acre of Riparian Scrub onsite.

Of these habitats, hydrophytic areas of ef-JUthe Non-native Grassland
and Montane Meadow, the Southern Coast Live Oak Riparian Forest, and
the Riparian Scrub qualify as RPO sensitive lands. The upland habitats
(Southern Mixed Chaparral, Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub, Inland Form,
Flat-top Buckwheat, Coastal Sage-Chaparral Scrub, Coast Live Oak
Woodland, Engelmann Oak Woodland, Mixed Oak Woodland, Mixed
Oak/Coniferous/ Bigcone/Coulter, and non-hydrophytic areas of the Non-
native Grassland and Montane Meadow) may also qualify as RPO
“sensitive habitat lands”, because they support unique vegetation
communities and/or the habitats of rare or endangered species or sub-
species of animals or plants, as defined by Section 15380 of the State
CEQA Guidelines, including the area that is necessary to support a viable
population of any of the sensitive species known from this site in
perpetuity, that is critical to the proper functioning of a balanced natural
ecosystem, and/or that serves as part of a functioning wildlife corridor.

BI-13 Direct long-term (permanent) and indirect long-term (permanent) impacts
because the Proposed Project could, without seasonal restrictions, result
in the loss of migratory birds or destruction of active migratory bird nests
and/or eggs as a result of construction-related activities such as brushing,
clearing, and grading of the site.

Bl-14 The Proposed Project would create indirect long-term (permanent)
impacts because the Project Site does support Golden Eagles, and would
result in the loss of some foraging habitat for this species. Additionally,
Project activities could modify eagle behavior, resulting in a ‘take’ as
defined by the Wildlife Agencies.

2.1.5 Mitigation

The following mitigation measures are proposed to mitigate for the listed impacts:

2151 M-BI-1

The 1;209.81,214.8-acre Open Space Easement would preclude future development
or other use of the land within that area and provides the mitigation required for all
biological impacts onsite (M-BI-1 through M-BI-19).

The project open space contains “impact neutral” areas which are part of required
RPO wetland buffers and are not available for use as mitigation for Proposed Project
impacts. All feasible measures necessary to protect and preserve the RPO sensitive
habitat lands shall be required as a condition of permit approval. The mitigation
provides an equal or greater benefit to the affected species, per RPO section 86.604

(f).

A complete breakdown of Proposed Project impacts, mitigation requirements, impact
neutral acreage, and mitigation area provided within the Project open space is
provided as follows:

o Aloss of 12.6 acres of Southern Mixed Chaparral requires 6.3 acres of mitigation
at a ratio of 0.5:1. The Proposed Project protects a total of 104.9 acres in the
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OSE, 26.9 acres of which are impact neutral. The total available for mitigation is
therefore 78.0 acres, which is71.7 acres above the requirement.

A loss of 0.8 acres of Chamise Chaparral requires 0.4 acre of mitigation at a ratio
of 0.5:1. The Proposed Project protects a total of 96.1 acres in the OSE, 12.7
acres of which are impact neutral. The total available for mitigation is therefore
83.4 acres, which is 83 acres above the requirement.

A loss of 3.8 acres of Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub requires 7.6 acres of mitigation
at a ratio of 2:1. The Proposed Project protects a total of 36.8 acres in the OSE,
1.5 acres of which are impact neutral. The total available for mitigation is
therefore 35.3 acres, which is 31.5 acres above the requirement.

A loss of 12.8 acres of Flat-top Buckwheat requires 25.6 acres of mitigation at a
ratio of 2:1. The Proposed Project protects a total of 58.6 acres in the OSE, 6.0
acres of which are impact neutral. The total available for mitigation is therefore
52.6 acres, which is 27.0 acres above the requirement.

A loss of 4.6 acres of Coast Live Oak Woodland requires 13.8 acres of mitigation
at a ratio of 3:1. The Proposed Project provides 171.2 acres in the OSE, 51.8
acres of which are impact neutral. The total available for mitigation is well above
the requirement.

A loss of 43.7 acres for Project development and 2.2 acres of open space
easement vacation of Engelmann Oak Woodland requires a total of 144.3 acres
of mitigation at ratios of 3:1 and 6:1, respectively. The Proposed Project provides
200.1 acres in the OSE, 44.2 acres of which are impact neutral. The total
available for mitigation is well above the requirement.

A loss of 15.3 acres of Mixed Oak Woodland requires 45.9 acres of mitigation at
a ratio of 3:1. The Proposed Project provides 99.7 acres in the OSE, 45.4 acres
of which are impact neutral. The total available for mitigation is well above the
requirement.

A loss of 0.8 acres of Mixed Oak/Coniferous/Bigcone/Coulter requires 2.4 acres
of mitigation at a ratio of 3:1. The Proposed Project provides 7.9 acres in the
OSE, 2.8 acres of which are impact neutral. The total available for mitigation is
well above the requirement.

A loss of 101.5 acres for Project development and 1.3 acres of open space
easement vacation of Non-native Grassland requires 52.1 acres of mitigation at a
ratio of 0.5:1 and 1:1, respectively. The Proposed Project provides 273.0 acres in
the OSE, 13.8 acres of which are impact neutral. The total available for mitigation
is well above the requirement.

A loss of 7.3 acres of Montane Meadow requires 21.9 acres of mitigation at a
ratio of 3:1. The Proposed Project provides 69.0 acres in the OSE, 2.3 acres of
which are impact neutral. The total available for mitigation is well above the
requirement.

A loss of 0.25 acre of Riparian Scrub requires 0.75 acre of mitigation at a ratio of
3:1. The Proposed Project provides 2.96 acres in the OSE. Due to the County’s
No Net Loss policy for wetlands, any impact to wetland habitat such as Riparian
Scrub must be mitigated. Therefore, the 2.96 onsite acres of Riparian Scrub are
considered ‘impact neutral’, and cannot satisfy the requirement for mitigation of
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this impact. The proposed mitigation would be either offsite mitigation in an
approved wetland mitigation bank, or the preparation and implementation of an
approved Wetland Revegetation Plan (provided as Attachment E to the biology
report), in keeping with the no net loss of wetland policy adopted by the County.

2.15.2 M-BI-2

A Resource Management Plan (RMP) to address adequate mitigation for Project
impacts shall be prepared, approved, and implemented as a condition of project ap-
proval. The RMP would contain guidelines for the stewardship, maintenance,
biological monitoring, and overall funding and management of the onsite open space.
The RMP would eliminate future unauthorized intrusion into biologically sensitive
areas through several methods, including fencing, signage, and restrictions to
recreational use of the open space.

The RMP contains provisions to ensure long-term viability of the habitat for County
Group | and Il animals, Group A, B, C, and D Plants, and potentially other sensitive
animals. The plan would specify remediation as necessary, in perpetuity, to maintain
habitat viability.

The project also includes either offsite mitigation for project impacts to Riparian
Habitats or Other Sensitive Natural Communities in approved wetland mitigation
bank in the area that the agencies accept, or the preparation and implementation of
an approved WRP (provided as Attachment E to the biology report). The WRP would
guide the revegetation of degraded and disturbed areas of the site with native
wetland vegetation in order to mitigate for project impacts to jurisdictional wetland
and “waters”. The WRP identifies standards, methodologies, and protocols that have
demonstrated success in past wetland revegetation projects.

2.15.3 M-BI-3

The protections provided by the RMP over the open space areas onsite would
provide protections for raptors (including Golden Eagle, specifically), migratory birds,
and other sensitive bird species’ and their habitats as well. In order to prevent
potential impacts to the nesting success of sensitive animals, site brushing, grading,
and/or the removal of native vegetation within 500 feet of any potential nesting
location shall not take place during the native bird season, defined as from 1 January
through September 1e-31-August each year. This is required in order to ensure
compliance with the federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act and Sections 3505, 3505.5,
and 3513 of the California Fish and Game Code, which prevent the ‘take’ of eggs,
nests, feathers, or other parts of most native bird species. Should it be necessary to
conduct brushing, grading, or other construction activities during the bird breeding
season, a biologist with experience conducting bird breeding surveys will conduct a
preconstruction nesting survey of all areas within 500 feet of the proposed activity
would be required. The results of the survey would be provided in a report to the
Director, Department of Planning and Development Services and the Wildlife
agencies for concurrence with the conclusions and recommendations. If an active
nest is detected, no grading or other construction activity will be allowed within the
500 foot buffer will be allowed until the fledged birds have left the nest. The buffer
distance may be altered in which case a site specific nest protection plan will be
developed. The plan will include detailed methodologies and definitions to enable a
gualified avian biologist to monitor and implement rest-specific buffers based on the
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individual species involved, site conditions, level of human activity, and other activity
in the area.

2154 M-BI-4

The Proposed Project also includes the preparation and implementation of a Wetland
Revegetation Plan (WRP) (attached to the biological analysis). The purpose of the
WRP shall be to guide the revegetation of degraded and disturbed areas of the site
with native wetland vegetation in order to mitigate for project impacts to jurisdictional
wetlands and ‘waters’. The WRP shall identify standards, methodologies, and
protocols that have demonstrated success in past wetland revegetation projects. A
concerted effort to create suitable planting densities, species composition, and other
related factors shall be considered during the design of the WRP.

2155 M-BI-5

A Conservation Grazing Management Plan (CGMP) for the Proposed Project
contains site-specific conservation measures and practices that address multiple
resource concerns on areas where grazing related activities or practices would be
planned and applied. This includes a discussion of climate, water resources,
geology, special physical features, soils, erosion, hydrology, surface water drainage,
and water quality along with grazing capacity, infrastructure, special management
areas and hazards, ecosystem health, special habitats and feature characteristics,
The CGMP identifies predicted effects and desired conditions, including the
consequences of grazing and related management of special resources, non-grazing
(but related) management of special resources, alternative feasible management
scenarios, and timeline of management requirements of special resources affected
by grazing. The Plan discusses sustainability, including integration with the regional
socio-economic systems for long-term viability, and guidelines, incentives, and
contingencies for all operations, Finally, the CGMP defines the monitoring of site
conditions and the planned effects on resources related to grazing, including
monitoring variables, methods, a schedule, evaluation standards and analysis,
adaptation of management actions, and reporting. The CGMP_will be applied if
grazing occurs in the open space area.

2.15.6 M-BI-6

Because the Proposed Project would impact federal jurisdictional wetlands, it would
likely be necessary to obtain certain regulatory agency permits prior to project
development. The applicant is required to consult with ACOE regarding Clean Water
Act Section 404 permits. As part of this process, the ACOE would likely require that
jurisdictional wetland delineation be conducted and that a jurisdictional wetland
delineation report be prepared in order to quantify all Proposed Project impacts to
jurisdictional wetlands.

2157 M-BI-7

The Proposed Project is in compliance with the County’'s RPO requirement that
impacts to RPO wetlands be avoided except under certain extenuating
circumstances (See RPO Section 86.604(a)(5)). Section 2.1.2.5 of this BEIRFEIR
provides the details of those impacts and their analysis. The County also requires
buffers of at least 50-feet to protect all RPO wetlands. The County considers RPO
wetlands and the habitat within RPO wetland buffers to be “impact neutral” and

HOSKINGS RANCH - DEIR




TRS CONSULTANTS

therefore unavailable for use as mitigation for project impacts. Furthermore, where
oak woodland occurs adjacent to an RPO wetland, the County requires that the
wetland buffer be extended outward to include the entirety of the oak habitat (not to
exceed 200 feet in width). Where feasible, the Proposed Project complies with these
requirements.

The Proposed Project’s unavoidable impacts to RPO wetlands would be mitigated for
at a 3-to-1 ratio, with at least 1-to-1 of this ratio consisting of wetlands creation, and
the balance (a 2-to-1 ratio) consisting of wetlands creation and/or enhancement. This
could occur at an off-site County-approved mitigation bank, if available, and/or onsite
via habitat creation, restoration, and/or enhancement within the open space. Any
onsite wetlands creation, restoration, and/or enhancement activities would be subject
to the County approval of a WRP. An RMP would also be prepared and approved as
a condition of Project approval. The RMP would contain guidelines for the
stewardship, maintenance, biological monitoring, and overall funding and
management of the open space, including all areas of conserved RPO wetlands.

The least damaging construction methods would be utilized to construct the RPO
wetland crossing and driveways. Staging areas would be located outside of sensitive
areas, work would not be performed during the avian breeding season, noise
attenuation measures would be included, and hours of operation would be limited so
as to comply with all applicable ordinances and avoid impacts to sensitive resources.
These measures would also be included in the RMP to be prepared as a Condition of
Project Approval. Lastly, as discussed above, all direct impacts to RPO wetlands
would be mitigated for at a 3-to-1 ratio, with no less than 1-to-1 of this total consisting
of wetlands creation.

2.15.8 M-BI-8

The Proposed Project would be required to obtain a HLP from the County of San
Diego. The permit would mitigate agency concerns by providing appropriate
mitigation for all project-related impacts to Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub and related
Scrub habitats. The site supports approximately 150.3 acres of Scrub habitat
(Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub, Inland Form, Flat-top Buckwheat, and Coastal Sage —
Chaparral Scrub), 16.7 acres of which would be impacted by development.

2.1.6 Conclusion

Biological resources were analyzed by a County-qualified biological consultant. The
analysis included review of prior records and reports, field visits, and review of current
mapping. Future development of the Proposed Project Site, as presently proposed,
could result in significant direct and indirect short- and long-term impacts to the following
biological resources: species of special status, riparian resources, federal jurisdictional
wetlands, wildlife movement and nursery sites, and local policies, ordinances, or adopted
plans. Mitigation for these impacts is proposed, as follows: The Proposed Project
proposes a 1;209.81,214.8-acre open space preserve to protect sensitive species,
riparian and jurisdictional wetlands, and nursery sites. The open space design includes
50-foot buffers adjacent to oaks, as well as 50 to 200 foot buffers adjacent to wetland
wherever possible. A CGMP for the Proposed Project is designed to direct ongoing
grazing activities within open space areas. A RMP would be required that would specify
management activities and reporting within the open space. The Grazing Manager and
the Habitat Manager would work in tandem, through the prescriptions provided by their
respective resource management plans, to ensure that grazing activities are harmonious
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with the onsite resources. This mitigation would provide open space protections that
preserve sensitive habitats and manage the open space in perpetuity. Protections
consist of fencing and signage, as needed, to deter intrusions. Professional
management and reporting would be incorporated to ensure that protections remain
effective and that the open space is monitored on an on-going basis.

Direct impacts to sensitive habitats would be mitigated by a program of onsite open
space preservation. Mitigation is provided according to County approved mitigation
ratios, ranging from 0.5 to 3 acres for each acre of project impact. Wetland loss would be
mitigated with either the purchase of credits at an approved mitigation bank, or additional
wetland creation and enhancement onsite which shall be subject to the requirements of
an approved WRP, in keeping with the no net loss of wetland policy adopted by the
County. Construction and related activity would be restricted during the breeding season
of sensitive and migratory birds. The appropriate permits would be obtained from ACOE,
CDFW, or the County of San Diego prior to grading or construction in wetlands, CSS, or
other protected habitats. These would include a Habitat Loss Permit (4d) for impacts to
CSS. Through a program of avoidance and open space protection, permitting, controls
on grading and construction activity, and on-going professional management, the
Proposed Project mitigates its significant impacts to below a level of significance. No
further mitigation is required.
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Existing

Development

OSE

“Impact Neutral”

Impact Vacation Impact
Habitat Acres Acres Acres Acres
Southern Mixed Chaparral | 117.5 | 12.6 ‘ 0.00 | 26.9 |
Chamise Chaparral | 96.9 | 0.8 | 0.00 | 12.7 |
Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub | 40.6 | 3.8 | 0.00 | 15 |
Flat-top Buckwheat | 714 | 12.8 | 0.00 | 6.0 |
Coastal Sage-Chaparral Scrub | 38.3 | 0.00 | 0.00 | 238 |
Coast Live Oak Woodland | 175.8 | 4.6 ‘ 0.00 | 51.8 |
Engelmann Oak Woodland | 246.0 | 45.9 | 2.2 | 44.2 |
Mixed Oak Woodland 115.0 15.3 0.00 45.4
Mixed Oakl/.../Coulter 8.7 0.8 0.00 2.8
Non-native Grassland | 37538 | 102.8 | 13 | 1338 |
Montane Meadow | 763 | 7.3 | 0.00 | 2.3 |
Southern CLO Riparian Forest | 495 | 0.00 | 0.00 | 47.54 |
Open Water | 0.07 | 0.00 | 0.00 | 0.00 |
CVF Marsh/Emergent Wetland | 0.85 | 0.00 ‘ 0.00 | 0.17 |
Riparian Scrub | 3.21 | 0.25 | 0.00 | 2.96 |
Disturbed Wetland 0.07 0.00 0.00 0.00
Urban/Developed Habitat | 0.8 | 0.00 0.00 0.00
Totals (rounded) 1416.8 207.0 35 281.9
( - - Table
Biological Impact Table
2-1-1
CONSULTANTS
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2.2 Cultural Resources

An archaeological survey of the 1,416.5-acre Hoskings Ranch Proposed Project Site was
conducted by Mary Robbins-Wade, who is on the County of San Diego’s list of approved
consultants for the preparation of cultural resource studies. The resulting report, entitled,
Cultural Resources Assessment for the Hoskings Ranch Project, Julian, San Diego County,
California TM 5312RPL3, Log. No. 03-10-005, with a revision date of July 2013, is included
as Appendix C to this BEIRFEIR. The current archaeological assessment is based upon the
work of Professional Archaeology Associates that was done in 2003.

2317221 Existing Conditions

The Proposed Project is bounded by SR 78/79 on the north and large lot residential uses
on the north and east. The Cleveland National Forest extends through the site on the
southwest and west. The western boundaries abut private land holdings within the
Cleveland National Forest.

Archaeological research has pieced together a succession of cultures that have
developed in the San Diego region. The earliest accepted archaeological evidence of
Native Americans in the San Diego area is the culture of San Dieguito people, dating
back to approximately 10,000 years ago. The artifacts associated with this culture
consist primarily of scrapers, scraper planes, choppers, large blades, and large projectile
points. The San Dieguito culture was gradually replaced by the La Jolla culture, hunters
and gatherers with a heavy emphasis on plant and plant seed processing, as evidenced
by abundant manos and metates (grinding tools and sites). The Late Prehistoric period
is represented by the San Luis Rey culture in northern San Diego and the Cuyamaca
culture in the southern portion of the county. The boundary dividing these cultures runs
approximately east to west through Escondido. The southern group, the Yuman-
speaking lipay-Kumeyaay, occupied the region in which the Hoskings Ranch site is
located.

The lipay-Kumeyaay subsistence economy included hunting, fishing and gathering, but
the bulk of their diet was provided by plant foods. Settlements such as permanent
villages and campsites are located in oak woodland valleys and catchment basins in the
coastal zone, the foothills, the Peninsular Range and, to a lesser extent, in the desert
beyond. Resource extraction and processing sites are clustered around the settlements,
with temporary camps and extractive sites located in more distant areas. Seasonal
movements within a communally-owned village territory were practiced; these
movements were directly related to the changing availability of critical resources.

Spanish contact began with the Cabrillo expedition in 1542 which explored portions of
the coast and the Channel Islands to the north. At the time of European contact,
ancestors of the modern-day Kumeyaay Indians occupied an area that presently
includes southern San Diego County, the southern two-thirds of Imperial County, and
northern Baja California.

Between the 1860s and the early 1900s, successive waves of pioneers moved into more
remote areas of the county in search of land and minerals. The discovery of gold in the
Julian area during this period led to the historic settlement of San Diego’s mountainous
east county. The development of Julian and the surrounding areas closely followed this
mining town development.

This brief history illustrates the rather high potential for finding cultural resources on the
Proposed Project Site. Records searches for the area revealed approximately 150
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potential pre-historic and historic archaeological sites of significance within a mile of the
site. Most of the archaeological sites include bedrock milling features with and without
artifacts. The historic archaeological resources include remnants of homesteads and
ranches, as well as bridge and road foundations, feed troughs, and corrals.

The Proposed Project Site has been a cattle ranch since the 1880s, when the land was
first homesteaded, and only ceased to be used for cattle within recent years.

21712211 Regulatory Framework

A number of criteria are used in demonstrating resource importance. Specifically,
criteria outlined in the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the Resource
Protection Ordinance (RPO), and the San Diego County Local Register provide the
guidance for making such a determination.

CEQA section 15064.5a provides criteria for determining that a resource is a
historically significant resource. CEQA section 15064.5b defines the determination of
‘substantial adverse change’ to a resource which engenders impacts. Section
15064.5c of CEQA applies to effects on archaeological sites and contains additional
provisions regarding archaeological sites. Sections 15064.5 (d) and (e) contain
additional provisions regarding human remains as well as Native American human
remains. The San Diego County Local Register of Historical Resources provides
criteria for resources assessed for local importance, as opposed to statewide or
regional importance.

The San Diego County RPO provides its own definitions for “Significant Prehistoric or
Historic Sites.”

Section 1.3, “Applicable Regulations,” of the Cultural Resources report for the
Proposed Project provides further details about these regulations.

21.82.2.2 Analysis of Project Effects and Determination as to Significance

The studies included record searches, field visits, and limited site testing. Previous
studies of the site were supplemented with a review of historic maps and photographs.

Forty-five historic and archaeological resources were identified on the Hoskings Ranch
site. Thirty-three sites are recorded as prehistoric (pre-contact) Native-American sites,
seven are historic period resources, and five sites include both historic and prehistoric
material. The historic resources include remnants of homesteads and ranches, as well
as bridge and road foundations and water troughs.

In addition, several ranching features within the Proposed Project area have been
recorded as a non-contiguous historic district (P-37-031748).

Analysis of Proposed Project effects relates to significance according to sets of criteria
from both the RPO and CEQA. RPO significance is a higher level of significance than
that which is recognized under CEQA. This includes sites or districts that are eligible for
or listed on the National Register of Historic Places (not just the California Register of
Historical Resources); locally or regionally unique cultural resources with a significant
volume and range of data and material; traditional cultural properties; sites of ritual,
ceremonial, or sacred value to an ethnic group; sites containing human remains. See
pages 24 through 31 of the cultural resources assessment for the full list of criteria for
each.
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21812.2.2.1 Historical Resources
Guidelines for the Determination of Significance

The guidelines for the Proposed Project were derived from the County of San Diego
Guidelines for Determining Significance, Cultural Resources: Archaeological and
Historic Resources. The Proposed Project would have a significant impact on historic
resources if it:

1. Causes a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical
resource as defined in Section 15064.5 of the State CEQA Guidelines.

2. Proposes activities or uses damaging to, and fails to preserve, significant
historical cultural resources as defined by the Resource Protection
Ordinance.

Analysis

Guideline 1: The project causes a substantial adverse change in the significance of
an historical resource as defined in Section 15064.5 of the State CEQA Guidelines.

Seven sites within the Proposed Project area have been recorded as historic period
resources. See Table 2-2-1, “Historical Resources (CEQA),” at the end of this
chapter for the list of resources.

CA-SDI-16,852H and CA-SDI-16,871H were recorded and documented and their
remaining cultural value is not significance. P-37-025435, the car body, is not
significant due to its lack of association with other sites or records. CA-SDI-16,853H,
CA-SDI-16,345H, P-37-025402, and P-37-030448 will be located in open space and
will not be directly or indirectly impacted by the project.

_The Hoskings Ranch Rural Landscape District (P-37-031748) is proposed to
recognize the importance of historic ranching features on the site and to provide for
review of future actions by the Historic Site Board. The resource is made up of two
pioneer farmstead archaeological sites (CA-SDI-7098/H and CA-SDI-16,881H), two
ranching water development sites (CA-SDI-16,863H and CA-SDI-19,345H), one
ranching erosion control site (P-37-030448), and a wooden cattle corral (P-37-
125402). These features reflect human modification of the landscape, and can be
linked thematically to specific processes in the evolution of the property to create a
unified whole that provides an increased understanding of the region’s history. The
two house sites represent the pioneer settlement of San Diego County’s backcountry
during the late 19th century, while the other features represent the property’s
development and use as a cattle ranch.

mpacts—are-not-significant—Heowever,B-brushing and grading activities associated
with the construction of the Proposed Project could result in the discovery of
previously unrecorded, potentially significant historical resources. Impacts to such
cultural resources would be significant (Impact CR-1). Therefore, Guideline 1 is
exceeded and mitigation is required.

Guideline 2: Proposes activities or uses damaging to, and fails to preserve,
significant historical cultural resources as defined by the Resource Protection
Ordinance.
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See Table 2-2-2, “Historical Resources (RPO),” at the end of this chapter for a list of
RPO-significant resources on the subject property.

The significant historic resources placed in open space protection (see table) would
not receive direct, long-term impacts from implementation of the Proposed Project.
However, brushing and grading activities associated with the construction of the
Proposed Project could result in the discovery of previously unrecorded, potentially
significant historical resources. Impacts to such cultural resources would be
significant (Impact CR-2). Therefore, Guideline 2 is exceeded and mitigation is
required.

2:4.8.22.2.2.2 Archaeological Resources
Guidelines for the Determination of Impact Significance

The Proposed Project would have a significant impact on archaeological resources if
it:
1. Causes a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological
resource as defined in Section 15064.5 of the State CEQA Guidelines.

2. Proposes activities or uses damaging to, and fails to preserve, significant
cultural resources as defined by the Resource Protection Ordinance.

3. Disturbs any human remains, including those interred outside of formal
cemeteries.

Analysis

The survey identified 33 prehistoric sites, and five sites that contain both historic and
prehistoric elements. Thirty-four of these sites were either determined to be
significant or are assumed significant in the absence of testing.

Guideline 1: The project causes a substantial adverse change in the significance of
an archaeological resource as defined in Section 15064.5 of the State CEQA
Guidelines.

Five sites within the Proposed Project area contain historic and prehistoric
archaeological elements, as listed in Table 2-2-3, “Historical/Archaeological
Resources (CEQA),” at the end of this chapter.

These historical/archaeological sites would be placed in open space and would not
receive direct or indirect long-term impacts from the Proposed Project. However,
brushing and grading activities associated with the construction of the Proposed
Project could result in the discovery of previously unrecorded archaeological
resources. Impacts to such cultural resources would be significant (Impact CR-3).
Therefore, Guideline 1 is exceeded and mitigation is required.

CA-SDI-16,881 contains important information potential that is being lost as the site
erodes away from exposure to the elements (Impact CR-4). Mitigation would be
required.

Thirty-three prehistoric Native American archaeological sites have been identified
within the Proposed Project area, as shown in Table 2-2-4, “Archaeological
Resources (CEQA),” at the end of this chapter.

Impacts to the following sites have been reduced to a level below significant through
their documentation and recordation (and testing if applicable): CA-SDI-7110, CA-
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SDI-16,865, CA-SDI-16,873, CA-SDI-17,057. As such, these sites are unlikely to
yield further information important to understanding the prehistoric occupation of the
Proposed Project area.

Because these sites have been documented and recorded, they are determined to
not be significant, Guideline 1 is not exceeded, impacts are not significant, and no
mitigation is required.

Guideline 2: The project proposes activities or uses damaging to, and fails to
preserve, significant cultural resources as defined by the Resource Protection
Ordinance.

All of the historic/archaeological as well as archaeological-only resources listed
under Guideline 1, above, are assumed RPO-significant in the absence of testing;
four of these (CA-SDI-7098H, CA-SDI-16,854, CA-SDI-16,881H, and CA-SDI-
16,863H) assume significance from being part of a historic ranching district. All of
these resources are located in open space protection. However, brushing and
grading activities associated with the construction of the Proposed Project could
result in the discovery of previously unrecorded historical/archaeological or
archaeological resources. Impacts to such cultural resources would be significant
(Impact CR-5). Therefore, Guideline 1 is exceeded and mitigation is required.

Guideline 3: Disturbs any human remains, including those interred outside of formal
cemeteries

None of the cultural resources identified on the Proposed Project Site contain human
remains and therefore no impacts to human remains would result from the Proposed
Project. However, brushing and grading activities associated with the construction of
the Proposed Project could result in the discovery of previously unrecorded,
potentially significant human remains. Impacts to such cultural resources would be
significant. (Impact CR-6). Guideline 3 is exceeded and mitigation is required.

24.92.2.3 Cumulative Impact Analysis

According to CEQA, the importance of cultural resources comes from the research value
and the information that they contain. Therefore, the issue that must be explored in a
cumulative analysis is the cumulative loss of information. For sites considered less than
significant, there is no information, or the information is preserved through recordation,
test excavations, and preservation of artifacts. Significant sites that are placed in
protected open space easements avoid direct impacts to these cultural resources as well
as preservation of their potential research data. Significant sites that are not placed
within open space easements and which are directly impacted by the Proposed Project
preserve the information through recordation, test excavations, and data recovery
programs that would be presented in reports and filed with the County and SCIC.

Based on the current study, 45 historic and archaeological resources have been
identified within the Proposed Project area. Thirty-three sites are recorded as prehistoric
(pre-contact) Native-American sites, seven are historic period resources, and five sites
include both historic and prehistoric material.

Four archaeological sites, through documentation and recordation, have been reduced
to a level of no significance (CA-SDI-7110, CA-SDI-16,865, CA-SDI-16,873, and CA-
SDI-17,057). One of these (CA-SDI-16,865) would be impacted by the Proposed Project.
No mitigation would be required and impacts would not contribute to a cumulative effect.
The three remaining archaeological resources are located within the open space.
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One resource, CA-SDI-16,871, was found to not meet the criteria for listing in the
California Register of Historical Resources through documentation and recordation.

The remaining 40 resources located onsite are RPO-significant. Two historic resources,
CA-SDI-7105/7106 and CA-SDI-16,881/H, were determined to be RPO-significant by the
archaeologist. The remaining 38 resources are assumed to be RPO-significant in the
absence of testing. The majority of these are placed in open space protection, but
possible effects from grading activities create the need for mitigation. One historic
resource, P-37-030448, is not located within open space protection. Impacts are
considered significant, as this site is an element of the significant historic ranching
district (P-37-031748), and mitigation is required.

The Proposed Project’s potentially significant impacts to cultural resources would be
reduced below a level of significance by archaeological monitoring by a County-
approved archaeologist and a Native American monitor during grading. Similarly,
impacts to any undiscovered or buried potentially significant cultural resources located
within the Proposed Project’s boundaries would be reduced below a level of significance
by similar measures. Thus, all archaeological impacts from the Proposed Project, when
reviewed with related cumulative projects in the area, do not contribute to a cumulatively
significant impact.

The Proposed Project is located in the west-facing slopes of the Volcan Mountains in the
Julian Planning area. The cumulative study area encompasses an approximate one-mile
radius to the east and west along this mountain range to incorporate areas of possible
prehistoric occupancy. Case file research at the County of San Diego based on this
cumulative study area was conducted to determine cumulative impacts. The results of
that research are shown in Table 1-1 of the BEIRFEIR. Impacts are noted in the right
hand column. The table indicates that oOf the 90 projects reviewed, five have the
potential to impact cultural resources. _No other projects were noted in the County of
San Diego data base as having impacts to archaeology. TPM 20863 has been
withdrawn. MUP 72-460-72, a Girls Scout Camp, had impacts to archaeology that were
mitigated with open space preservation. SP 03-015, the Leroux residence in downtown
Julian, was studied but did not have significant impacts. MUP 77-113, the Julian sewer
plant, was studied but had no impacts to archaeology. MUP 97-005, Red Horse Winery,
had the potential to impact archaeology, but a Negative Declaration was issued. The
Proposed Project itself has the potential to impact one resource, as mentioned above.
Mitigation is proposed to reduce this impact to below significance. Ceuntyrecords forthe
OO0 _prole AMAara ravievwaon No-_other nrole A a¥a

Cultural impacts have been avoided to the greatest extent possible in the region,
evidenced by the small number of past, present, or anticipated projects in the 90 project
study list that have cultural resource impacts._Projects fully mitigate their impacts or use
the project design to avoid impact altogether. -Future development in the cumulative
study area would be subject to similar analysis and mitigation requirements pursuant to
CEQA and RPO. Based on the compliance of the Proposed Project and related projects
within the cultural resources cumulative study area with CEQA and RPO, and
implementation of the project monitoring measures, the Proposed Project would not
result in a significant contribution to cumulative impacts for the issue of cultural
resources and impacts would be less than significant.
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21.102.2.4  Significance of Impact Prior to Mitigation

The following is a brief summary of all direct and indirect impacts which were determined
to be significant by the analysis provided in the Cultural Resources Assessment
(Appendix C).

21.10.12.2.4.1  Impacts to Historical Resources

CR-1 Historic resources, as defined in Section 15064.5 of the State CEQA
Guidelines, located within open space would not suffer direct impacts
from the Proposed Project. However, brushing and grading activities
associated with the construction of the Proposed Project could result in
the discovery of previously unrecorded, potentially significant historical
resources. Impacts to such cultural resources are significant. Mitigation is
required.

CR-2 RPO-significant resources located in areas that are proposed for open
space protection. However, brushing and grading activities associated
with the construction of the Proposed Project could result in the discovery
of previously unrecorded, potentially RPO-significant resources. Impacts
to such cultural resources would be significant.

2.1.10.22.2.4.2 Impacts to Archaeological Resources

CR-3 Historical/archaeological sites located in areas that are proposed for open
space would not receive direct or indirect long-term impacts from the
Proposed Project. However, brushing and grading activities associated
with the construction of the Proposed Project could result in the discovery
of previously unrecorded historical/archaeological resources. Impacts to
such cultural resources would be significant.

CR-4 CA-SDI-16,881 is a historic trash deposit that contains important
information potential that is being lost as the site erodes away from
exposure to the elements.

CR-5 All of the study’s historical/archaeological and archaeological resources
are assumed to be RPO-significant in the absence of testing; a few also
assume significance in association with a historic ranching district. These
resources are all located in areas proposed for open space protection and
would not receive long-term direct and indirect impacts from the Proposed
Project. However, brushing and grading activities associated with the
construction of the Proposed Project could result in the discovery of
previously unrecorded, potentially RPO-significant archaeological
resources. Impacts to such cultural resources would be significant.

CR-6 None of the cultural resources identified on the Proposed Project Site
contain human remains. However, brushing and grading activities
associated with the construction of the Proposed Project could result in
the discovery of previously unrecorded, potentially significant human
remains. Impacts to such cultural resources would be significant.
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24412.2.5  Mitigation

23441142251  M-CR-1, M-CR-2, M-CR-3, M-CR-5, M-CR-6

A monitoring program would be implemented for any grading or other ground-
disturbing activity. The monitoring program would be required not only for ground-
disturbing activities as part of the Tentative Map, but also any development that
occurs subsequent to approval of the TM. The monitoring and data recovery program
must be provided to the satisfaction of the Director of Planning and Development
Services, and must include monitoring by a County-approved archaeologist and a
Native American monitor. Appendix C provides details about the requirements of the
monitoring program which address data discovery, recovery, and documentation;
notes to the Grading Plan; and necessary sign-offs and documentation proving
adherence to the program.

The archaeological consultant, County staff, and Native American representatives
will work together to determine the disposition of any Native American cultural
material collected, determining if some material would be repatriated rather than
curated, taking into account the definitions under NAGPRA. Historic era cultural
material collected would be curated.

Additionally, a temporary fencing and signage plan would be implemented along the
perimeter of the open space during periods of construction activity to ensure that
workers and equipment do not inadvertently encroach into the open space and onto
any of the archaeological sites.

The monitoring program and the fencing and signage plan designed for the
Proposed Project as described above would effectively mitigate all impacts to below
a level of significance because they would deter intrusions into protected areas. No
further mitigation would be required.

244122252 M-CR-24

Although the Proposed Project is not directly responsible for the eroding condition of
CA-SDI-16,881/H, mitigation for this impact would be a condition of project approval.
A data-recovery excavation would be conducted to collect a sample of cultural
material. This material would be cataloged and analyzed, and a report would be
prepared to detail the methods and results of the data-recovery program.

2112226 Conclusion

For the current study, a County-approved archaeological firm reviewed previous surveys
and assessment reports, conducted site visits and limited testing, and updated the
archaeological report for the Proposed Project.

Forty-five historic and archaeological resources were identified within the Proposed
Project area. Thirty-three of these sites were recorded as prehistoric (pre-contact)
Native-American sites, seven are historic period resources, and five sites include both
historic and prehistoric material.

Impacts could occur during grading activities because additional resources may be
uncovered. To avoid impacts to known and as-yet-undiscovered cultural resources
during grading activities, an archaeological ander Native American monitor is required to
conduct archaeologicalgrading monitoring to ensure no additional resource areas are
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damaged. Temporary fencing and signage would be installed to deter inadvertent
intrusions to the open space by construction workers or equipment.

In the long-term, open space is an effective design feature because resources would be
retained in an undisturbed state in a protected area.

Impacts to cultural resources are not significant because the project has avoided
resources, fully mitigated impacts, and has provided open space protections for
resources. One resource, CA-SDI-16,881/H, is eroding naturally, and would continue to
do so after Project implementation. The Proposed Project would be required to
implement a data recovery program which would mitigate for all impacts to this resource.
Monitoring would ensure that unknown cultural resources would be adequately
documented, and curated or repatriated if necessary, because monitors would halt
grading and evaluate resources, if any are found.

Cumulative impacts are not significant because the Proposed Project and other
cumulative projects have avoided or preserved resources on their sites. Impacts are
mitigated to below a level of significance.
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Historical Resources (CEQA)

CA-SDI-
16,852H882H

; ot . I hfor bricks: i€
ebservedSchool site

CA-SDI-16,853H

Scatter of sun-purpled glass and porcelain

CA-SDI-16,871H

Mining pit, possibly looking for gold.

CA-SDI-19,345H

Three water troughs, rock wall to stabilize pad

P-37-025402 Starr Corral; unique construction from railroad boxcars
P-37-025435 Partial car body and association parts

Historic water control features (rock walls) in main drainage
P-37-030448 and two minor cuts feeding the main drainage; connects with

well at CA-SDI-16,863/H

§
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Historical Resources (RPO)

Resource #

Status of significance

Placed in Open Space

CA-SDI-16,853H

Assumed significant in the absence
of testing.

Yes

CA-SDI-19,345H

Not individually significant, but
part of a significant historic
ranching district.

Yes

P-37-025402

Determined to be significant; also
part of significant historic ranching
district.

Yes

P-37-030448

Determined to be significant; also
part of significant historic ranching

district.

No

f
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Historical Resources (RPO)

Table
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Historical/Archaeological Resources (CEQA)

Bedrock Milling Features (BMF) with ground stone, flaked stone,
CA-SDI-7098H Tizon Brown Ware, and historic components of the McCain
Residence homesite.

This site includes a well at a natural spring and is part of the ranching
CA-SDI-16,863/H | features that are proposed as noncontiguous historic district, which
would make them significant resources as defined by CEQA.

BRMs and lithic scatter. Historic component: Late 19th century/early
CA-SDI-16,881/H | 20th century homestead site with landscape features, foundation,
wall, trash dump, and scattered historic artifacts.

Small lithic and pottery scatter. Historic component: site of early

CA-SDI-16,882/H 20th century Orinoco School.

CA-SDI-19,344 BRMs with flakes, amethyst glass.

f

Table

Historical/Archaeological Resources (CEQA) 2.9.3
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Archaeological Resources (CEQA)

This is a large habitation site with a range of artifact types. The historical aspect of

CA-SDI-7102 this site meets the criteria of CEQA and is eligible for listing in the California
Register of Historical Resources.

CA-SDI-7103 BRMs along Orinoco Creek; flakes found at one feature.

CA-SDI-7104 BRMs; no artifacts observed.

CA-SDI-7105/7106 BRMs

CA-SDI-7109 Thisa Iarge_ hapi-tation sijce._ Thg historica_ll aspect of_this site _rnee'Fs the criteria of
CEQA and is eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources.

CA-SDI-7110 Isolated scraper.

CA-SDI-16,851 BRMs with flake and Tizon Brown Ware.

CA-SDI-16,854 BRMs with ground stone, flakes, and hammerstones.

CA-SDI-16,855/ CA-
SDI-16,856/ CA-SDI-
16,857

BRMs with ground stone, flaked stone (including obsidian), Tizon Brown Ware,
historics.

CA-SDI-16,858 BRMs with a mano.

CA-SDI-16,859 BRMs with a flake.

CA-SDI-16,860 BRMs, no artifacts observed.

CA-SDI-16,861 BRMs with flakes

CA-SDI-16,862 BRMs with a flake.

CA-SDI-16,864 MRMs with mano and Tizon Brown Ware.

CA-SDI-16,865 BRM with a flake.

CA-SDI-16,866 BRMs with a flake and Tizon Brown Ware.

CA-SDI-16,867 BRMs with no artifacts observed.

CA-SDI-16,868 BRMs with Tizon Flat Ware.

CA-SDI-16,869 BRM with no artifacts observed.

CA-SDI-16,870 BRMs with manos, flakes, and Tizon Brown Ware.

CA-SDI-16,872 BRMs with no artifacts observed.

CA-SDI-16,873 BRM with a flake.

CA-SDI-16,874 BRMs with no artifacts observed.

CA-SDI-16,875 BRMs with manos and Tizon Brown Ware.

gél'i%l:g%sm/ CA- Lithic scatters and BRMs.

CA-SDI-16.878 Habitation debris, including_fla_ked stone, Desert Side-Notched point, Tizon Brown
' Ware, Colorado Buff Ware, incised fired clay whale effigy.

CA-SDI-16,879 BRMs with no artifacts observed.

CA-SDI-16,880 BRM with Tizon Brown Ware.

CA-SDI-17,057 BRM with no artifacts observed.

CA-SDI-19,342 BRMs with flakes.

CA-SDI-19,343 BRMs with no artifacts observed.

CA-SDI-19,346 BRMs with no artifacts observed.
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2.22.3 Traffic

Traffic impact analysis was conducted by Arnold Torma of KOA Corporation, who is on the
County-approved consultants list for the preparation of traffic analyses. The resulting report,
entitled Hoskings Ranch Traffic Impact Study TM5312, dated September 2012, is included
as Appendix D of the BEIRFEIR. A memo updating agricultural traffic numbers was provided
on November 14, 2014 and in included at Appendix H of that study.

2242.3.1 Existing Conditions

The Proposed Project proposes the division of 1,416.5 acres into 24 agricultural lots
ranging in size from 40.10 to 196.02 gross acres each and is located in the Julian
Community Planning Area. The major roadways in the area are State Route 78/79 (SR
78/79) and Pine Hills Road. Hoskings Ranch Road and Daley Flat Road, private roads,
also serve the site. Figure 2-3-1, “Existing Circulation Network,” illustrates the local and
regional circulation network near the Proposed Project Site.

The Proposed Project’'s frontage roads are: SR-78/79 and Pine Hills Road. Hoskings
Ranch Road is an existing offsite road that was part of the analysis. Hoskings Ranch
Road/Daley Flat Road and Orinoco Road are existing onsite private roads that were
included in the analysis. The Proposed Project proposes four new private roads within its
boundaries: Tenaya Road, Ute Peak Lane, Bear Run Lane, and Deer Run Lane.

The Proposed Project would take access to local roads via Hoskings Ranch Road onto
SR-78/79 and onto Pine Hills Road via Tenaya Road.

SR 78/79 is a two-lane road with a posted speed limit of 55 mph. It has a Level of
Service (LOS) E capacity of 16,200 Average Daily Trips (ADT), and currently carries
3,672 ADT east of Pine Hills Road. It was found to function at LOS B.

Pine Hills Road is a two-lane County-maintained road with an unposted speed limit of 55
miles per hour (mph). This road has an LOS E capacity of 16,200 ADT, and currently
carries 1,651 ADT south of SR 78/79. It was found to function at LOS A.

Hoskings Ranch Road and Daley Flat Road are paved private roads. Hoskings Ranch
Road at SR 78/79 is currently gated and has a phone box and key pad mechanism to
provide access to residents and visitors. Levels of Service are not applicable to
Hoskings Ranch Road and Daley Flat Road since their primary purpose is to serve
abutting properties and not to carry through traffic.

Peak-hour intersection performance measures the length of delays at intersections when
they are experiencing the highest volume of use. The three intersections with public
roads closest to the Proposed Project are Hoskings Ranch Road/SR 78/79, Pine Hills
Road/SR 78/79, and Pine Hills Road/Tenaya Road. All intersections currently operate at
a LOS B or better.

224142311 Regulatory Framework

The study methodology and analysis for transportation is based on the County of
San Diego Report Format and Content Requirements (Transportation and Traffic)
and the County of San Diego Guidelines for Determining Significance
(Transportation and Traffic).

The guidelines are used to determine the Proposed Project’'s conformance with the
County of San Diego Public Road Standards, the San Diego County Standards for
Private Streets Standards, and County of San Diego Public Facility Element policies
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and evaluate whether a project’'s impacts are perceptible to the average driver. The
issues under analysis are Level of Service (LOS) for road segments and

intersections, and sight-distance.

2222.3.2 Analysis of Project Effects and Determination as to Significance

The traffic impact analysis is based on the County of San Diego, Report Format &
Content Requirements: Transportation and Traffic and the County of San Diego,
Guidelines for the Determination of Significance: Transportation and Traffic, dated
February 2010.

County of San Diego daily traffic volume standards were used for the analysis of
roadway segments. The Highway Capacity Manual analysis method was used for
evaluating unsignalized intersections. Traffic count data was obtained from counts
conducted in February 2010 and January 2011.

22212321 Project Trip Generation

Trip generation is a measure or forecast of the number of trips that begin or end at
the Proposed Project Site. All or part of these trips would result in traffic increases on
the streets where they occur. The traffic generated is a function of the extent and
type of development proposed for the site. The Proposed Project proposes
agricultural activity which may result in 24 residences. Both activities would generate
ADT.

Table 2-3-1 summarizes the trips generated by the Proposed Project:

Table 2-3-1. Project Trip Generation

Daily | AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Rate/T
Land Use Intensity Units rips Total | In Out | Total | In Out
Estate 24 Dwellin Rate 12 8% 30% | 70% | 10% 70% 30%
Residential 9 Trips 288 23 7 16 29 20 9
. Rate 2 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Agriculture 495 Acre Trips 990 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total 1278 | 23 7 16 29 20 9

Note: Numbers may not total due to rounding

As shown, a project of 24 residences would add 336-288 ADT to the circulation network,
with 27-23 trips occurring during the AM peak hour, and 34-29 trips occurring during the PM
peak hour._No peak hour agricultural traffic is anticipated as these activities take place at
random times of the day and are not linked to rush hour traffic.

2-44

22:222.3.2.2 Project Trip Distribution

Trip distribution identified the probable destinations, directions, or traffic routes that
project-related traffic would likely affect. In this case, the Proposed Project trip
distribution was estimated from observed traffic patterns and considerations of
surrounding land uses. Figure 2-3-2, “Project Trip Distribution,” shows the Proposed
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Project trip generation. As shown, it is expected that 63-54 percent of traffic would
use the Hoskings Ranch Road/Daley Flat Road exit, and 3747 percent would use
the Tenaya/Pine Hills Rroad exit or their direct access onto Pine Hills Road, with 75
65 percent of traffic ultimately driving toward Ramona, 22-30 percent toward Julian,
and feurfive percent toward the Pine Hills community.

22232.3.2.3 Road Segment Analysis

The Existing Plus Project scenario reflects traffic volumes when expected Proposed
Project traffic is added to existing traffic volumes. Table 2-3-2, “Existing Plus Project
Roadway Segment Conditions,” summarizes the existing roadway segments both
with and without the Proposed Project.

Guidelines for the Determination of Significance

The Proposed Project would have a significant impact on road segments if:

e It would increase traffic by 200 ADT on an LOS E roadway, or if it would
increase traffic by 100 ADT on an LOS F roadway.

Analysis

Guideline 1: The project would have a significant effect on road segments if it would
increase traffic by 200 ADT on an LOS E roadway, or if it would increase traffic by
100 ADT on an LOS F roadway.

The results of the analysis are shown in Table 2-3-2. With the addition of Proposed
Project traffic to existing traffic levels, roadway segments operate at LOS C or better
both with or without the Proposed Project. Guideline 1 is not exceeded and impacts
are not significant. Mitigation is not required.

22242.3.2.4 Peak Hour Intersection Performance Analysis

Guidelines for the Determination of Significance

The Proposed Project would have a significant effect on intersections if:

e |t exceeds specific thresholds on either an LOS E or an LOS F roadway. The
specific thresholds for signalized and unsignalized intersections are:

Table 2-3-3 Allowable Increase of Congested Intersections

Intersection LOS Signalized Unsignalized
LOS E Delay of 2 seconds 20 peak hour trips on a critical
movement
LOS F Delay of 1 second or 5 peak hour 5 peak hour trips on a critical
trips on a critical movement movement
Analysis

Guideline 2: The project would have a significant effect on intersections if it exceeds
specific thresholds on either an LOS E or an LOS F roadway.

The results of the analysis are shown in Table 2-3-4, “Existing Plus Project
Intersection Conditions.” All intersections operate at LOS B or better in both the
morning and evening peak hours with or without the Proposed Project. Traffic is not
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directed to roadways operating at either LOS E or F. Guideline 2 is not exceeded
and impacts are not significant. Mitigation is not required.
22252.3.2.5 Hazards Due to an Existing Transportation Design Feature

Increased traffic generated or redistributed by a proposed project may cause a
significant traffic operational impact to an existing transportation design feature and
could result in potential hazards.

Guidelines for the Determination of Significance

The Proposed Project would have a significant effect if:

e Design features/physical configurations of access roads may adversely affect
the safe movement of all users along the roadway.

e The percentage or magnitude of increased traffic on the road due to the
proposed project may affect the safety of the roadway.

¢ The physical conditions of the project site and surrounding area, such as
curves, slopes, walls, landscaping or other barriers, may result in conflicts
with other users or stationary objects.

e It does not conform with existing and proposed roads to the requirements of
the private or public road standards, as possible.

Analysis

Guideline 1: The project would have a significant traffic operational impact to an
existing transportation design feature and result in potential hazards if its design
features/physical configurations of access roads adversely impact the safe
movement of all users along the roadway.

Guideline 3: The project would have a significant traffic operational impact to an
existing transportation design feature and result in potential hazards if the physical
conditions of the project site and surrounding area, such as curves, slopes, walls,
landscaping or other barriers, may result in conflicts with other users or stationary
objects.

The San Diego County Standards for Private Roads defers to the American
Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTQO) standards for
stopping sight distance requirements. The standards used in this analysis were
obtained from AASHTO’s A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets
(2004).

The Proposed Project would take access to local roads via Hoskings Ranch Road
onto SR78/79 and onto Pine Hills Road via Tenaya Road, which is currently not built.
The analysis encompasses these two access points, as well as a third intersection of
SR-78/79 and Pine Hills Road.

Sight distance is the continuous length of roadway visible to the driver sufficient
enough to assess an oncoming vehicle to avoid collision and perform a maneuver
without requiring through traffic to radically alter their speed. A speed survey was
conducted for vehicles traveling northbound/southbound on Pine Hills Road and
vehicles traveling eastbound/westbound on SR-78/79 at the Proposed Project
access intersections; the analysis can be found in Appendix F of the traffic study. It
was determined that the operational speed on Pine Hills Road at the Proposed
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Project entry is 48 mph for northbound traffic and 47 mph for southbound traffic. For
SR 78/79 at Hoskings Ranch road, the operating speed is 58 mph for both
eastbound and westbound traffic. According to the County of San Diego Public Road
Standards, the minimum intersection sight distance for 47, 48 and 58 mph are 470
feet, 480 feet and 580 feet, respectively. According to AASHTO, the minimum
intersection sight distance for 43, 44 and 58 mph are 520 feet, 530 feet and 640 feet,
respectively.

Table 2-3-5, “Existing Configuration Sight Distance Summary,” summarizes the
results of the sight-distance analysis for the Proposed Project access points, which
are discussed below.

Corner Sight Distance

All movements have adequate corner sight distance except for:
1. Leftturn from Pine Hills Road onto SR-78/79 (Movement “B slows for A”)

2. Right turn from Tenaya Road onto Pine Hills Road (Movement “C slows for
AH)

ue; H H ”
1 1

From the Pine Hills Road looking right (Movement “B slows for A”), a distance of 580
feet of unobstructed visibility is required; the Proposed Project currently has 535 feet
available. The sight distance is potentially restricted by the existing embankment on
the south side of the horizontal curve in the road, as shown in the aerial photograph
that is included in Figure 2-3-3, “Sight Distance Constraints.”. This may be
acceptable because stopping sight distance is adequate for this maneuver.
Hewever,A-adequate corner sight distance is potentially restricted by ean-be-metif
the trees on the south side of the horizontal curve. -were-trimmed-erremeoved-This
would be-required-as a design consideration for the Proposed Project, and would
reduce all impacts to not significant.

From the Tenaya Road looking left (Movement “C slows for A”), a distance of 430
feet of unobstructed visibility is required; the Proposed Project currently has 400 feet
available. The sight distance is potentially restricted by trees on the west side of the
horizontal curve in the road. However, adequate corner sight distance can be met if
the trees on the west side of Pine Hills Road on/adjacent to the applicant’s property
were trimmed or removed, allowing for corner sight distance to increase to 745 feet.
This would be required as a design consideration for the Proposed Project, and
would reduce all impacts to not significant.

Figure 2-3-3, “Sight Distance Constraints,” further analyzed these intersections by
locating a spotter at the appropriate sight distance from the intersection. The graphic
shows the spotter's orange vest is visible from all approaches, indicating that
adequate sight distance exists. While there are no major obstructions, to maintain a
conservative analysis, any vegetation that obstructs sight distance would be
removed .

Stopping Sight Distance

All movements were determined to have adequate stopping sight distance.

Because the listed design considerations would reduce impacts to less than
significant for corner sight distance, and because stopping sight-distance
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requirements are met, guidelines 1 and 3 are not exceeded. No mitigation is
required.

Guideline 2: The project would have a significant traffic operational impact to an
existing transportation design feature and result in potential hazards if the
percentage or magnitude of increased traffic on the road due to the proposed project
may affect the safety of the roadway.

The Proposed Project’s increased traffic on the road would not affect the safety of
the roadway because the roadway would continue to function at a LOS A. Guideline
2 is not exceeded and impacts are not significant. Mitigation is not required.

Guideline 4: The project would have a significant effect to an existing transportation
design feature and result in potential hazards if it does not conform to existing and
proposed roads to the requirements of the private or public road standards.

The Proposed Project roads would be built to private road standards. Guideline 4 is
not exceeded and impacts are not significant. Mitigation is not required.
22.2.62.3.2.6 Hazards to Pedestrians or Bicyclists

Increased traffic generated or redistributed by a proposed project may cause a
significant traffic operational impact to pedestrians or bicyclists and result in potential
hazards.

Guidelines for the Determination of Significance

The Proposed Project would have a significant traffic operational impact on
pedestrians or bicyclists considering the following factors:

o Design features/physical configurations on a road segment or at an
intersection that may adversely affect the visibility of pedestrians or bicyclists
to drivers entering and exiting the site, and the visibility of cars to pedestrians
and bicyclists.

e The amount of pedestrian activity at the project access points that may
adversely affect pedestrian safety.

e The preclusion or substantial hindrance of the provision of a planned bike
lane or pedestrian facility on a roadway adjacent to the project site.

e The percentage or magnitude of increased traffic on the road due to the
proposed project that may adversely affect pedestrian and bicycle safety.

e The physical conditions of the project site and surrounding area, such as
curves, slopes, walls, landscaping or other barriers that may result in
vehicle/pedestrian, vehicle/bicycle conflicts.

¢ Does not conform with existing and proposed roads to the requirements of
the private or public road standards, as applicable.

e The potential for a substantial increase in pedestrian or bicycle activity
without the presence of adequate facilities.

Analysis

Guideline 1: The project would have a significant traffic operational impact on
pedestrians or bicyclists if the design features/physical configurations on a road
segment or at an intersection adversely affect the visibility of pedestrians or bicyclists

HOSKINGS RANCH - DEIR




TRS CONSULTANTS

to drivers entering and exiting the site, and the visibility of cars to pedestrians and
bicyclists.

Guideline 5: The project would have a significant effect if the physical conditions of
the project site and surrounding area, such as curves, slopes, walls, landscaping or
other barriers that may result in vehicle/pedestrian, vehicle/bicycle conflicts.

As described in the analysis above, three sight-distance studies were performed at
intersections at or near the Proposed Project. The analysis shows that corner sight-
distance cannot currently be met in two instances:

1. Leftturn from Pine Hills Road onto SR-78/79 (Movement “B slows for A”)

2. Right turn from Tenaya Road onto Pine Hills Road (Movement “C slows for
AH)
Further analysis shown in Figure 2-3-3 shows that no major obstructions exist.
However, the-vegetation which obstructs the view would be trimmed in order to
provide the needed visibility. The Proposed Project is required to remove the

vegetation in these two locations as design considerations. Therefore, no impacts
are anticipated as a result. Guideline 1 is not exceeded. No mitigation is required.

Guideline 2: The project would have a significant traffic operational impact on
pedestrians or bicyclists if the amount of pedestrian activity at the project access
points that may adversely affect pedestrian safety.

Trails do not exist nor are proposed as part of the project. Therefore, pedestrian
activity would be minimal. Additionally, due to the large scale of the Proposed Project
lots, pedestrian traffic along the Proposed Project's access points is not likely to
occur. Therefore, Guideline 2 is not exceeded and impacts are not significant.
Mitigation is not required.

Guideline 3: The project would have a significant traffic operational impact on
pedestrians or bicyclists if the preclusion or substantial hindrance of the provision of
a planned bike lane or pedestrian facility on a roadway adjacent to the project site.

The Proposed Project would not hinder the improvement of existing roadways,
including bike lanes, adjacent to the Proposed Project Site. Adequate right of way is
being dedicated to allow the addition of bike lanes should they be required. No
pedestrian facilities currently exist nor are any proposed on a roadway adjacent to
the Proposed Project Site. Additionally, due to the large scale of the Proposed
Project lots, pedestrian and bicycling traffic along the Proposed Project’s frontage is
not likely to occur. Guideline 3 is not exceeded and impacts are not significant.
Mitigation is not required.

Guideline 4: The project would have a significant traffic operational impact on
pedestrians or bicyclists if the percentage or magnitude of increased traffic on the
road due to the proposed project that may adversely affect pedestrian and bicycle
safety.

The Proposed Project’s increased traffic on the road would not affect the safety of
pedestrians or bicyclists because the roadway would continue to function at a LOS
A. Guideline 4 is not exceeded and impacts are not significant. Mitigation is not
required.
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Guideline 6: The project would have a significant traffic operational impact on
pedestrians or bicyclists if does not conform with existing and proposed roads to the
requirements of the private or public road standards, as applicable.

Proposed Project entry would conform to private road standards. Guideline 6 is not
exceeded and impacts are not significant. Mitigation is not required.

Guideline 7: The project would have a significant traffic operational impact on
pedestrians or bicyclists if the potential for a substantial increase in pedestrian or
bicycle activity without the presence of adequate facilities.

No increase in pedestrian or bicycle activity is anticipated; therefore, adequate
facilities are not required. Due to the large scale of the Proposed Project lots,
pedestrian and bicycling traffic along the Proposed Project’s frontage is not likely to
occur. Therefore, Guideline 7 is not exceeded and impacts are not significant.
Mitigation is not required.

222+42.3.2.7 Project Access and Circulation
Guidelines for the Determination of Significance

The Proposed Project would have a significant effect if:

o The sight-distance at any intersection used or proposed for project access
does not meet minimum requirements established in the County of San Diego
Public Road Standards for project access.

Analysis

Guideline 1: The project would have a significant effect if the sight distance at any
intersection used or proposed for project access does not meet minimum
requirements established in the County of San Diego Public Road Standards for
project access.

The Proposed Project would take access to local roads at two points: Hoskings
Ranch Road at SR 78/79, and Tenaya Road at Pine Hills Road (Tenaya Road is not
yet built).

As described in both previous sections, the traffic study concludes that the two
intersections which do not meet corner sight-distance can be modified, through
vegetation removal to comply with sight-distance requirements. With these design
considerations for the Proposed Project, no impacts are anticipated. Guideline 1 is
not exceeded, and no mitigation is required.

22-32.3.3 Cumulative Impacts

The Proposed Project generates 1,278 daily trips. Some of these trips would use
roadways that were found in the course of the cumulative analysis to operate at
inadequate levels of service. See the traffic impact report Appendix D for an analysis of
cumulative impacts. The Proposed Project would therefore contribute to a significant
cumulative impact (Impact TR-1) and mitigation is required.
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22:42.3.4 Significance of Impacts Prior to Mitigation

22412341 TR-1

In the cumulative condition, the Proposed Project contributes vehicle trips to
roadways that operate at inadequate levels of service. Impacts are significant and
mitigation is required.

2252.3.5 Mitigation

22512351 M-TR-1

The Proposed Project would pay a TIF fee toward improvements to the local
roadway network.

2262.3.6 Conclusion

Analysis of existing roadway segment and peak-hour intersection performance was
conducted by a County-approved consultant. The analysis found that all roadway
segments and intersections are currently operating a LOS C or better. The LOS for road
segments and intersections would continue to operate at this level with the addition of
project traffic. Impacts from Proposed Project traffic are not significant.

Corner sight-distance was found to be inadequate at two intersections.

For the left turn from Pine Hills Road onto SR-78/79, sight distance is restricted by the
existing embankment on the south side of the horizontal curve in the road. This may be
acceptable because stopping sight distance is adequate for this maneuver. However,
adequate corner sight distance can be met if the trees on the south side of the horizontal
curve were trimmed or removed.

For the right turn form Tenaya Road onto pine Hills Road, sight distance is restricted by
trees on the west side of the horizontal curve in the road. However, adequate corner
sight distance can be met if the trees on the west side of Pine Hills Road on/adjacent to
the applicant’s property were removed, allowing for corner sight distance to increase to
745 feet.

Vegetation removal in these two locations would be required as design considerations
for the Proposed Project. No impacts are anticipated, and no mitigation required.

In the cumulative conditions, the Proposed Project contributes vehicle trips to roadways
that operate at inadequate levels of service. Impacts from cumulative traffic are
significant. The County of San Diego has adopted an overarching programmatic
approach to address existing and projected future road deficiencies in the
unincorporated area of San Diego County. This program includes the adoption of a
Transportation Impact Fee (TIF) to fund improvements to roadways in order to mitigate
potential cumulative impacts anticipated by traffic from future development. Mitigation in
the form of a TIF fee would fully mitigate this impact because the fees would be used to
improve area roadways where impacts occur to a level below significance.
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Southbound traffic on Pine Hills Road (Major Road) approaching
right-turn out from Tenaya Road (Minor Road)

Photo 1: "A" looking to "C"
Minor Road vehicle looking to Major Road vehicle

Photo 2: "C" looking to "A"
Major Road vehicle looking to Minor Road vehicle
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Photo 1 (zoom): "A" looking to "C"
Minor Road vehicle looking to Major Road vehicle

Photo 2 (zoom): "C" looking to "A"
Major Road vehicle looking to Minor Road vehicle
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Westbound traffic on SR-78/79 (Major Road) approaching
left-turn out from the north side of Pine Hills Road (Minor Road)

Photo 1: "A" looking to "B" Photo 2: "B" looking to "A"

Minor Roa_t_j \{ehicle f_ooking to Major Road vehicle  Major Road ehile looking t Mior Road vehicle

Photo 1 (zodnﬁ)i "A" looking to "B" Photo 2 (zoom): "B" looking to "A"
Minor Road vehicle looking to Major Road vehicle  Major Road vehicle looking to Minor Road vehicle
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Source: KOA
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Existing Plus Project Roadway Segment Conditions

LOSE

Roadway Segment Lanes/ Capacit Existing Existing + Project A Av/e Direct CMP
Class pacity ADT ‘ V/C ‘ LOS | ADT ‘ V/C | Los | Traffic Impact? | Impact?
SR-78/79
SR-79/Washington | e 22,000 | 3561 0.156| C | 4393 0.102| C 832 0.036 No No
St to Hoskings Ranch
Hoskings Ranch 25R 22,900 | 4005| 0.179| C | 4,719| 0.206| ¢ 624 0.027 No No
Rd to Pine
Pine Hills Rd
south of SR-78/79 2RC | 16,200 | 1,651 | 0.102| A | 2243 0.138| B 502 | 0037 No No

Note: 2RC: 2-lane Rural Collector; 2SR: 2-lanes State Route.

f

Table

Existing Plus Project Roadway Segment Conditions 5.3
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Existing Plus Project Intersection Conditions

Existi Existing
Peak Xisting + Project A Direct CMP
Intersection Hour A Trips Delay Impact Impact
Delay LOS Delay LOS ? ?
) AM 104 B 10.5 B NA 0.1 No No
1. SR-78 & SR-79/Washington Stt
PM 13.0 B 13.2 B NA 0.2 No No
) AM 9.0 A 9.7 A NA 0.7 No No
2. SR-78/79 & Hoskings Ranch Rd*
PM 9.8 A 10.1 B NA 0.3 No No
. ) AM 10.1 B 10.3 B NA 0.2 No No
3. SR-78/79 & Pine Hills Rd*
PM 104 B 10.6 B NA 0.2 No No
] ) AM 8.8 A 9.5 A NA 0.7 No No
4. Tenaya Rd & Pine Hills Rdt
PM 8.6 A 9.5 A NA 0.9 No No
1 Significance of unsignalized intersections is determined by the number of added project trips to the critical movement.
Note: The change in trips added to the critical movement are only reported for intersections operating at LOS E or F.
§ o | | N Table
Existing Plus Project Intersection Conditions 5-3-4
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Prevailing Existing Sight Distance (feet)
Maneuver Speed Type Evasive Action Needed Available | Adequate?
Hoskings Ranch Road /| SR-78/79
Left turn from Comer BslowsforA  580°/640™ 710 Yes
Hoskings Ranch
Road looking right 58 MPH Stopping B stops for A 540 585 Yes
Right turn from Comer Cslowsfor A 580°/640™ 985 Yes
Hoskings Ranch
Road looking left S8 MPH | Stopping C stops for A 540 750 Yes
EB Through on SR- Comer - - — —
78/79 looking east S8 MPH | Stopping B stops for D 540 750 Yes
Pine Hills Road /| SR-78/79
Left turn from Pine Comer BslowsforA  580°/640™ 535 No
Hills Road looking
right S8 MPH | Stopping B stops for A 540 950 Yes
Right turn from Pine Comner C slows for A 580" / 640™ 750 Yes
Hills Road looking left | 58 MPH Stopping C stops for A 540 750 Yes
EB Through on SR- Cormer - o e e
78/79 looking east S8 MPH | Stopping B stops for D 540 750 Yes
Tenaya Road [ Pine Hills Road
Left turn from Tenaya Comer B slows for A 440* / 530™ 665 Yes
Road looking right 48 MPH Stopping B stops for A 400 670 Yes
Right turn from Corner C slows for A 430" 1 520™ 400 Mo
Tenaya Road looking
left 47 MPH Stopping C stops for A 385 745 Yes
Hills Road locking
south 47 MPH Stopping B stops for D 385 725 Yes
* Per County of San Diego guidelines
** Per AASHTO quidelines
§ - o Table
Existing Configuration Sight Distance Summary 2.3.5
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CHAPTER 3.0 ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT

3.1 Effects Found Not Significant as Part of the BEIRFEIR Process

3.1.1 Visual Resources

The following analysis of possible visual impacts from the Proposed Project is based on
information provided in the Visual Resources Impact Report for Hoskings Ranch Log.
No. 03-10-005, by TRS Consultants, dated July 2013. The report was authored by
Jerelyn Dilno, who is on the County of San Diego’s list of individuals approved to
prepare visual studies. The report is included as Appendix E to this DEIRFEIR.

3.1.11 Existing Conditions
Visual Character

Onsite:

The Proposed Project consists of ef-rolling terrain vegetated with native habitat that
is mostly undisturbed. The property is bounded by State Route 78/79 (SR 78/79) to
the north, and the south_and west areas of the site encompass cerner-contains-a
portion of the Cleveland National Forest (CNF), as shown in Figure 1-5.
Approximately 680 acres of the CNF are within the project boundary.
Orinoco/Temescal Canyon Creek traverses the site in the south.

Offsite:

The surrounding area is primarily rural in character, with scattered large lots to the
north and east. Pine Hills is a rural residential development to the south. Open land,
agriculture, and scattered residential uses are the main feature of lands to the north.
The southwest portion of the property is within the Cleveland National Forest, which
extends beyond the site to the south and west.

The site is located in the Julian Community Plan Area and is located one mile
southwest of the unincorporated town of Julian. The section of SR 78/79 adjacent to
the property is designated a second priority scenic highway in the Scenic Highway
Element of the San Diego County General Plan. The general location is shown in
Figure S-1, “Regional Vicinity Map,” and the relation of the Proposed Project to the
nearby town of Julian and the surrounding environs is shown in Figure 1-5, “USGS
Quadrangle Map.”

Scenic Resources

The Proposed Project Site consists of a varied terrain. Salient features include a
prominent knoll near the northeast corner of the site, surrounded by rolling hills.
Moving west, moderate to steep slopes descend from north to south, supporting a
plateau of varying width along parts of the northern boundary. Most of the southern
boundary consists of steep slopes and supports segments of Orinoco/Temescal
Canyon Creek. In the southwest, the steep hillsides turn northwest, leaving a broad
relatively flat area that encompasses the entire southwest boundary.

Key Views

Figure 3-1-1, “Topographic Viewshed,” shows the surrounding areas from which the
existing topography affords views onto the Proposed Project Site.
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Nine key views were selected for the assessment of any visual impacts the Proposed
Project may have. These key views consist of two types: traveling views (for
motorists traveling by on SR 78/79), and static views (representing views from
stationary locations). Figure 3-1-2, “Key View Index,” identifies the perspective of
each view. All of the key views were chosen based on their location within the
viewshed, and the likelihood that viewing the subject property from the particular
vantage point would actually take place. Views were reviewed by the Department of
Planning and Development Services for relevance.

Key Views 1, 2, and 3

See Figure 3-1-3, “Key Views 1 and 2: SR 78/79 Plan and Profile, Looking East,” and
Figure 3-1-4, “Key View 3: SR 78/79 Looking West” show key Views 1, 2, and 3. Key
Views 1 and 2 are taken along SR 78/79 from the point of view of travelers headed
east along the roadway, and Key View 3 illustrates the view as travelers approach
the site headed west. With the exception of orientation, the analysis of these key
views, as seen by the primary viewer group, are similar. The northern border of the
site is formed by approximately one mile of SR 78/79.

Key View 4

Key View 4 (Figure 3-1-5, “Key View 4: Looking North from Pine Hills Residential
Area”) is located to the south of the property on Eagle Peak Road, with a northern
view onto the lots in the east central area of the site. Lots 7 through 9 are called out
to the reader, as is the existing off-site building visible in the middle ground, which is
approximately one half mile from the viewer. This is a static viewpoint, generally
representing possible views from the Pine Hills community. Several home sites exist
near this location, the nearest of which is at least one mile from the southern
boundary of the Hoskings Ranch property. These homes are well landscaped, with
the area between them and the Proposed Project containing a heavy concentration
of natural vegetation.

Key View 5

Key View 5 (Figure 3-1-6, “Key View 5: From Southeast Corner of Project Looking
North on Pine Hills Road”) is a perspective of Lot 8 taken from the southeast corner
of the property at the intersection of Pine Hills Road with Deer Lake Park Road. The
view is to the northwest from travelers heading north on Pine Hills Road. The road
reaches the top of a grade near this point and the proposed pad is located
approximately 0.5 miles from the roadway. The existing natural terrain would not be
disturbed and any future pad and building would be partially obscured by the natural
landscape. Additionally, the area supports natural vegetation that would screen a
potential pad from view. Many trees actually border the roadway, blocking the view
westward.

Key View 6

Key view 6, (Figure 3-1-7, “Key View 6: Looking Northwest from Pine Hills Road”) is
taken from Pine Hills Road, approximately 600 feet north of the southeast corner of
the property. A proposed pad on Lot 7 is approximately 0.3 miles from the roadway.
Terrain and vegetation would screen the view of travelers. Additionally, any
improvements to the lot would be screened by landscaping consisting of natural
vegetation. As the traveler moves north, trees and other vegetation bordering the
roadway become denser. The pad would not require any cut or fill slopes.
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Key View 7 and 8

Key Views 7 and 8 (Figure 3-1-8, “Key Views 7 and 8: From Pine Hills Road”)
represent potential views of Lot 5 from Pine Hills Road for travelers headed north
(see Key View 7) or south (see Key View 8) along the western boundary of the
property. As noted in other views, the vegetation bordering Pine Hills Road is very
dense and would effectively screen the view of any incidental structures on Lots 8, 7,
and 5 to drivers going north. Key View 8 indicates a break in the natural vegetation
along Pine Hills Road. The pad is located approximately 400 feet from Pine Hills
Road. A cut slope of two feet would be visible to drivers going south. The fill slope is
located on the south side of the pad and would not be visible from Pine Hills Road.
The slopes would be revegetated to blend with the natural terrain.

Key View 9

Key View 9 (Figure 3-1-9, “Key View 9: Looking West from Van Duesen Road”) is
illustrative of the view of residents to the east of the proposed project. Heavy existing
vegetation on both sides of Pine Hills Road form a visual barrier, Additionally, the
existing homesites to the east of the proposed project have mature landscaping that
visually screens their views of the roadway.

Sensitive Viewers

Stationary Viewers

Stationary viewers living in the surrounding areas would have a static view of the
property. The intensity of the view would be dependent on the distance from the site,
and the denseness and height of the intervening vegetation. The aforementioned
Key Views 3 and 4 were chosen to represent views for stationary viewers from the
two areas in the vicinity in which existing home sites might have views onto the
Proposed Project.

Traveling Viewers

The second group of likely viewers is visitors who are either visiting the local area, or
are traveling to or from another of the nearby attractions or the desert beyond the
Julian mountain range. The view for these viewer groups would be transitory and
would change as the location of the viewer moved through the viewshed. At times
the view may be shielded by vegetation or other impediments to the line of sight.

Requlatory Framework

Visual analysis of the Proposed Project concluded that the Proposed Project would
comply with all applicable existing policies and plans, listed as follows. Effects to
scenic highways and public viewpoints are evaluated in Section 3.1.1.2:

e San Diego County Historic General Plan — Scenic Highway Element: this plan
declares SR-78/79 a Second Priority Scenic Route.
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e San Diego County Zoning Ordinance — S — Scenic Area Regulation: this
ordinance regulates development in areas of high scenic value both to assure
exclusion of incompatible uses and structures and to preserve and enhance
the scenic resources present in adjacent areas.

¢ San Diego County Zoning Ordinance — D-Design Review Area Regulation:
this ordinance was adopted to insure that future structures and development
of a site would complement not only the site to be developed but also the
surround