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Probable Environmental Effects

The following is a list of the subject areas to be analyzed in the ACPU Supplemental EIR.

Aesthetics

Land Use and Planning

Agriculture and Forestry Resources

Mineral Resources

Air Quality

Noise

Biological Resources

Population and Housing

Cultural and Historical Resources

Public Services

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Recreation

Energy Use

Tribal Cultural Resources

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Transportation and Traffic

Hydrology and Water Quality

Utilities and Service Systems

As previously mentioned, comments on the NOP will be accepted for 30 days following issuance of this
notice and must be received no later than October 1, 2018 at 4:00 p.m. Comments on the notice of
preparation document can be emailed or sent via mail to Greg Kazmer, Environmental Coordinator.

E-mail:  gregory.kazmer@sdcounty.ca.gov
Address: Planning & Development Services
Attn: Greg Kazmer
5510 Overland Avenue, Suite 310
San Diego, CA 92123
Attachments:

Figure 1: Regional Map
Figure 2: San Diego County
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subject to CDFW's lake and streambed alteration regulatory authority. (Fish & G. Code,
§ 1600 et seq.) Likewise, to the extent implementation of the Project as proposed may
result in “take” as defined by State law of any species protected under the California
Endangered Species Act (CESA) (Fish & G. Code, § 2050 et seq.), related authorization
as provided by the Fish and Game Code will be required.

CDFW also administers the Natural Community Conservation Planning (NCCP)
program. San Diego County (County) participates in the NCCP program through
implementation of its Subarea Plan (SAP) and development of its draft East County
Subarea Plan (EC-MSCP).

Project Location:

Alpine is an unincorporated community in the eastern portion of the County,
approximately 25 miles east of downtown San Diego. The Alpine Community Plan Area
(CPA) covers approximately 68,100 acres of land that is characterized by diverse
geography, residential land use patterns, and an established town center area. The
Alpine CPA is bisected by Interstate 8, with the majority of the population concentrated
in and around the Alpine town center, which is adjacent to the freeway. Cleveland
National Forest comprises most of the land in the eastern and northern portions of the
CPA. The town of Alpine, which is in the north-central portion of the CPA, is the most
densely populated community within the planning area. Local development on both
sides of Interstate 8 consists primarily of residential/rural-residential, commercial,
industrial, and mixed uses. The planning area also includes the communities of Peutz
Valley, Japatul Valley, Hidden Glen, Dunbar Lane, and Galloway Valley. The Viejas
Indian Reservation and Capitan Grande Reservation are also within the boundaries of
the Alpine CPA, but are not within the County’s jurisdiction.

Project Description/Objective:

The proposed project would update and refine the current plan’s goals and policies to
reflect the character of Alpine and guide growth and development, as well as provide an
opportunity to consolidate regulations, such as zoning and design guidelines. The
project may set forth changes in land use designations based on a constraints analysis
and community input. New designations that better support the goal of mixed-use
development as well as transit-oriented development may also be developed. The
project would further refine the land use patterns established as a part of the 2011
General Plan Update. Development of the project must remain consistent with the
goals, policies, and planning concepts identified in the County General Plan and other
relevant County plans and programs. CEQA Guidelines Section 15183 allows a
streamlined environmental review process for projects that are consistent with the
densities established by existing zoning, community plan or general plan policies for
which an EIR was certified. The project would update and refine the use of streamlining
under CEQA Guidelines 15183 specific to the Alpine CPA.
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COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

CDFW offers the following comments and recommendations to assist the County in
adequately identifying and/or mitigating the Project’s significant, or potentially
significant, direct and indirect impacts on fish and wildlife (biological) resources.

Specific Comments

The Alpine CPA includes many areas mapped as Focused Conservation Areas (FCA) in
the most recent analysis for preserve planning under the draft EC-MSCP, as well as
Pre-approved Mitigation Areas (PAMA) under the SAP. CDFW recommends that the
SEIR include a thorough analysis of how any change in land use designations could
affect successful build-out of the preserve under both plans.

General Comments

1. CDFW has responsibility for wetland and riparian habitats. It is the policy of CDFW
to strongly discourage development in wetlands or conversion of wetlands to
uplands. We oppose any development or conversion that would result in a reduction
of wetland acreage or wetland habitat values, unless, at a minimum, project
mitigation assures there will be “no net loss” of either wetland habitat values or
acreage. Development and conversion include but are not limited to conversion to
subsurface drains, placement of fill or building of structures within the wetland, and
channelization or removal of materials from the streambed. All wetlands and
watercourses, whether ephemeral, intermittent, or perennial, should be retained and
provided with substantial setbacks that preserve the riparian and aquatic values and
maintain their value to on-site and off-site wildlife populations. Mitigation measures
to compensate for impacts to mature riparian corridors must be included in the SEIR
and must compensate for the loss of function and value of a wildlife corridor.

a) The project area supports aquatic, riparian, and wetland habitats; therefore, a
jurisdictional delineation of the creeks and their associated riparian habitats
should be included in the SEIR. The delineation should be conducted pursuant
to the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service wetland definition adopted by CDFW."
Please note that some wetland and riparian habitats subject to CDFW’s authority
may extend beyond the jurisdictional limits of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.

1 Cowardin, Lewis M., etal. 1979. Classification of Wetlands and Deepwater Habitats of the United
States. U.S. Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service.
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b) The CDFW also has regulatory authority over activities in streams and/or lakes
that will divert or obstruct the natural flow, or change the bed, channel, or bank
(which may include associated riparian resources) of any river, stream, or lake or
use material from a river, stream, or lake. For any such activities, the project
applicant (or “entity”) must provide written notification to CDFW pursuant to
section 1600 et seq. of the Fish and Game Code. Based on this notification and
other information, CDFW determines whether a Lake and Streambed Alteration
Agreement (LSAA) with the applicant is required prior to conducting the proposed
activities. CDFW's issuance of a LSAA for a project that is subject to CEQA will
require CEQA compliance actions by CDFW as a Responsible Agency. CDFW
as a Responsible Agency under CEQA may consider the local jurisdiction’s (lead
agency) Negative Declaration or Environmental Impact Report for the project. To
minimize additional requirements by CDFW pursuant to section 1600 ef seq.
and/or under CEQA, the document should fully identify the potential impacts to
the stream or riparian resources and provide adequate avoidance, mitigation,
monitoring and reporting commitments for issuance of the LSAA.2

2. CDFW considers adverse impacts to a species protected by the California
Endangered Species Act (CESA), for the purposes of CEQA, to be significant
without mitigation. As to CESA, take of any endangered, threatened, or candidate
species that results from the project is prohibited, except as authorized by state
law (Fish & G. Code, §§ 2080, 2085). Consequently, if the Project, Project
construction, or any Project-related activity during the life of the Project will result in
take of a species designated as endangered or threatened, or a candidate for
listing under CESA, CDFW recommends that the project proponent seek
appropriate take authorization under CESA prior to implementing the project.
Appropriate authorization from CDFW may include an incidental take permit (ITP)
or a consistency determination in certain circumstances, among other options (Fish
and G. Code §§ 2080.1, 2081, subds. (b), (c)). Early consultation is encouraged,
as significant modification to a project and mitigation measures may be required in
order to obtain a CESA Permit. Revisions to the Fish and Game Code, effective
January 1998, may require that CDFW issue a separate CEQA document for the
issuance of an ITP unless the project CEQA document addresses all project
impacts to CESA-listed species and specifies a mitigation monitoring and reporting
program that will meet the requirements of an ITP. For these reasons, biological
mitigation monitoring and reporting proposals should be of sufficient detail and
resolution to satisfy the requirements for a CESA ITP.

2 A notification package for a LSA may be obtained by accessing the Department's web site at
http://www.wildlife.ca.gov/Conservation/LSA.
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3. To enable CDFW to adequately review and comment on the proposed project from
the standpoint of the protection of plants, fish, and wildlife, we recommend the
following information be included in the SEIR.

a) The document should contain a complete discussion of the purpose and need
for, and description of, the proposed project, including all staging areas and
access routes to the construction and staging areas.

b) A range of feasible alternatives should be included to ensure that alternatives to
the proposed project are fully considered and evaluated; the alternatives should
avoid or otherwise minimize impacts to sensitive biological resources, particularly
wetlands. Specific alternative locations should be evaluated in areas with lower
resource sensitivity where appropriate.

Biological Resources within the Project’s Area of Potential Effect

4. The document should provide a complete assessment of the flora and fauna within
and adjacent to the project area, with particular emphasis upon identifying
endangered, threatened, sensitive, and locally unique species and sensitive
habitats. This should include a complete floral and faunal species compendium of
the entire project site, undertaken at the appropriate time of year. The SEIR should
include the following information.

a) CEQA Guidelines, section 15125(c), specifies that knowledge on the regional
setting is critical to an assessment of environmental impacts and that special
emphasis should be placed on resources that are rare or unique to the region.

b) A thorough, recent floristic-based assessment of special status plants and natural
communities, following CDFW's Protocols for Surveying and Evaluating Impacts
to Special Status Native Plant Populations and Natural Communities (see
https://ww.wildlife.ca.gov/Conservation/Plants/Info). CDFW recommends that
floristic, alliance-based and/or association-based mapping and vegetation impact
assessments be conducted at the Project site and neighboring vicinity. The
Manual of California Vegetation, second edition, should also be used to inform
this mapping and assessment (Sawyer et al. 20083). Adjoining habitat areas
should be included in this assessment where site activities could lead to direct or
indirect impacts off-site. Habitat mapping at the alliance level will help establish
baseline vegetation conditions.

3 Sawyer, J. O., T. Keeler-Wolf and J.M. Evens. 2009. A Manual of California Vegetation, Second Edition.
California Native Plant Society Press, Sacramento.
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c)

d)

A current inventory of the biological resources associated with each habitat type
on site and within the area of potential effect. CDFW'’s California Natural
Diversity Data Base in Sacramento should be contacted at
www.wildlife.ca.gov/biogeodata/ to obtain current information on any previously
reported sensitive species and habitat, including Significant Natural Areas
identified under Chapter 12 of the Fish and Game Code.

An inventory of rare, threatened, endangered and other sensitive species on site
and within the area of potential effect. Species to be addressed should include
all those which meet the CEQA definition (see CEQA Guidelines, § 15380). This
should include sensitive fish, wildlife, reptile, and amphibian species. Seasonal
variations in use of the project area should also be addressed. Focused species-
specific surveys, conducted at the appropriate time of year and time of day when
the sensitive species are active or otherwise identifiable, are required.
Acceptable species-specific survey procedures should be developed in
consultation with CDFW and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.

Analyses of the Potential Project-Related Impacts on the Biological Resources

5. To provide a thorough discussion of direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts
expected to adversely affect biological resources, with specific measures to offset
such impacts, the following should be addressed in the SEIR.

a)

b)

c)

A discussion of potential adverse impacts from lighting, noise, human activity,
exotic species, and drainage should also be included. The latter subject should
address: project-related changes on drainage patterns on and downstream of the
project site; the volume, velocity, and frequency of existing and post-project
surface flows; polluted runoff; soil erosion and/or sedimentation in streams and
water bodies; and post-project fate of runoff from the project site. The
discussions should also address the proximity of the extraction activities to the
water table, whether dewatering would be necessary, and the potential resulting
impacts on the habitat, if any, supported by the groundwater. Mitigation
measures proposed to alleviate such impacts should be included.

Discussions regarding indirect project impacts on biological resources, including
resources in nearby public lands, open space, adjacent natural habitats, riparian
ecosystems, and any designated and/or proposed or existing reserve lands (e.g.,
preserve lands associated with a NCCP). Impacts on, and maintenance of,
wildlife corridor/movement areas, including access to undisturbed habitats in
adjacent areas, should be fully evaluated in the SEIR.

The zoning of areas for development projects or other uses that are nearby or
adjacent to natural areas may inadvertently contribute to wildlife-human
interactions. A discussion of possible conflicts and mitigation measures to
reduce these conflicts should be included in the environmental document.
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d) A cumulative effects analysis should be developed as described under CEQA
Guidelines, section 15130. General and specific plans, as well as past, present,
and anticipated future projects, should be analyzed relative to their impacts on
similar plant communities and wildlife habitats.

Mitigation for the Project-related Biological Impacts

6. The SEIR should include measures to fully avoid and otherwise protect Rare Natural
Communities from project-related impacts. CDFW considers these communities as
threatened habitats having both regional and local significance.

7. The SEIR should include mitigation measures for adverse project-related impacts to
sensitive plants, animals, and habitats. Mitigation measures should emphasize
avoidance and reduction of project impacts. For unavoidable impacts, on-site
habitat restoration or enhancement should be discussed in detail. If on-site
mitigation is not feasible or would not be biologically viable and therefore not
adequately mitigate the loss of biological functions and values, off-site mitigation
through habitat creation and/or acquisition and preservation in perpetuity should be
addressed.

8. For proposed preservation and/or restoration, the SEIR should include measures to
perpetually protect the targeted habitat values from direct and indirect negative
impacts. The objective should be to offset the project-induced qualitative and
quantitative losses of wildlife habitat values. Issues that should be addressed
include restrictions on access, proposed land dedications, monitoring and
management programs, control of illegal dumping, water pollution, increased human
intrusion, etc. _

9. CDFW recommends that measures be taken to avoid project impacts to nesting
birds. Migratory nongame native bird species are protected by international treaty
under the Federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) of 1918 (Title 50, § 10.13, Code
of Federal Regulations. Sections 3503.5 and 3513 of the California Fish and Game
Code prohibit take of all raptors and other migratory nongame birds and section
3503 prohibits take of the nests and eggs of all birds. Proposed project activities
(including, but not limited to, staging and disturbances to native and nonnative
vegetation, structures, and substrates) should occur outside of the avian breeding
season which generally runs from February 1- September 1 (as early as January 1
for some raptors) to avoid take of birds or their eggs. If avoidance of the avian
breeding season is not feasible, CDFW recommends surveys by a qualified biologist
with experience in conducting breeding bird surveys to detect protected native birds
occurring in suitable nesting habitat that is to be disturbed and (as access to
adjacent areas allows) any other such habitat within 300 feet of the disturbance area
(within 500 feet for raptors). Project personnel, including all contractors working on
site, should be instructed on the sensitivity of the area. Reductions in the nest buffer
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distance may be appropriate depending on the avian species involved, ambient
levels of human activity, screening vegetation, or possibly other factors.

10. CDFW generally does not support the use of relocation, salvage, and/or
transplantation as mitigation for impacts to rare, threatened, or endangered species.
Studies have shown that these efforts are experimental in nature and largely
unsuccessful.

11.Plans for restoration and revegetation should be prepared by persons with expertise
in southern California ecosystems and native plant revegetation techniques. Each
plan should include, at a minimum: (a) the location of the mitigation site; (b) the plant
species to be used, container sizes, and seeding rates; (c) a schematic depicting the
mitigation area; (d) planting schedule; (e) a description of the irrigation methodology;
(f) measures to control exotic vegetation on site; (g) specific success criteria; (h) a
detailed monitoring program; (i) contingency measures should the success criteria
not be met; and (j) identification of the party responsible for meeting the success
criteria and providing for conservation of the mitigation site in perpetuity.

CONCLUSION

CDFW appreciates the opportunity to comment on the NOP to assist the County in
identifying and mitigating Project impacts on biological resources. Questions regarding
this letter or further coordination should be directed to Eric Hollenbeck, Senior
Environmental Scientist (Specialist) at (858) 467-2720 or
Eric.Hollenbeck@wildlife.ca.gov.

Sincerely, 7\
7N C
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Gail K. Sevrens
Environmental Program Manager

ec:  Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse, Sacramento
Karen Goebel, USFWS



From: The Scotty

To: Kazmer, Gregory

Subject: Noise Problems for the Alpine Community Plan Update
Date: Monday, September 24, 2018 7:06:48 AM

Dear Greg,

09/24/2018

| would like to address noise problems in the Alpine Community Plan. Would you
please direct me to whoever would be in charge of this area of concern within the
Notice of Preparation, Alpine Community Plan Update, Supplemental Environmental
Impact Report.

Thank you for your cooperation,

Scott Cioffi

909 Midway Drive
Alpine, CA 91901
cryanc2002@yahoo.com
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USDA

United States Forest Cleveland National Forest 10845 Rancho Bernardo Road
Department of = Service Suite 200

‘ Agriculture San Diego, CA 92127

File Code: 1560
Date:  September 27, 2018

Greg Kazmer

San Diego County Planning and Development Services
5510 Overland Avenue, Suite 310

San Diego, CA 92123

Dear Mr. Kazmer:

The Cleveland National Forest (Forest) appreciates the opportunity to provide scoping comments
on the proposed Alpine Community Plan Update (ACPU). Our Descanso Ranger District Office
is located in Alpine, and National Forest System lands surround the community on three sides, so
we consider ourselves part of the Alpine community. The recent West Fire brought this close to
home, as it caused major damage and property loss and threatened our office despite being a
relatively small fire. It made the concerns we raised about future development in Alpine during
the Forest Conservation Initiative General Plan Amendment planning process readily apparent.
We greatly appreciate the Board of Supervisors direction on June 25, 2014, to involve the Forest
Service in a special study to determine the feasibility of developing the needed infrastructure
such as water access, sewer and fire protection, to support a given density and determine how to
protect National Forest System lands from development impacts. Please let us know the status of
the special study and how we can remain involved in its preparation.

Forest staff have attended the scoping meeting (September 18, 2018) and reviewed available
information on the San Diego County ACPU webpage, including the Initial Study. We
attempted to locate documents and results of the studies referenced in the Initial Study to
understand ACPU project details (e.g., the proposed revisions) and Initial Study rationales and

- conclusions. Other than the potential for increased development around and adjacent to the

Forest,! we do not have an understanding of what is specifically being proposed and analyzed.
Given this, our comments and recommendations are somewhat generalized. We will provide
more specific comments at the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) stage
when this information is provided. Overall, we appreciate the County’s intent to further evaluate
and analyze potential issues of general concern to the Forest. Forest scoping comments are
provided below.

First, we are re-submitting letters from the Forest to the County and Board of Supervisors on the
General Plan Amendment for the former Forest Conservation Initiative Lands (FCI) (see
Attachment 1 to 3). This past project involved issues and associated consequences to Forest land
that we are similarly concerned with for the APCU. In summary, the APCU will set the stage for
change in Alpine, including increased development and potential impacts to the Forest. This
concern exists even though the APCU is only a plan that guides future development, applies only

! San Diego County Planning & Development Services, Alpine Community Plan Update: Development Feasibility
Study Area, https://www.sandiegocounty.gov/pds/CommunityGroups/AlpineCommunityPlanUpdate.html.
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to lands within County and community jurisdictions, and does not commit to actual
development. Implementation of APCU direction would affect the Forest, since potential effects
(c.g., wildlife habitat degradation and wildfires) do not stop at jurisdictional boundaries. The
Forest would like to request that the County determine whether our issues and concerns can be
avoided or minimized in advance by integrating them into project/alternative development. For
example, land use designations could limit incompatible development by imposing buffers on
parcels within or adjacent to Forest boundaries. More information on Forest land use is located
in the Land Management Plan (LMP).> To the extent that this is not possible, the Forest requests
that the County determine whether design guidelines could be used to avoid or minimize effects.
For example, design guidelines could specify requirements applicable to future development so
there is no expectation the Forest Service will aid future landowners with addressing issues that
may arise from incompatible development (e.g., vegetation management, utilities, water supply,
and roads). For instance, future development must tie into existing roads and infrastructure. In
this way, we can work together to ensure the environmental sustainability of future growth in
Alpine by avoiding incompatible development in areas within and adjacent to the Forest that
would result in increased land management challenges. We would like to avoid the scenario
where our issues and concerns are merely considered, analyzed, and dismissed in an EIR.

Second, please clarify how the FCI SEIR is relevant to the APCU, which will tier to and
supplement the General Plan Program EIR (PEIR). The Notice of Preparation (NOP) indicates
that the APCU will tier to and update both EIRs. It would seem that the FCI SEIR is no longer
in need of supplementation since the FCI has expired. This would leave the General Plan PEIR
as the relevant document to be supplemented. However, if both documents are supplemented or
tiered, please resolve any discrepancies in the APCU Draft SEIR. For instance, the NOP shows
that the issues analyzed and resulting conclusions may differ between the FCI and General Plan
EIRs (see NOP at 2 to 3). Also, past comments on EIR adequacy (Attachments 1 to 3) could be
reviewed to avoid the same issues in the APCU Draft SEIR.

Lastly, the Forest provides the comments and recommendations listed below to aid with
preparation of the Draft SEIR.

(1) Project description. Include details on what is the project so that the reader can
understand the aspects of it that could have potential effects. For example, explaining
that the project as something that will not result in development (just a plan), but then
including statements about future development causes confusion. Clarity and consistency
throughout the SEIR will aid with reader comprehension.

(2) Incorporating by reference. Summarize the relevant information and provide a page
number to the specific sections of the associated documents referenced so that the reader
can more quickly understand the basis of rationales and conclusions. For example,
before concluding that the General Plan policies and mitigation measures would be
implemented to reduce potential effects, it is important to first explain the anticipated
effects and how the specific policy or mitigation measure would reduce the effects.® This
would avoid conclusory statements and resolve data gaps that may be present in the
higher level, programmatic analyses. Matters addressed at a program level often do not

2 See LMP, as amended, at: https://www.fs.usda.gov/main/cleveland/landmanagement/planning.
3 See also, “Effects Analysis” comment below.
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provide the details needed for a project-specific analysis. Also, generally incorporating
by reference past EIRs without further explanation is not helpful to the reader.

(3) Issues and Potential Effects.

a. Unavoidable Effects. We have a general concern about the content of the Initial
Study and its discussion of what seems to be preventable issues characterized as
unavoidable effects for a majority of the environmental factors (see Initial Study
at 10, 11, 15, 17, 29, 35, 42, 49, 51, and 56). We understand that the APCU is
supplementing the General Plan PEIR, but we request a more constrained use of
the term unavoidable in the SEIR. We prefer project modification or
development of design guidelines to resolve potential issues in advance. For
issues that truly cannot be resolved, please include the explanation in the SEIR.

b. Issues Omitted. Population and Housing is not checked, but it appears that it will
be analyzed as an issue (see Initial Study at 6 and 46). We agree that it should be
analyzed or that the information be provided in the project description since the
project and alternatives developed are responding to future population and
housing needs. Please include information on the projected population growth in
the SEIR. As to Geology and Soils not being further analyzed, see Wildfire
comment below.

c. Wildfire. After considering whether potential wildfire issues can be resolved in
advance, consider breaking out wildfire as a separate section or including a
wildfire discussion under each of the relevant issues. As explained in the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) guidelines, public agencies are
free to devise their own format for an initial study.

Wildfire has the potential to affect resources or exacerbate current resource
conditions. Air Quality, Geology and Soils, and Greenhouse Gas Emissions are a
few relevant topics. If analyzed independently or through a narrow lens, the
corresponding risk from the project may appear low or non-existent. This can be
seen in the discussion of Geology and Soils (see Initial Study at 22-27). If effects
from wildfires were considered, the Initial Study conclusions may be different.
For example, after a wildfire burns the soil stabilizing vegetation, considerations
other than the soil profile (e.g., slope and location of population centers) may be
more relevant in analyzing potential effects from the project (e.g., loss of life and
property from landslides or mudflow).

As mentioned above, we believe that some of the potential issues associated with
the APCU can be avoided or minimized. In the example above, the potential loss
of property and life can be minimized if the APCU integrates a setback or buffer
between future developments and areas where risk of loss exists.

Overall, we are uncomfortable with the lack of attention given to wildfire and
how the potential issues is treated as an issue to be analyzed in an SEIR rather
than resolved as part of the project (see Initial Study at 33).

* CEQA Guidelines, Section 15063(f).
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d. Land Use. As an adjacent land owner-manager, the Forest would prefer if our
concerns are resolved in project design/alternative development phase, to the
extent possible. The Forest’s LMP explains the land uses within the Forest and
adjacent to Alpine. Although the standard initial study checklist does not include
any questions pertaining to consistency with other agency plans, the County is
able to modify the checklist to account for the LMP. This is important because
implementing the APCU could adversely affect the Forest.

(4) Effects Analyses. Include explanations of potential effects and mitigation considered
prior to making conclusions. This will help avoid conclusory statements (indication of an
inadequate analysis) and/or the appearance of a deferred analysis.

(5) CEQA Tiering and Streamlining. Information on the County’s APCU webpage indicate
concern about the potential inability to streamline under CEQA with the current Alpine
Community Plan language. The NOP also indicates an intent for future projects to be
streamlined under CEQA by using the future-certified APCU SEIR. During scoping, the
community was concerned about whether future projects would undergo a similar
environmental review or whether the APCU authorizes the projects. That projects will
likely go through a streamlined (expedited) environmental review was not explained at
the scoping meeting in response to public concerns about the effect of the APCU. For
clarification, we recommend the SEIR include an explanation of future, project-specific
environmental reviews and when it would be proper.

Since both the project description and analysis in the Initial Study is generalized, it does
not seem possible that the future EIR would provide CEQA coverage for future projects
if the EIR is written in the same manner. Our review of a past EIR (Attachment 1)
noticed similar issues with the effects analysis (e.g., lack of description of actual impacts
and no data to support rationales and conclusions). To ensure the ability of future
projects to undergo a streamlined environmental review, we recommend resolving the
comments discussed in this letter.

Thank you for continuing to involve the Forest on County projects and the attention you have
given to our concerns in the past. We hope the comments provided above will assist the County
in preparing a Draft SEIR that is acceptable for all the relevant stakeholders. If you have any
questions about these comments, please contact Linda Serret, Forest Planner, at (858) 674-2959.

Sincerely,

) )
/1 /
(Wl /7
William Metz
Forest Supervisor

Enclosures:

USFS comments on FCI Lands Draft SEIR
Letter to County Supervisors FCI Lands
FCllands 2" comment period letter






Attachment 1
(USFS comments on FCI Lands Draft SEIR)


























































































































mailto:hansencharles@msn.com
mailto:Gregory.Kazmer@sdcounty.ca.gov



mailto:cara.lacey@TNC.ORG
mailto:Gregory.Kazmer@sdcounty.ca.gov
mailto:trish_smith@TNC.ORG
mailto:dsilverla@me.com
http://nature.org/



mailto:RLopez@sandiego.gov
mailto:Gregory.Kazmer@sdcounty.ca.gov












https://arcg.is/1mim9q%20-%20Zone%20surroundingSeptember%2018




































mailto:Gregory.Kazmer@sdcounty.ca.gov













































mailto:Tucker@GTPCenters.com
mailto:Gregory.Kazmer@sdcounty.ca.gov






mailto:mwheeler@hkcf-law.com
mailto:Gregory.Kazmer@sdcounty.ca.gov
mailto:mwheeler@hkcf-law.com

	Blank Page
	Appendix A NOP with comment ltrs.pdf
	NOTICE OF PREPARATION DOCUMENTATION
	Blank Page
	_NOP COMMENT LETTERS COMBINED.pdf
	Asaro Smith_083118
	Azarmi_092118
	Bauer_100118
	Caltrans_091118
	Casas_091818
	CDFW_092818
	Cioffi_092418
	Cleveland National Forest_092818
	2018_09_28_ACPU-ScopingComments
	Attachment_1
	Attachment1cover
	Attachment-1

	Attachment_2
	Attachment2cover
	Attachment-2

	Attachment_3
	Attachment3cover
	Attachment-3


	DeClair_093018
	Flores_100218
	Freeland_100118
	Habeston_092918
	Hansen_083018
	Lacey_090518
	Lopez_091418
	Manzanita Tribe_092518
	Milligan_092018
	Recabaren_100118
	2018 SEIR Public Comment Meeting Comment Sheet
	AlpinePlanningJapatulRoad
	JapatulMap
	landplanningZones
	LandUseArea
	TopoLysterMap


	Salmond_091818
	SANDAG_092818
	SDCAS_100118
	Southern Indian Health Council__092418
	Stanko_092718
	Sweetwater Authority_092818
	Tucker_090418
	Wheeler_083118

	Blank Page
	Blank Page
	Blank Page
	Blank Page
	Blank Page




