4.0 Project Alternatives

CHAPTER 4.0 PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

4.1 Rationale for Alternative Selection

In accordance with Section 15126.6(a) of the CEQA Guidelines, an EIR must describe a
range of reasonable alternatives to the project which would feasibly attain most of the
basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the
significant effects of the project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives.
The project could result in significant impacts related to visual, air quality,
transportation/traffic, hazards (wildfire), agricultural resources, biological resources,
cultural resources, and noise. Impacts of the project to air quality (construction only),
agricultural resources, biological resources, cultural resources, hazards and noise
(construction, stationary and vibration) would be reduced to less than significant levels
through implementation of mitigation measures. Each of the alternatives addressed in
this chapter were examined in order to determine the extent to which they would avoid or

minimize the significant impacts associated with the project. A-matrix-comparing-the

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126(d)(5) states that “the range of alternatives in an EIR is
governed by the ‘rule of reason’ that requires the EIR to set forth only those alternatives
necessary to permit a reasoned choice.” The CEQA Guidelines provide several factors
that should be considered with regard to the feasibility of an alternative: (1) site
suitability; (2) economic viability; (3) availability of infrastructure; (4) general plan
consistent; (5) other plans or regulatory limitations; (6) jurisdictional boundaries; and
(7) whether the project applicant can reasonably acquire, control, or otherwise have
access to the alternative site (if an off-site alternative is evaluated).

According to the CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(d), discussion of each alternative
should be sufficient “to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the
proposed project.” Therefore, the significant effects of each alternative are discussed in
less detail than those of the project, but in enough detail to provide decision-makers
perspective and a reasoned choice among alternatives to the proposed project.

The CEQA Guidelines require the evaluation of a No Project Alternative. The discussion
of the No Project Alternative may proceed along two lines:

1. If the project is a development proposal, the No Project Alternative is the
circumstance under which the project does not proceed.

2. When the project is the revision of an existing land use or regulatory plan, the
No Project Alternative is the continuation of the existing plan.

In the case of the project described in this EIR, both types of No Project Alternative
apply and are discussed. The first No Project Alternative is the circumstance under
which the project does not proceed. Since the project requires a General Plan
Amendment and Rezone which involves a revision of an existing land use
plan/regulatory plan. As such, one additional type of No Project Alternative is addressed.
This includes an alternative which would allow development consistent with the General
Plan and zoning and would retain the existing legal lots.-
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This EIR therefore fully evaluates the following that provide a reasonable range of
alternatives that would avoid or substantially lessen significant impacts of the project.

No Project/_No Development Alternative

No Project / Existing Legal Lot Alternative
General Plan Consistent Alternative

Reduced Footprint_Alternative

Reduced Intensity Alternative

6. 2.2 C Alternative

6—7 Roadway Design Alternative

+8. Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative

O’.U":B.W!\’!‘

| Each-of these five alternatives-was-Six of these alternatives were selected in order to
avoid or minimize significant impacts associated with the project while still meeting a
majority of the project objectives. The Roadway Design Alternative was included to
disclose the impacts that would occur if the project road modifications were not
approved. The Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative is included to disclose the
impacts that would result from locating a fire station in Phase 5 of the project. Thus, the
analysis for the first six alternatives focuses on those issue areas identified as significant
effects of the project (Chapter 2.0), while the Road Design Alternative and the Mountain
Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative analysis includes all issue areas evaluated for the
project (Chapters 2.0 and 3.0) to allow the decision maker to adopt the alternative
without additional analysis.

Table 4-1 includes a matrix comparing the proposed land uses of the Alternatives.
Table 4-2 compares impacts of all the Alternatives with the project (except the Roadway
Design Alternative). Table 4-3 includes the impact comparison of each of the 10
roadway deS|qns of the Roadway DeS|qn Alternatives to the pr0|ect Iable#p;ewdes—a
jeet—_These

alternatlves permlt mformed deC|S|on maklng and pubhc part|C|pat|on because there is
| enough variation amongst the alternatives tothat provide a reasonable range.
Specifically, the following criteria were considered.

The No Project/No Development Alternative, detailed in subchapter 4.2, considers the
continuation of existing uses on the site. The existing 16 single-family homes would
remain, and no new construction would occur. This alternative was selected as the No
Project Alternative required by CEQA and would avoid both construction-period and
long-term impacts associated with development of the proposed project.

| The No Project / Legal Lot Alternative, detailed in subchapter 4.3, is included as another
form of No Project Alternative under CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e) to consider
how a project site would develop subject to existing land use regulations. This alternative
would allow for 49 single-family residential units all within the Semi-Rural General Plan
Land Use Category. This alternative would result in a reduction of impacts compared to
the proposed project due to the reduced amount of construction activity and the lower

intensity of developmentreduction-of construction-and-operation-of-land-uses.

The General Plan Consistent Alternative, detailed in subchapter 4.4, is included to
provide an alternative that eliminates the need for a General Plan Amendment. This
alternative was selected to provide a reasonable scenario for development of this site in
conformance with the General Plan and Conservation Subdivision Ordinance. This
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alternative would result in a reduction of impacts compared to the proposed project due
to the reduced intensity of construction and operation of land uses.

The Reduced Footprint Alternative, detailed in subchapter 4.5, provides an alternative
that contains approximately the same number of units but reduces the development
footprint by clustering the development within a 441.3-acre portion of the project site;
166.7 acres would be preserved as biological open space. This alternative was selected
specifically to reduce significant impacts related to sensitive resources.

The Reduced Intensity Alternative, detailed in subchapter 4.6, provides an alternative
that reduces the intensity of development in order to reduce the significant density
related impacts of the project to traffic, air quality, and noise and transportation/traffic.
This alternative would provide an intensity of use in the middle of the range between the
No Project and proposed project by limiting development to 881 single-family detached
homes and a 5.6-acre commercial area, which would support 75,000 square feet of
commercial uses. This alternative would result in a reduction of impacts compared to the
project due to the reduction of construction activity and operation of land uses.

The 2.2C Alternative, detailed in subchapter 4.7, provides an alternative that illustrates
how West Lilac Road could be constructed to General Plan Mobility Element Road
Standard-Classification of 2.2C, while retaining other key features of the project. This
alternative includes Phases 1 and 2 of the Reduced Intensity Alternative and Phases 3,
4, and 5 of the project and would include a total of 1,365 units and a total of
15.3_acres/85,000 square feet of commercial uses.

The Roadway Design Alternative is based on the project as proposed with all, or some,
of the various roadway segments described below constructed without design
exceptions. It is noted that two of the roadway segments included in this alternative have
roadway design options due to existing conditions, including the alternative that
addresses the West Lilac Road Bridge and an alternative that addresses the middle
segment of West Lilac Road along the northern project boundary. All other aspects of
this _alternative would be the same as the project, including land uses. While this
alternative_does not reduce a project impact, the Roadway Design Alternative was
included to disclose the impacts that would occur if the project road modifications were

not approved.

The Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative was included to analyze impacts of
providing a Fire Station in Phase 5 of the proposed project. This alternative would
improve Mountain Ridge Road to public road standards providing access to a Fire
Station. Two options for Mountain Ridge Road are included in this alternative. Option 1
would consist of reclassification to a standard Rural Residential Collector. Option 2
would consist of reclassification to Rural Residential Collector with a road exception that
would allow the graded right-of-way to be reduced from 48 feet to 40 feet. This
alternative_removes the project's gates on Mountain Ridge Road that limit traffic flow
through Phases 4 and 5. The Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative is included
to disclose the impacts that would occur if a fire station and other associated
improvements were constructed in Phase 5 of the project.

Fhese—All of the alternatives are compared to the impacts of the project and are
assessed relative to their ability to meet the basic project objectives. As described in
Chapter 1.0, the project includes the following basic objectives:
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1. Develop a community within northern San Diego County in close proximity to a
major transportation corridor consistent with the County’s Community
Development Model for a walkable pedestrian-oriented mixed-use community.

2. Provide a range of housing and lifestyle opportunities in a manner that
encourages walking and riding bikes, and that provides public services and
facilities that are accessible to residents of both the community and the
surrounding area.

3. Provide a variety of recreational opportunities including parks for active and
passive activities, and trails available to the public that connect the residential
neighborhoods to the town and neighborhood centers.

4. Integrate major physical features into the project design, including major
drainages, and woodlands creating a hydrologically sensitive community in order
to reduce urban runoff.

5. Preserve sensitive natural resources by setting aside land within a planned and
integrated preserve area.

6. Accommodate future population growth in San Diego County by providing a
range of diverse housing types, including mixed-use and senior housing.

8.7. Provide a broad range of educational, recreational, and social uses and
economically viable commercial opportunities within a walkable distance from the
residential uses.

Table 4-3-4 provides a matrix to show each alterative relative to each of the objectives.
4.1.1 Alternatives Considered but Rejected

CEQA Guidelines state that the EIR should identify any alternatives that were
considered by the lead agency but were rejected, and briefly explain the reasons
underlying the lead agency’s determination. Among factors used to eliminate
alternatives from detailed consideration in the EIR is failure to meet most of the basic
project objectives or inability to avoid significant environmental effects (Guidelines
15126.6(c)).

41.1.1 Alternative Location

In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)(2), an alternative project site
location should be considered if development of another site is feasible and if
development of another site would avoid or substantially lessen significant impacts of the
project. Factors that may be considered when identifying an alternative site location
include: the size of the site; its location relative to major transportation corridors,
employment centers and the availability of services (including commercial services along
with public services, such as fire protection, libraries and schools); the General Plan (or
Community Plan) land use designations, and availability of infrastructure. CEQA
Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)(2)(A) states that a key question in looking at an off-site
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alternative is “. . . whether any of the significant effects of the project would be avoided
or substantially lessened by putting the project in another location.”

With respect to an off-site location, there is no other similarly sized (600+ acres) parcel,
or group of contiguous parcels available for assembly that is available for development
as a compact village, close to I-15, in the Valley Center-Bonsall area. The location of
the project within the I-15 corridor is important to meet the first project objectives due to
the proximity of the freeway and other infrastructure and services needed to serve the
residents of the project. Much of the land along the I-15 corridor, located in the Valley
Center, Fallbrook or Rainbow community plan areas is either too steep or outside the
boundaries of the sewer and water district, to accommodate the proposed project.

The project site was assembled in order to create a project site large enough in size and
scale to meet the project objectives, support a mixed-use village and accommodate all of
the necessary infrastructure to serve the project. The Valley Center Community Plan
includes two planned Villages, located near the geographical center of the Valley Center
Community Plan area, approximately 10 miles from Interstate 15. These Villages, the
land use designations for which reflect existing land use patterns, are designed to
complete the existing community. The two Villages are planned to be located over
10 miles from the proposed project, on Valley Center Road. They would not be located
along a major interstate freeway or other major transportation corridor. Implementing a
village within either of the two Village areas identified in the community plan would
therefore, likely result in substantially greater traffic impacts than associated with the
project, since existing roadway infrastructure would not support large increases in
intensity.

The two village sites identified in the Valley Center Community Plan would complete a
Village as envisioned in that plan. These two sites pose many constraints and
disadvantages relative to the location of the proposed project, including encumbered
emergency access and evacuation; greater potential VMT and associated GHG
emissions (see VMT analysis summary below); and substantially greater constraints and
impacts relative to traffic and required roadway improvements to provide the increased
capacity necessary to accommodate the proposed intensity.

A VMT analysis was conducted as a part of the traffic impact study completed for the
project (see Appendix E). As shown in that analysis, constructing the project in its
proposed location would result in_an _average vehicular trip length for the project of
7.6 miles, which is over a half-mile lower than the rest of the Valley Center community.
That combined with the 0.1 mile trip length reduction that would occur within the Valley
Center community as a result of the project would generally reduce traffic and GHG
impacts relative to placing the project at an alternative Valley Center village location.
Constructing the project in_an alternative location would not achieve the trip length
reductions, as alternative locations would be a greater distance from regional facilities
(e.q., transportation corridors, employment centers and shopping).

This project would create a new Village, providing an additional location within the VCCP
area with services and housing opportunities. The project area is positioned in proximity
to the 1-15 and within existing districts for sewer water and fire service. There is an
adequate road network offering multiple routes throughout the project and-weuldwhich

dltimately-connect with-freewayrampsto |-15. Placing the project in another location may
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result in additional issues related to traffic and services. By-itself-the proposed-project
I I  the | - T > o
Further, the applicant already owns the project site and cannot reasonably acquire an

alternative site. Thus, in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f), the
acquisition of an alternative location would be considered infeasible.

Therefore, an alternative location was considered but rejected because of the (1) lack of
a suitable-sized site, (2) lack of a site located in proximity to 1-15 and existing service

areas, (3) lack of ability to reduce VMT the potential for greater GHG emissions and

4.2 Analysis of the No Project/No Development Alternative

4.2.1 Description and Setting

The No Project/No Development Alternative would retain the site in its current condition.
The project site currently supports agricultural uses including citrus, row crops, and
avocados. There are 21 buildings on-site including 16 existing homes and agricultural
buildings. Including the agricultural lands, a total of 17 habitat types and vegetation
communities cover the project site. No new development would occur.

4.2.2 Comparison of the Effects of the No Project/No Development Alternative to
the Proposed Project

42.2.1 Visual

The No Project/No Development Alternative would result in fewer visual impacts
compared to the project. The No Project/No Development Alternative would not change
the existing visual quality of the project site. Views into the project area would not depict
high-density development that would contrast with the existing undeveloped nature of
the surrounding areas.

As detailed in subchapter 2.1, site planning and design standards are included in the
Specific Plan to address potentially significant visual impacts. However, visual impacts
would remain significant and unavoidable. Additionally, short-term visual impacts
associated with construction of the project and cumulative impacts to the viewshed
would remain significant an unavoidable.

The No Project/No Development Alternative would avoid the visual impacts associated
with the project, including the impairment of visual resources and visual character during
construction because it would not change the integrity of the existing site conditions.
Impacts associated with this alternative would be less than significant and less than the
project.
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4.2.2.2 Air Quality

Under the No Project/No Development Alternative, maintenance of the existing condition
of the project site would eliminate short-term emissions associated with grading and
construction activities. Long-term operational emissions would also be less under this
alternative, as there would be no new uses generating additional traffic or stationary
source emissions.

Implementation of the project would result in significant and unavoidable impacts to air
guality plan consistency, because the proposed population would be greater than the
population forecasts used in regional air quality plans. As detailed in subchapter 2.2,
implementation of the project would also result in significant construction and
operational-related air quality impacts including the emission of criteria pollutants above
threshold standards. Through compliance with existing regulations, and proposed
policies contained in the Specific Plan, as well as the implementation of mitigation
measures, construction-related air quality impacts would be reduced to less than
significant levels. However, air quality plan consistency and operational impacts would
remain significant and unavoidable.

Under the No Project/No Development Alternative, significant air quality impacts
associated with the project would be avoided. Although some air quality impacts could
occur from ongoing agricultural operations, the project site would conform to existing
RAQs and construction- and new operational-related emissions would not occur.
Impacts associated with this alternative would be less than the project.

4.2.2.3 Transportation/Traffic

Under the No Project/No Development Alternative, traffic generation would continue to
total 192 trips based on the existing residences and related agricultural uses of the site.
Traffic impacts would not occur. Because this alternative places no additional trips on
the roadways, no significant impacts would occur and the level of traffic impacts resulting
from the No Project/No Development Alternative would be less than the project.

4.2.2.4 Agricultural Resources

Under the No Project/No Development Alternative, no agricultural lands would be
converted to other uses, and existing agricultural uses would continue, subject to
existing market conditions. Likewise, because no new land uses would be introduced
along the perimeter of the project site, potential agricultural adjacency impacts would not
occur.

The No Project/No Development Alternative would avoid the conversion of significant
agricultural lands and potential urban/agricultural interface conflicts—ecompletely.
Therefore, while the project’s impacts would be less than significant with mitigation,
impacts associated with this alternative would be less than the project.

4.2.2.5 Biological Resources
The No Project/No Development Alternative would retain biological resources in the

existing condition; therefore, there would be no direct impacts. Additionally, indirect
impacts associated with project construction and long-term occupancy of the site by
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residents would not occur under this alternative, although continued agricultural use of
the project site would have some indirect impacts on nesting birds and other wildlife.
While there would be no loss of biological resources, the long-term preservation of
resources would not be assured as with the project, which would include dedication of
land in a permanent open space easement.

Overall impacts to biological resources associated with this alternative would be less
than the project because there would be no direct impacts to biological resources.

4.2.2.6 Cultural Resources

Surveys of the project site revealed two cultural sites. The No Project/No Development
Alternative would avoid impacts to both of these sites because no development would
occur.

No grading activities (which might uncover unknown resources) would occur on the
project site under the No Project/No Development Alternative. Therefore, no significant
impacts to cultural resources would occur. Impacts associated with this alternative would
be less than the project.

4.2.2.7 Hazards/Hazardous Materials

Like the project, this alternative would not include the transport, emission, or disposal of
hazardous materials. The project site is not included on a list of hazardous materials

sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5; therefore, the project

significant—-hazard—to—the—public—orthe—environment—Neither the project, nor this
alternative would impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan, or result in impacts associated
with vectors.

As discussed in subchapter 2.7, the project site is located within very high and moderate
FHSZs. It is also located within a mapped Wildland Urban Interface Area indicating its
propensity for brush fires. The project would result in a potentially significant impact
associated with wildland fires but would include large areas of irrigated landscape,
paved roads, parks, and ignition-resistant developed area. In addition, the FPP prepared
for the project identified that adequate fire services will be available to protect the project
site.

The project would be conditioned on one of several scenarios relative to the provision of
fire protection services for the project site. A remodeled or newly constructed fire station
would assure adequate fire protection services are available to_the development. No
impacts were identified with the construction or remodeling of an existing fire station on-
or off-site.

As no new development would occur under the No Project/No Development Alternative,
there would not be a need for additional fire facilities, and no additional residents would
be located on-site. Therefore, impacts due to fire hazards would be less under this
alternative than the project.
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4.2.2.8 Noise

Noise impacts associated with the No Project/No Development Alternative would
primarily be due to the continued use of farm equipment, as well as occasional vehicle
trips. Noise levels would be less than significant because the noise source would be
intermittent and mobile, and there is a lack of sensitive receptors adjacent to the farming
areas.

Although the project includes mitigation measures, the implementation of which would
reduce most potentially significant noise impacts to less than significant, impacts
associated with this alternative would be less than significant and less than the project,
because no new noise impacts would occur.

4.2.3 Conclusion

Implementation of the No Project/No Development Alternative would result in less
potentially significant and significant impacts than the project. This alternative would
avoid significant unavoidable impacts related to: visual (dominance, scale, diversity, and
continuity, construction, and cumulative viewshed impacts); air quality (compatibility with
the RAQS and operational emissions); noise (traffic-generated), and direct and
cumulative traffic impacts. This alternative would also avoid significant and mitigated
impacts associated with: direct and cumulative roadway segments and intersections; air
guality (construction emissions); agricultural resources, biological resources, cultural
resources, noise (construction, stationary and vibration), and, hazards/fire safety. The
No Project/No Development Alternative would avoid potential agricultural conflicts
completely and the loss of farmland of Prime or Statewide Importance.

The No Project/No Development Alternative would not meet any of the project
objectives. This alternative would not provide housing needed to accommodate the
future population growth in San Diego County in a manner that provides a range of
diverse housing types, including mixed-use or senior housing and a group care facility.
In addition, this alternative would not meet any of the project’'s objectives such as
developing a community that would be consistent with the Community Development
Model and providing a pedestrian-oriented, mixed-use community. This alternative
would not construct parks or trails or provide any new recreational opportunities within
the community, nor would it allow for the preservation of sensitive natural resources by
setting aside land within a planned and integrated preserve area. FheNo—Projeet
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4.3 Analysis of the Legal Lot Alternative

4.3.1 Description and Setting

The Legal Lot Alternative (Figure 4-1) would allow development consistent with existing
legal lots in accordance with the existing land use designation of Semi-Rural under the
General Plan and the zoning. Under this alternative there would be a total of 49 single-
family homes constructed on 2-acre minimum lots within the 608 acres. The scope of
development of this alternative would require individual property owners to connect to
water infrastructure and install a septic system for the treatment of wastewater. Because
development would occur on individual lots in accordance with the current land use
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designation and under the existing legal lots that currently exists, there would be minimal
discretionary review. No commercial, mixed-use, parks, trails, or a school site would be
developed. Development of this alternative would not necessitate the requirements to
include a WRF, RF, recreational facilities, or civic uses, including a fire station.

4.3.2 Comparison of the Effects of the Analysis of the Legal Lot Alternative to
the Proposed Project

4.3.2.1 Visual

Development under the Legal Lot Alternative would consist of 49 rural residential homes
and would not change the visual quality of the project site because the 2-acre minimum
lots would be comparable to existing rural residential development. The views into the
area would not demonstratively contrast with the existing nature of the surrounding
areas.

As discussed above, specific site planning and design standards are included in the
project’s Specific Plan to address potentially significant visual impacts. This includes the
placement of the widest lots along the northern boundary of the project site in the area of
the existing homes. The implementation of mitigation measures and design guidelines
focused on the monitoring and maintenance of landscape plans result in a reduction of
visual impacts; however, impacts relative to the visual environment in terms of
dominance, scale, diversity, and continuity, as viewed from West Lilac Road and
surrounding residential areas would remain significant and unavoidable. Additionally,
short-term visual impacts associated with construction of the project and cumulative
impacts to the viewshed would remain significant an unavoidable.

The Legal Lot Alternative would avoid visual impacts because the development of the 49
homes would not likely occur all at once and would resemble surrounding large-lot
single-family development. There would be approximately five lots adjacent to West Lilac
Road along the northern boundary of the project site avoiding significant visual impacts
associated with the project. Impacts associated with this alternative would be less than
significant and less than the project.

4.3.2.2 Air Quality

The Legal Lot Alternative would have a density consistent with regional air quality
management plans. Therefore, there would be no impact associated with plan
consistency. This alternative would generate 588 ADT, 97 percent less traffic than the
project. Therefore, air emissions would be less because of the limited amount of traffic
that would be generated from this alternative, and the minimal construction required to
build a maximum of 49 homes.

The project would result in significant and unavoidable air quality impacts because the
density proposed is greater than that considered in regional air quality plans.
Additionally, the project would result in significant and unavoidable operational-related
air quality impacts including the emission of criteria pollutants above threshold
standards, and significant, but mitigable impacts associated with construction emissions.

Plan consistency impacts associated with this alternative would be avoided. In addition,
reduced traffic levels by 97 percent would contribute to lower levels of operational air
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emissions. Likewise, because the number of lots that would be developed under this
alternative is significantly less than the project, construction and operational impacts
would be below threshold standards. Therefore, air quality impacts associated with this
alternative would be less than significant and less than the project.

4.3.2.3 Transportation/Traffic

The Legal Lot Alternative would generate 588 ADT, less traffic than the project by
approximately 97 percent. This alternative’s traffic generation would not result in impacts

to the existing LOS on surrounding area roadways. Fhe-projectproposes-an-additional
19,428 trips—en—neighberingroadways—Because this alternative would generate less

traffic than the project, and would avoid direct and cumulative impacts, traffic-related
impacts associated with this alternative would be less than significant and less than the
project.

4.3.2.4 Agricultural Resources

As property is developed on the existing lots under this alternative, there would be no
mechanism to require dedicated agricultural buffer areas or assure continued on-site
agricultural conditions. It is possible that as each lot develops under this alternative,
existing agricultural lands within those lots would be converted to residential uses
consistent with the existing land use designations and zoning. Therefore, development
under this alternative could result in conflicts with adjacent agricultural activity.
However, the existing legal lots are relatively large in size and significant direct
adjacency/land use conflicts between residential and agricultural uses would not be
anticipated. Agricultural interface compatibility impacts under this alternative would be
less than significant.

The project would result in the conversion of some existing on-site agricultural lands to a
non-agricultural use. Pursuant to County Guidelines, the existing legal lots are large
enough to incorporate agriculture even if developed with a home; therefore, direct
impacts to agriculture associated with this alternative would be less than the project.

4.3.2.5 Biological Resources

Significant impacts to biological resources could occur under the Legal Lot Alternative.
Because development would occur on individual lots consistent with the existing legal
lots and underlying zone, the development would not require the preservation of large
areas of biological open space. There would be less ability to avoid and preserve
sensitive habitat, including wetlands.

The project would preserve a total of 263:6104.1 acres of sensitive habitat within on-site
open space easement areas. The open space would be protected in perpetuity, along
with minimum 50-foot wetland buffers surrounding RPO wetlands that are located
adjacent to proposed development. Mitigation measures for the project would reduce
direct, indirect, and cumulatively significant biological impacts to less than significant.

Overall, biological resources associated with this alternative would be greater than the
project because without the requirement of discretionary review, there would be no
mechanism by which to mitigate any impacts to biological resources that may occur
under this alternative.
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4.3.2.6 Cultural Resources

The Legal Lot Alternative could result in significant impacts to the on-site cultural
resources because development would occur on individual lots consistent with the
existing legal lots and the underlying zone. Therefore, such development would not be
subject to the same discretionary review as the project and would not be required to
implement measures, including grading monitoring and the development of a data
recovery plan.

The project proposes mitigation measures that assure any potential impacts to cultural
resources would be less than significant.

The Legal Lot Alternative would not have the benefit of these measures; however, the
amount of grading that would likely occur in conjunction with the construction of single-
family homes on 49 lots would be substantially less than that associated with the project.
Both direct and indirect impacts to cultural resources associated with this alternative
would therefore be less than the project.

4.3.2.7 Hazards/Hazardous Materials

Like the project, this alternative would not include the transport, emission, or disposal of
hazardous materials. The project site is not included on a list of hazardous materials

sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5. Therefore, the project

sighificant—hazard—to—the public—orthe—environment—Neither the project, nor this
alternative would impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan, or result in impacts associated
with vectors.

As discussed in subchapter 2.7, the project site is located within very high and moderate
FHSZs. It is also located within a mapped Wildland Urban Interface Area indicating its
propensity for brush fires. Like the project, development under the Legal Lot Alternative
would require conformance with the County Consolidated Fire Code and existing
regulations associated with flammable building materials, allowable landscaping, and fire
access. Each of the 49 individual homes would be required to show 100-foot FMZ, to
construct driveways and access roads to County standards, and to assure adequate
egress and for emergency vehicle use.

The Legal Lot Alternative would have similar protections against wildfire impacts.
However, the Legal Lot Alternative would not require the construction of a new fire
station, or any additional fire service options, in order to meet the required travel time
and would result in fewer residents on-site. Therefore, impacts due to fire hazards
would be less than the proposed project.

4.3.2.8 Noise

Noise impacts associated with the Legal Lot Alternative would primarily be due to vehicle
trips. Noise levels would be less than significant because the noise source would be
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intermittent and mobile, and because there would be fewer sensitive receptors adjacent
to noise sources.

The project includes design and mitigation measures, the implementation of which would
reduce most potentially significant noise impacts to less than significant. However, under
this alternative noise-related impacts would be less than significant and less than the
project because there would be fewer on-site sensitive receptors and substantially less
traffic.

4.3.3 Conclusion

Implementation of the Legal Lot Alternative would result in fewer potentially significant
and significant impacts than the project. This alternative would avoid significant
unavoidable impacts related to: visual (dominance, scale, diversity, and continuity,
construction, and cumulative viewshed impacts); air quality (compatibility with RAQS and
operational emissions); and direct and cumulative traffic impacts. This alternative would
also avoid significant and mitigated impacts associated with direct and cumulative
roadways and intersections, noise, fire hazards, and agricultural and cultural resources.
This alternative could, however, result in greater impacts to biological resources.

This alternative would not meet any of the project objectives. This alternative would
allow 49 residences on rural lots spanning the project site and would not provide a range
of public facilities, housing opportunities and commercial services to the neighborhood
and community. It would not develop a pedestrian-oriented, mixed-use community,
which is the basis for the project. This alternative would not construct parks, trails or a
school site, an on-site WRF or RF and would, therefore, not achieve the principles of a
sustainable village. This alternative would not provide a range of diverse housing types,
including mixed-use housing and senior housing. This alternative would not provide
social, public service, and commercial opportunities to both new and existing residents,
while allowing for the preservation of sensitive natural resources by setting aside land
within a planned and integrated preserve area.

4.4 Analysis of the General Plan Consistent Alternative

4.4.1 Description and Setting

The General Plan Consistent Alternative would allow development in accordance with
the General Plan Land Use designation, Semi-Rural. Pursuant to the General Plan, the
530 acres of the project site within the Valley Center community plan area include two
land use designations: 131 acres are designated Semi-Rural 10 (1 unit per 10, or 20
gross acres, depending on slope) and 399 are acres designated Semi-Rural 4 (1 unit per
4, 8, or 16 gross acres, depending on slope). Pursuant to the General Plan, the 78 acres
of the project site within the Bonsall community plan area are designated with the Semi-
Rural 10 Land Use designation.

This alternative would be subject to the County’s Conservation Subdivision Ordinance
(CSO0), which requires the preservation of 75 percent of the project site within the SR-10
as open space. The CSO applies to the 131 acres within the SR-10 designation within
Valley Center and the 78 acres within the SR-10 designation with Bonsall. Compliance
with the CSO would thus require the preservation of 156.75 acres of open space on-site
within the SR-10. Overall, this alternative would yield 110 single-family dwelling units.
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The single-family homes would be clustered as—to preserve sensitive biological
resources, as illustrated on Figure 4-2. Ninety-eight acres of open space would be
preserved within the SR-4 land use designation, and 159 acres would be preserved
within the SR-10, thus conforming to the requirements of the CSO.

The General Plan Consistent Alternative also would refleet—include half-width
improvements ef-to the existing West Lilac Road on the project site, consistent with
General Plan Giredlation-Mobility Element roadway network standard Road 2.2C. All
other internal roadways would be constructed to the same standard as proposed by the
project. No gates would be included in this alternative.

In order to accommodate development consistent with the General Plan/CSO, this
alternative would consist of two separate subdivisions accommodating 2-acre lot
minimums for single-family homes. The northern subdivision (area known in the project
as Phases 1, 2, and 3) would take access from West Lilac Road with internal private
roadways. The southern subdivision (area known in the project as Phases 4 and 5)
would take access from the existing Covey Lane and an additional access point would
be provided from Mountain Ridge Road.

This alternative would include: approximately 256.6 acres of dedicated total open space.
Due to the reduced scope of this alternative, it would not include a WRF, RF, school, or
civic uses, including a fire station. The single-family homes would be served by septic
systems. Parks and trails would be provided consistent with the County PLDO and
Subdivision Ordinance requirements.

4.4.2 Comparison of the Effects of the General Plan Consistent Alternative to the
Project

44.2.1 Visual

Development under the General Plan Consistent Alternative would consist of a 110-unit
semi-rural residential community on larger lots than the village-based, higher density
residential development of the project.

As discussed above, site planning and design standards are included in the project’s
Specific Plan to address potentially significant visual impacts. This includes the
placement of the widest lots along the northern boundary of the project site in the area of
the existing homes. Additionally, the implementation of mitigation measures and design
guidelines focused on the monitoring and maintenance of landscape plans result in a
reduction of visual impacts; however, impacts relative to the visual environment in terms
of dominance, scale, diversity, and continuity, as viewed from West Lilac Road and
surrounding residential areas would remain significant and unavoidable. Additionally,
short-term visual impacts associated with construction of the project and cumulative
impacts to the viewshed would remain significant and unavoidable.

The General Plan Consistent Alternative would result in development that would be
more similar in character to surrounding land use patterns than the project. Lots would
be an average size of over 2 acres. Over 250 acres of open space would be preserved
on-site thus providing greater visual buffering from vantage points within the viewshed.
Visual impacts associated with construction would be less than significant because
grading would be limited to building pads and private roads. Overall, visual impacts
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associated with this alternative would be less than the project due to the reduced
density/intensity of development.

4.4.2.2 Air Quality

The number of lots under this alternative (110) is contemplated in existing County plans
and SANDAG 2030 forecasts. Therefore, this alternative does not represent a conflict
with San Diego RAQS or SIP, and impacts would be less than significant. This
alternative would generate 1,320 ADTSs, which would be approximately 93 percent less
than the project. Traffic-related air quality impacts associated with this alternative would
therefore be less than the project. Likewise, the construction of this alternative would
require less grading, resulting in less than significant construction related emissions.
Operational impacts associated with 110 single-family detached homes would be below
the threshold standard and impacts would be less than significant.

The project has significant air quality impacts because the density proposed is greater
than that considered in regional air quality plans and the resultant emissions from
construction and operation exceed thresholds. This alternative would result in reduced
construction and operational traffic levels, therefore, contributing a lower level of air
emissions than the project. Therefore, air quality impacts associated with this alternative
would be less than the project.

4.4.2.3 Transportation/Traffic

This alternative would generate 1,320 ADTs, which would be approximately 93 percent
less than that generated by the project. Because most roads surrounding the site
currently operate at LOS A, the existing road system would be able to accommodate
both direct and cumulative traffic associated with this alternative. Traffic impacts under
this alternative would be less than significant and less than those of the project.

4.4.2.4 Agricultural Resources

This alternative would result in the subdivision of 110 lots. Like the project, development
of this alternative would result in conversion of agricultural land and indirect impacts,
including exposure to noise, odors, and agricultural chemicals that are associated with
adjacency to off-site agricultural resources.

Like the project, the General Plan Consistent Alterative, would reduce significant
agricultural adjacency conflicts through the implementation of HOA-maintained
agricultural buffers within residential lots. Because this alternative proposes substantially
larger lots, a greater amount of on-site open space and no school, fewer areas of
agricultural adjacency conflicts would occur. This alternative would preserve
256.6 acres of primarily biological open space pursuant to CSO requirements and would
not include any areas of dedicated common area open space/agriculture. Agricultural
activities may continue where they presently occur on-site within wetland buffers and
other limited areas within dedicated open space. Similar to the project, this alternative
could result in significant impacts to agricultural resources that would be mitigated
through the same measures as identified for the project. Since-theproject-site-was-hot
allilala N alal aYeata' a_n a ava AR A N i hi
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Overall, this alternative would result in fewer agricultural impacts as compared to the
project.

4425 Biological Resources

Like the project, development under the General Plan Consistent Alternative would
include the preservation of on-site wetland areas. However, consistent with the CSO,
this alternative would preserve 256.6 acres of on-site open space for the protection of
sensitive biological resources, compared to the 103:6104.1 acres preserved by the
project. Like the project, this alternative would assure that the open space is protected
from intruders. Additionally, an HOA would provide control over pet activity, providing on-
leash requirements. Likewise, trails would be regularly maintained to protect against
accumulation of debris.

Like the project, this alternative would be required to provide mitigation for impacts to
sensitive habitats, species and wildlife movement, including the off-site purchase of
sensitive land within the proposed North County MSCP PAMA.

Overall, biological impacts would be less due to the reduced footprint and greater
preservation of on-site open space, under this alternative compared to the project.

4.4.2.6 Cultural Resources

The General Plan Consistent Alternative would entail substantially less grading than
would be required for the project, as 256.6 acres would be preserved in open space,
significantly fewer homes would be constructed and less infrastructure would be required
compared to the project. Under the General Plan Consistent Alternative, impacts to
cultural resources would be mitigated in the same fashion as for the project, including
grading monitors and data recovery, if necessary. Therefore, impacts associated with
this alternative would be less than the project, because there would be less area of
ground disturbance, which may lead to uncovering archaeological resources.

4427 Hazards/Hazardous Materials

Like the project, this alternative does not include the transport, emission, or disposal of
hazardous materials. The project site is not included on a list of hazardous materials

sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5. Therefore, the project

i — Neither the project, nor this
alternative would impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan, or result in impacts associated
with vectors.

As discussed in subchapter 2.7, the project site is located within very high and moderate
FHSZs. It is also located within a mapped Wildland Urban Interface Area indicating its
propensity for brush fires. Like the project, development of a subdivision under the
General Plan Consistent Alternative would be regulated by the County requirements for
fire safety, including the Consolidated Fire Code and existing regulations associated with
flammable building materials, allowable landscaping, and fire access. Like the project,
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this alternative would require discretionary review, and therefore, would be required to
develop and implement a FPP to address fuel management, emergency access, and
other wildland fire safety issues. With the larger lots proposed, a 100-foot FMZ would be
provided throughout the site.

The project also would be conditioned on one of several scenarios relative to the
provision of fire protection services for the project site. Therefore, adequate fire
protection services would be provided to the project site and the fire department would

be able to respond W|th|n requwed tlmes Ihese—measwes—we&#d—mduee—peten&aﬂy

eenstmetmn—e#remedehng—e#an—e*%w—ﬁ#e—staﬂen—en—%eﬁ#&te—mls alternatlve

would not require options for the expansion or construction of an additional fire facility;
therefore, impacts would be similarless compared to the project relative to this issue.
Response times would remain the same as under the existing condition.

Although certain areas of the project would be unable to meet the standard 100-foot
FMZ, the project includes a FPP that provides design measures to assure adequate fire
protection especially in those areas. These measures provide equal safety measures as
a 100-foot FMZ, and impacts would be less than significant with this mitigation, similar to

the project.

4.4.2.8 Noise

This alternative project would construct 1,636 fewer residential units than the project and
93 percent fewer ADT, resulting in lower overall ambient traffic noise levels. However,
nearly all the lots would have some portion within the noise contour of a road. This
alternative could avoid significant impacts by precluding placement of home sites within
the noise contours on the roadways through the filing of a Tentative Map or the
requirement of Site Plans for individual lots.

The project would place residences adjacent to roadways where exterior and interior
noise impacts are projected to exceed County standards resulting in significant impacts
and therefore, mitigation in the form of additional noise analysis, placement of noise
barriers and indoor attenuation is required.

Therefore, due to the reduced number of units, the noise impacts associated with this
alternative would be less than the project.

4.4.3 Conclusion

Compared to the project, the GP Consistent Alternative would result in reduced visual
impacts due to the reduced density/intensity of development that would occur within the
site. Impacts associated with fire service time would be less because no new service
options would be required for the DSFPD to serve the project site. This alternative also
would reduce significant and unavoidable air quality impacts because it would conform
to the existing air quality plans and result in fewer operational emissions due to fewer
ADT. Likewise, significant and unavoidable cumulative traffic impacts would be reduced
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to less than significant. Significant mitigable air quality impacts associated with short-
term construction would remain, but be reduced from those of the project. Significant
and mitigated impacts associated with direct and cumulative roadways and intersections,
agricultural, biological and cultural resources, noise, and hazards/hazardous materials
and would be less than the project. No impacts would be greater.

This alternative would only meet three of the seven eight-project objectives (3, 4, and 5).
It would provide parkland and trails, as required by County ordinance. This alternative
would preserve natural on-site habitat within a preservation easement pursuant to the
CSO. This alternative would consist only of single-family detached residential housing
with no on-site public facilities; therefore, it would not meet project objectives 1, 6, or 7;
or-8. The General Plan Consistent Alternative would not create a walkable mixed-use
village; would not provide a range of housing and lifestyle opportunities in a manner that
encourages non-automotive mobility; nor would it provide for a variety of housing
including housing for seniors. Also, this alternative would not provide-the-oppeortunity-for
residents-to-inerease-the-reeyeling-of-waste;nerprovide educational and neighborhood

retail opportunities in close proximity to residential uses.

45 Analysis of the Reduced Footprint Alternative

4.5.1 Description and Setting

This alternative is designed to reduce the development footprint in order to increase
preservation of sensitive biological resources on-site. As shown on Figure 4-3, the
Reduced Footprint Alternative would entail clustering development on approximately
441.3 acres and the preservation of 166.7 acres of on-site biological open space.
Residential development would be removed from the upland habitat in Phases 1, 2, and
3 of the project, and wetland buffers would be increased from 50 to 100 feet throughout
the site. Additionally due to the fewer lesser-number of units, the on-site detention basin
acreage would be reduced from 9.4 to 5.4 acres; the wet weather storage would be
reduced from 8.1 to 5.5 acres; and the school site would be reduced in size from 12
acres to 9 acres. In turn, a greater amount of upland habitat would be preserved in
Phase 3.

Development of this alternative would include 1,251 residential dwelling units, including:
783 single-family detached homes on 142.14 acres (5.5 du/ac) and 468 senior housing
units on 71.1 acres (6.6 du/ac). No single-family attached or mixed-use would be
provided under this alternative due to the reduced amount of developable area. The
alternative would include 25,000 square feet of specialty commercial located on 6 acres
within Phase 2 only. No commercial would be provided within Phases 3 and 4, due to
the reduced footprint and fewer number of dwelling units to support such uses on-site.
No recycling facility and trailhead, private recreation facility or group care would be
provided under this alternative. This alternative would include the WRF, a school site,
18 acres of institutional uses in Phase 5, and 16 acres of parkland, approximately
8 acres less than provided by the project due to fewer number of on-site residents.
Under this alternative 166.7 acres of biological open space would be provided on-site,
along with 20.2 acres of common area and agriculture.

All roadways would be private for this alternative, similar to the project. Also, under this
alternative an on-site fire station or renovation to a nearby station or other fire service
improvement options would be required as for the project. Like the project, the Reduced
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Footprint Alternative would require both a General Plan Amendment and Specific Plan
and would include the preparation of a Site Plan for any type of development permit. As
with the project, this alternative would require a General Plan Amendment to change the
Regional Category from Semi-Rural to Village. This alterative would require a land use
designation of VR-2.9 for the residential areas. The commercial area would require a
designation of General Commercial and also would require a Rezone of the 6-acre
commercial site to General Commercial.

4.5.2 Comparison of the Effects of the Reduced Footprint Alternative
4.5.2.1 Visual

Development under the Reduced Footprint Alternative would consist of a primarily
residential community clustered within the disturbed/non-biologically sensitive portions of
the project site. Like the project, the resulting pattern and intensity of development would
contrast with the existing viewshed of the project site; however, to a lesser degree due to
the decreased number of units and the increase in amount of open space.

As discussed above, specific site planning and design standards are included in the
project’s Specific Plan to address potentially significant visual impacts. This includes the
placement of 100-foot-wide lots along the northern project perimeter adjacent to existing
homes near the existing West Lilac Road. Additionally, the implementation of mitigation
measures and design guidelines focused on the monitoring and maintenance of
landscape plans result in a reduction of visual impacts; however, impacts relative to the
visual environment in terms of dominance, scale, diversity, and continuity, as viewed
from West Lilac Road and surrounding residential areas would remain significant and
unavoidable. Additionally, short-term visual impacts associated with construction of the
project and cumulative impacts to the viewshed would remain significant an unavoidable.

For the Reduced Footprint Alternative, development would be concentrated within a
smaller portion of the project site. Lots adjacent to the northern perimeter near the
existing West Lilac Road would be generally the same size as those proposed by the
project, although there would be fewer lots under the Reduced Project Alternative, due
to the preservation of upland habitat in this area. Like the project, the lots proposed
along the northern boundary of the project site would require landscaping controls to
soften the visual transition into the project site at this location. Because of the fewer
number of units along the northern project boundary and within the Town Center, visual
impacts under this alternative would be less than those of the project.

4522 Air Quality

This alternative would include approximately 30 percent fewer units than the proposed
project. However, like the project, the density associated with this alternative would be
inconsistent with the General Plan and would be greater than that considered in regional
air quality plans. Therefore, like the project, this alternative would result in significant
unavoidable impacts associated with regional air quality management plans.

This alternative would generate approximately 12,430 ADT, which would be 37 percent

less than the project—(19;428-ABT). Traffic-related operational air quality impacts |
associated with this alternative would therefore be less than the project.
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The construction of this alternative would require less grading because it is within a more
compact area. Construction activities would be subject to the same mitigation as those
for the project, and thus construction-related air quality impacts also would be less than
significant with mitigation and slightly less than the project.

The project’s operational-related air quality impacts associated with land uses would be
significant due to the emission of ROG, CO, and PM,q above established thresholds.
While project design and mitigation measures are proposed, including the development
of educational programs and materials for residents, impacts would remain significant
after mitigation.

Because there would be fewer ADT and development would be more compact, related
emissions would be less than the project and, air quality impacts associated with this
alternative would be less than the project.

4.5.2.3 Transportation/Traffic

This alternative would generate 12,430 ADTSs, which would be 37 percent less than the
project—which-generates-19,428-ADTs. This alternative, therefore, would result in fewer
direct impacts to existing roadways and intersections and cumulative impacts would also
be reduced. Like the project, any—significant impact to roadway segments or
intersections that-are—included—in—theTFH—Program—would be reduced to less than
significant levels through payment of TIF fees_or through the provision of improvements,
as feasible. Also similar to the project, it would not be feasible to mitigate for impacts to
Caltrans facilities because the improvements to those facilities are the responsibility of
another jurisdiction, and other impacts would be unavoidable since the mitigation would
not be proportional to the project impact (see subchapter 2.3.6 for additional

nformatlon) ;%mmms%m%mmwmmmmmwmﬂm

+mp#9vemen%s—#—teas+ble—'Fhe¥efe¥eOverall traffic |mpacts under thls alternatlve would

be less than for the project.

45.2.4 Agricultural Resources

This alternative would preserve the majority of sensitive on-site habitat including upland
habitat in Phases 1 and 3 and wetlands. Under this alternative, wetland buffers would
increase to 100 feet from 50 feet, as proposed by the project. Existing agriculture located
within this alternative’s wetland buffers would remain.

This alternative would concentrate development within areas mapped as orchards,
intensive, or extensive agriculture and would retain 20.2 acres of common
areas/agriculture on-site, same as the project. Due to the reduced development footprint,
this alternative would have fewer areas of adjacency conflict with off-site agricultural
lands. Both the project and this alternative would retain a total of 20.2 acres of common
area open space subject to HOA maintenance, but would result in significant agricultural

impacts.

Fherefore—bBecause fewer potential areas of agricultural adjacency would occur,
impacts to agricultural resources would be less under this alternative.
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4,5.2.5 Biological Resources

This alternative would preserve a total of 166.7 acres of land within dedicated biological
open space. The preserved areas include wetland and upland habitat. Wetland buffers
would be increased from 50 under the project to 100 feet. By maintaining sensitive
vegetation in open space, a local wildlife corridor could continue where primarily small
mammals roam and forage. The project would preserve 103-6104.1 acres of wetlands
and wetland buffers in open space. The project’s development of the agricultural lands in
the southern portion of the project site limits on-site wildlife corridors to the preserved
drainages.

While the project’s biological impacts would be mitigated to less than significant, this
alternative would preserve more sensitive biological resources; therefore, impacts to
sensitive habitats, species and wildlife movement would be less than significant and less
than the project.

45.2.6 Cultural Resources

The Reduced Footprint Alternative would entail less grading than would be required for
the project, as 63 additional acres would be preserved in open space for the
preservation of biological resources. Under the Reduced Footprint Alternative, impacts
to cultural resources would be mitigated to the same degree as the project, including
grading monitors and data recovery, if necessary. Therefore, impacts associated with
this alternative would still be significant, but there would be less potential to encounter
subsurface resources; therefore, impacts would be less than less-than-the project.

4.5.2.7 Hazards/Hazardous Materials
Like the project, this alternative does not include the transport, emission, or disposal of

hazardous materials. The project site is not included on a list of hazardous materials
sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5. Therefore, the project

—Neither the project, nor this
alternative would impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan, or result in impacts associated

with vectors.

As discussed in subchapter 2.7, the project site is located within very high and moderate
FHSZs. It is also located within a mapped Wildland Urban Interface Area indicating its
propensity for brush fires. Like the project, development under the Reduced Footprint
Alternative would be regulated by the County requirements for fire safety, including the
Consolidated Fire Code and existing regulations associated with flammable building
materials, allowable landscaping, and fire access.

Like the project, this alternative would be required to develop and implement a FPP to
evaluate the level of potential fire hazard affecting the project site and propose methods
and measures to minimize any identified hazard which would include establishing fire
buffers and other construction measures to reduce fire hazards. The project's FPP
includes mitigation measures aimed at assuring reasonable protection against wildland
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fires such as buffer zones and construction requirements and impacts would be less
than significant with this mitigation.

Also like the project this alternative would require a GPA amending the project site’s
regional land use category from Semi-Rural to Village, reducing allowable fire service
response time under the General Plan to five minutes. The project also would be
conditioned on one of several scenarios relative to the provision of fire protection
services for the project site. Therefore, adequate fire protection services would be
provided to the project site and the fire department would be able to respond within
required times. No impacts were identified with the construction or remodeling of an
existing fire station on- or off-site.

Like the project, fire services response impacts under this alternative preteetion would

fire—station—Therefore, this alternative’s impacts associated with hazards would be
similar to the project.

45.2.8 Noise

Like the project, development of this alternative would place residential lots within
roadway noise contours, where exterior and interior noise levels are projected to exceed
County standards, resulting in the potential need for noise barriers and interior and
exterior noise attenuation. This alternative would be conditioned with mitigation similar to
the project, including noise protection easements over those areas where noise may
exceed County standards.

Due to the fewer number of units, and associated reductions in traffic and lesser quantity
of grading proposed under this alternative, noise impacts relative to both construction
and operational noise would be less under this alternative compared to the project.

45.3 Conclusion

The Reduced Footprint Alternative would reduce the significant and unavoidable visual
guality impacts associated with the project. Because this alternative would place fewer
lots adjacent to the northern project perimeter, visual impacts to views along the existing
West Lilac Road would be less under this alternative than for the project. Significant and
unavoidable cumulative traffic impacts also would be reduced under this alternative.

Due to the fewer number of units and fewer ADT, operational air quality, traffic, and
noise impacts would be less under this alternative as compared to the project. Due to
the smaller development footprint and reduced quantity of grading required, impacts
related to agricultural, biological and cultural resources would be less under this
alternative as compared to the project. Agricultural resource impacts also would be
reduced under this alternative, as there would be fewer areas for potential agricultural
adjacency conflicts. Finally, both the Reduced Footprint Alternative and the project
would result in similar impacts relative to hazards, and each would be required to
prepare an FPP and provide for additional fire services to serve the project site.

This alternative would meet six of eight-seven project objectives. This alternative would
meet objectives 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, and 78. This alternative meets these objectives because it
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would develop a project consistent with the Community Development Model and provide
a range of housing styles with adequate public facilities. The alternative would provide a
variety of recreational opportunities including parks for active and passive activities and
trails and would preserve sensitive natural resources by setting aside land within a
planned and integrated preserve area. This alternative would also integrate major
physical features in the project design, as it would preserve the majority of natural
habitat on-site. Also, under this alternative, all roads would be private, thereby including
to the maximum extent possible, state of the art hydrological technology for reducing
urban runoff. Finally, this alternative would provide a range of social uses within
walkable distance from residential uses.

This alternative would not meet objective 6 because it does not provide mixed-use

housing.

4.6 Analysis of the Reduced Intensity Alternative

4.6.1 Description and Setting

In order to reduce impacts associated with intensity of land use, the Reduced Intensity
Alternative would create a less dense community with a smaller commercial area
compared to the project. This alternative’s design would direct the densest portion of the
development to the flattest northern portion of the site, closest to the proposed
commercial area. Grading for West Lilac Road to County standard 2.2C through the
northern portion of the project site would result in a large flat mesa near the site’s
northern boundary. This would create a long sloping transition from the north (along the
toe of slope) toward the south. The resulting—slope that would result from the
construction of West Lilac Road through the project site flatbench-along-the 2.2C-would
only allow for larger lots to the south of the road. This is due to engineering constraints
resulting from the flat bench of slopes that would be required to grade the road to a 2.2C
standard. Therefore, the higher density and commercial pads would be located along the
22CWest Lilac Road. As shown on Figure 4-4, development of this alternative would
include two single-family neighborhoods totaling 881 detached homes on 286.2 acres.
The northern portion of the development would be in Phases 1, 2, and 3 and the
southern portion would be in Phases 4 and 5. This alternative would include a 5.6-acre
commercial area adjacent to a village square with 75,000 square feet of commercial
uses. No attached single-family, senior housing, mixed-use or group care facilities would
occur. This alternative would also include a 5.5-acre detention basin, 163-6104.1 acres
of biological open space, two parks (a 9-acre park dedicated to the County and a 3-acre
HOA-maintained park), and 65 acres of common areas/agriculture. A WRF would be
constructed to serve the on-site residents, similar to the project. Also, under this
alternative an on-site fire station or renovation to a nearby station would be required as
for the project.

The Reduced Intensity Alternative would reflect the alignment of West Lilac Road
through the project site; however, it would be constructed consistent with the General
Plan Cireulation—Mobility Element Road Standard 2.2C. All other internal roadways
would be private and would be constructed to the same standard as proposed by the
project. No gates would be included.

4-23




4.0 Project Alternatives

Like the project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would require a GPA, Rezone, and
approval of a Specific Plan. The GPA would change the land use designation for the
majority of the project site from SR-4 and SR-10 to SR-0.5, which would be consistent
with the Regional Category. Also, under this alternative, 5.6 acres would be designated
as General Commercial and rezoned to C-36 General Commercial.

4.6.2 Comparison of the Effects of the Reduced Intensity Alternative
4.6.2.1 Visual

The Reduced Intensity Alternative would create censtruct-substantially fewer lots than
the project and would not include mixed-use or group care facilities. Despite the
decrease in intensity of uses, the resulting pattern and density of development
associated with this alternative would contrast with the existing viewshed of the project
site.

As discussed above, specific site planning and design standards are included in the
project’s Specific Plan to address potentially significant visual impacts. This includes the
placement of 100-foot-wide lots along the northern project perimeter adjacent to existing
homes near the existing West Lilac Road. Additionally, the implementation of mitigation
measures and design guidelines focused on the monitoring and maintenance of
landscape plans result in a reduction of visual impacts; however, impacts relative to the
visual environment in terms of dominance, scale, diversity, and continuity, as viewed
from West Lilac Road and surrounding residential areas would remain significant and
unavoidable. Additionally, short-term visual impacts associated with construction of the
project and cumulative impacts to the viewshed would remain significant and
unavoidable.

Under the Reduced Intensity Alternative, lots adjacent to the northern perimeter would
be smaller than those proposed by the project in this location and the village square and
commercial center would be located along the existing West Lilac Road. Like the
project, the lots proposed along the northern boundary of the project site would require
landscaping controls to soften the visual transition into the project site at this location.

Because of the increased intensity of development along the northern project boundary,
impacts under this alternative would be similar, albeit slightly greater than those of the
project relative to the viewing location, along West Lilac Road.

4.6.2.2 Air Quality

The Reduced Intensity Alternative, although including fewer units than the project, would
have a density inconsistent with the General Plan and in turn regional air quality plans.
Therefore, like the project, this alternative would result in significant unavoidable impacts
associated with regional air quality management plans.

This alternative would generate 11,884 ADT which would be approximately 39 percent
less than the project. Traffic-related, operational air quality impacts associated with this
alternative would therefore be less than the project.

This alternative would require grading similar to the project. Due to the similar quantity of
grading, construction-related emissions would be comparable. This alternative would
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implement standard dust control measures and, like the project, would have less than
significant construction related air quality impacts.

Like the project, an educational program including the distribution of materials focused
on reduced reliance on automobiles and using consumer products that would not result
in precursor pollutants would be implemented by the HOA. However, because consumer
behavior cannot be enforced, direct and cumulative operational impacts would remain
significant and unavoidable.

Overall, this alternative would have lower operational emissions than the project
because it would generate fewer ADT; however, operational emissions including ROG,
CO, and PMyq, would still be above thresholds levels and even with mitigation would not
be reduced to less than significant levels. Overall, air quality impacts associated with this
alternative would be less than the project.

4.6.2.3 Transportation/Traffic

This alternative would generate 11,884 ADT, approximately 39 percent less than the
project—a—+reduction-of7,544-trips. Because this alternative would result in fewer ADT
than the project, direct impacts to roadway segments and intersections also would be
less under this alternative. Like the project, any-significant impact to roadway segments
or intersections that-are-included-in—theTH—Program-would be reduced to less than
significant levels through payment of TIF fees_or through the provision of roadway
improvements, as feasible. Also similar to the project, it would not be feasible to mitigate
for impacts to Caltrans facilities because the improvements to those facilities are the
responsibility of another jurisdiction, and other impacts would be unavoidable since the
mitigation would not be proportional to the project impact (see subchapter 2.3.6 for

addltlonal mformatlon) Fae%res—&hat—msuh—m—agmﬂe&n{—rmpaets—mat—ape—nepetﬂenﬂy

mp#mfemen%s—#—tea&ble—Overall because ADTS would be Iess traffic |mpacts under
this alternative would be less than the project.

West Lilac Road would be constructed through the project site to County Road Standard
2.2C and would provide a capacity of 19,000 ADT (acceptable threshold is 13,500 ADT,
acceptable—LOS D—threshold). The Reduced Intensity Alternative would generate
approximately 11,884 ADT. Therefore, the 2.2C classification for West Lilac Road would
be sufficient to support traffic generated byut the Reduced Intensity Alternative.

4.6.2.4 Agricultural Resources

Like the project, this alternative would include preserved biological open space areas,
including wetland buffers. Existing agriculture located within this alternative’s wetland
buffers would remain.

As with the project, this alternative also would include multiple 50-foot buffers adjacent to
active agriculture that would be maintained by the HOA. The inclusion of this design
feature and other mitigation measures like those detailed in subchapter 2.4, would
reduce potentially significant impacts related to urban/agricultural interface compatibility
to less than significant for both this alternative and the project. Impacts related to
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agricultural compatibility would therefore, be similar under this alternative and the
project.

The project proposes to retain approximately 20 acres of common open space and
agriculture, while this alternative would retain 65 acres of common open space and
agriculture. Nonetheless, this alternative would have a potential significant impact
related to the conversion of an agricultural resource similar to the project. This is
because the additional area to be preserved by this alternative does not include
important _agricultural resources as defined by the LARA model and the impact to
important agricultural resources would remain the same as the project. Similar to the
project, this alternative could result in _significant impacts to agricultural resources that

would be mlthated through the same measures as identified for the pr0|ect Hewever—

4.6.2.5 Biological Resources

This alternative would maintain the same general development footprint as the project,
and would provide the same biological open space consisting of 103.6104.1 acres.
Impacts to sensitive habitats, species and wildlife movement would be mitigated similar
to the project. Therefore, impacts to biological resources associated with this alternative
would be similar to the project.

46.2.6 Cultural Resources

Because the limits of grading are similar between this alternative and the project,
potential impacts to sensitive cultural resources also would likewise be similar. Mitigation
measures for both this alternative and the project would include the use of a grading
monitor to be present during grading to assure no additional resources are discovered
and implementation of a data recovery plan should resources be discovered. Impacts to
cultural resources associated with this alternative would be similar to the project.

46.2.7 Hazards/Hazardous Materials

Like the project, this alternative does not include the transport, emission, or disposal of
hazardous materials. The project site is not included on a list of hazardous materials
sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5. Therefore, the project
would not create a S|qn|f|cant hazard to the publlc or the environment. Ihe—p#ejeet—weeid

&gn#@ani—ha%ard—te—the—pebh&eHhe—emmenment—Nelther the prOJect nor thls

alternative would impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan, or result in impacts associated
with vectors.

As discussed in subchapter 2.7, the project site is located within very high and moderate
FHSZs. It is also located within a mapped Wildland Urban Interface Area indicating its
propensity for brush fires. Like the project, development of this alternative would be
regulated by the County requirements for fire safety, including the Consolidated Fire
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Code and existing regulations associated with flammable building materials, allowable
landscaping, and fire access.

Like the project, this alternative would require discretionary review, and therefore, would
be required to develop and implement a FPP to reduce significant wildland fire hazards.
The project’s FPP includes mitigation measures aimed at assuring reasonable protection
against wildland fires such as buffer zones and construction requirements and impacts
would be less than significant with this mitigation.

Also like the project this alternative would require a GPA amending the project site’s
regional land use category from Semi-Rural to Village, reducing allowable fire service
response time under the General Plan to five minutes. The project also would be
conditioned on one of several scenarios relative to the provision of fire protection
services for the project site. Therefore, adequate fire protection services would be
provided to the project site and the fire department would be able to respond within
required times. No impacts were identified with the_construction or remodeling of an
existing fire station on- or off-site.

Development of this alternative also would require a new or remodeled fire station.
Overall, impacts associated with hazards would be similar to the project.

4.6.2.8 Noise

Like the project, development of the Reduced Intensity Alternative would place
residential lots within roadway noise contours, where exterior and interior noise levels
are projected to exceed County standards, resulting in the potential need for noise
barriers and interior and exterior noise attenuation. Like the project, this alternative
would be conditioned with mitigation measures requiring the dedication of noise
protection easements over those areas where noise may exceed County standards.

Due to the reduced intensity/density proposed under this alternative and associated
reductions in traffic, noise impacts relative to both construction and operations would be
less under this alternative compared to the project.

4.6.3 Conclusion

The Reduced Intensity Alternative would not reduce the significant and unavoidable
visual quality impacts associated with the project. Because this alternative would place
smaller lots adjacent to the northern project perimeter, visual impacts to views along the
existing West Lilac Road would be greater under this alternative than for the project.
Significant and unavoidable cumulative traffic impacts would be reduced under this
alternative.

Due to the reduced intensity of development and fewer ADT, operational air quality,
traffic, and noise impacts would be less under this alternative as compared to the
project. Because of the similar development footprint and grading required, impacts
related to agricultural, biological and cultural resources would be similar for both this
alternative and the project. Impacts relative to hazards also would be similar for this
alternative and the project.
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| The Reduced Intensity Alternative would meet three of the seven eight—project
objectives. This alternative would meet objective 3 because it would provide a variety of
recreational opportunities with parks and trails. It would integrate major physical
features of the project site; therefore, meeting objective 4. It would also meet objective 5
by preserving sensitive natural resources. This alternative would not meet the remaining
project objectives because it would not: provide a pedestrian-oriented mixed-use
community; provide a range of housing and lifestyle opportunities in a manner that
encourages non-automotive mobility; or provide diverse housing types including mixed-

use and senior housing. It would_also not provide residents the-eppertunity-to-increase
the—recycling—of—waste—or—provide—educational opportunities in close proximity to

residential uses.

4.7 Analysis of the 2.2C Alternative

4.7.1 Description and Setting

The 2.2C Alternative combines both Phases 1 and 2 of the Reduced Intensity Alternative
with Phases 3, 4, and 5 of the project. The intent of this alternative is to show how West

| Lilac Road could be constructed to a Mobility Element Road Standard Classification of
2.2C road standard through the project site with the majority of project features
remaining in place, to the greatest extent feasible.

The 2.2C Alternative would include reduced intensity as compared to the project in
Phases 1 and 2: the commercial area would be smaller (5.6 acres with 75,000 square
feet of commercial space) compared to the project (10.4 acres of commercial/mixed-use
with 80,000 square feet of commercial, 121 dwelling units and a 50-room country inn).
Grading for West Lilac Road to County standard 2.2C through the northern portion of the
project site would result in a large flat area along the site’s northern boundary. This
would create a sloping transition from the north (along the toe of slope) toward the south.
The resulting slope created from grading required to achieve the 2.2C road standard
would only allow for larger lots to the south of the road. Therefore, the higher density
and commercial pads would have to be located along the 2.2C roadway.

No mixed-use would occur in conjunction with the commercial center in the northern
portion of the site under this alternative. This alternative’s design would direct the
densest portion of the development to the flattest northern portion of the site, closest to
the proposed commercial area; therefore, the smaller lots are placed adjacent to the
existing West Lilac Road. The remainder of the site (Phases 3, 4, and 5) would be
developed identically to the project.

Overall, development of this alternative would include a total of 1365 units: 792 single-
family detached homes on 177 acres; 468 senior housing units on 75.9 acres; 105
single-family attached units on 4.3 acres; and a total of 15.3 acres/90,000 square feet of
commercial uses. This alternative would also include: a WRF, RF/trailhead, 5.5 acres of
detention basins, a 12.0-acre school site; 2 acres of private recreation; 6.5 acres for a

| group care facility; 10.7 acres of institutional uses; 203-6104.1 acres of biological open
space; two parks (a 12-acre park dedicated to the County and a 11.8-acre HOA-
maintained park), and 45 acres of common areas/agriculture.

The 2.2C Alternative would reflect the alignment of West Lilac Road through the project
| site as consistent with General Plan Gireulation—Mobility Element Road Standard
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Classification of 2.2C. All other internal roadways would be constructed to the same
standard as proposed by the project. Development of this alternative also would require
a new or remodeled fire station, or other fire service option as identified for the project.
Like the project, the 2.2C Alternative would require a General Plan Amendment,
Rezone, and approval of a Specific Plan.

4.7.2 Comparison of the Effects of the Reduced Intensity Alternative
4.7.2.1 Visual

The 2.2 C Alternative would construct fewer lots than the project within Phase 1 and 2
and would not include mixed-use development within those phases. Despite the slight
decrease in intensity of uses, the resulting pattern and density of development
associated with this alternative would contrast with the existing viewshed of the project
site.

Site planning and design standards are included in the project’'s Specific Plan to address
potentially significant visual impacts. This includes the placement of 100-foot-wide lots
along the northern project perimeter adjacent to existing homes near the existing West
Lilac Road. Additionally, the implementation of mitigation measures and design
guidelines focused on the monitoring and maintenance of landscape plans result in a
reduction of visual impacts; however, impacts relative to the visual environment in terms
of dominance, scale, diversity, and continuity, as viewed from West Lilac Road and
surrounding residential areas would remain significant and unavoidable. Additionally,
short-term visual impacts associated with construction of the project and cumulative
impacts to the viewshed would remain significant an unavoidable.

Under the 2.2C Alternative, lots adjacent to the northern perimeter would be smaller than
those proposed by the project in this location and the village square and commercial
center would be located along West Lilac Road at the northern project perimeter. Like
the project, the lots proposed along the northern boundary of the project site would
require landscaping controls to soften the visual transition into the project site at this
location. However, because of the increased intensity of development along the
northern project boundary, impacts under this alternative would be slightly greater than
those of the project relative to this viewing location.

4.7.2.2  Air Quality

The 2.2C Alternative, although including fewer units than the project, would have a
density inconsistent with the General Plan and in turn regional air quality plans.
Therefore, like the project, this alternative would result in significant unavoidable impacts
associated with regional air quality management plans.

This alternative would generate 16,789 ADT, which would be approximately 14 percent
less than the project. Traffic-related, operational air quality impacts associated with this
alternative would therefore, be less than the project. However, operational air quality
impacts associated with this alternative would be significant as daily emissions would
likely exceed emissions thresholds.

This alternative would require grading similar to the project. Due to the similar quantity of
grading, construction related emissions would be comparable. This alternative would
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implement standard dust control measures and, like the project, would have less than
significant construction related air quality impacts.

Like the project, an educational program including the distribution of materials focused
on reduced reliance on automobiles and low ROG/VOC consumer products would be
implemented by the HOA. However, because consumer behavior cannot be enforced,
direct and cumulative operational impacts would remain significant and unavoidable for
both this alternative and the project.

Overall, this alternative would have lower operational emissions than the project
because it would generate fewer ADT; however, operational emissions including ROG,
CO, and PMyq, would still be above thresholds levels and even with mitigation would not
be reduced to less than significant levels. Although air quality impacts associated with
this alternative would be less than the project, they would remain significant.

4.7.2.3 Transportation/Traffic

This alternative would generate 16,789 ADT, approximately 14 percent less than the
project. Because this alternative would result in fewer ADT than the project, direct
impacts to roadway segments and intersections also would be reduced under this
alternative. Like the project, any significant impact to roadway segments or intersections
that-are-included-in—the-TFProgram-would be reduced to less than significant levels
through payment of TIF fees_or the provision of roadway improvements, as feasible.
Also similar to the project, it would not be feasible to mitigate for impacts to Caltrans
facilities because the improvements to those facilities are the responsibility of another
jurisdiction, and other impacts would be unavoidable since the mitigation would not be

proportional to the project impact (see subchapter 2.3.6 for additional information).

this alternative would be Iess than the project.
4.7.2.4 Agricultural Resources

Like the project, this alternative would include preserved biological open space areas,
including wetland buffers. Existing agriculture located within this alternative’s wetland
buffers would remain.

As for the project, this alternative also would include multiple 50-foot buffers adjacent to
active agriculture that would be maintained by the HOA. The inclusion of this design
feature and other mitigation measures like those detailed in subchapter 2.4 would
reduce potentially significant impacts related to urban/agricultural interface compatibility
to less than significant for both this alternative and the project. Impacts related to
agricultural compatibility would therefore, be similar under this alternative and the
project.
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The project proposes to retain approximately 20 acres of common open space and
agriculture, and this alternative would retain 45 acres common open space and
agriculture. However, due to the location of the additional preserve area not including
important agricultural resources per the LARA model, this alternative would have a
similar _significant impact to the project related to the conversion of agricultural
resources. Similar to the project, this alternative could result in significant impacts to
agricultural resources that would be mitigated throuqh the same measures as |dent|f|ed
for the pr0|ect :

4.7.2.5 Biological Resources

This alternative would maintain the same general development footprint as the project,
and would provide the same biological open space consisting of 103:6104.1 acres.
Impacts to sensitive habitats, species and wildlife movement would be mitigated similar
to the project. Therefore, impacts to biological resources associated with this alternative
would be similar to the project.

4.7.2.6 Cultural Resources

Because the limits of grading are similar between this alternative and the project,
potential impacts to sensitive cultural resources also would likewise be similar. Mitigation
measures for both this alternative and the project would include the use of a grading
monitor to be present during grading to assure no additional resources are discovered
and implementation of a data recovery plan should resources be discovered. Impacts to
cultural resources associated with this alternative would be similar to the project.

4.7.2.7 Hazards/Hazardous Materials
Like the project, this alternative does not include the transport, emission, or disposal of

hazardous materials. The project site is not included on a list of hazardous materials
sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5. Therefore, the project

Would not create a S|qn|f|cant hazard to the publlc or the envwonment Ihe—prejeet—weuld

&gn#@an{—ha%ard—te—the—pabll&en;the—erenment—Nelther the prOJect nor thls

alternative would impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan, or result in impacts associated
with vectors.

As discussed in subchapter 2.7, the project site is located within very high and moderate
FHSZs. It is also located within a mapped Wildland Urban Interface Area indicating its
propensity for brush fires. Like the project, development of this alternative would be
regulated by the County requirements for fire safety, including the Consolidated Fire
Code and existing regulations associated with flammable building materials, allowable
landscaping, and fire access.

Like the project, this alternative would require discretionary review, and therefore, would
be required to develop and implement a FPP to reduce significant wildland fire hazards.
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The project’s FPP includes mitigation measures aimed at assuring reasonable protection
against wildland fires such as buffer zones and construction requirements and impacts
would be less than significant with this mitigation.

Also like the project this alternative would require a GPA amending the project site’s
regional land use category from Semi-Rural to Village, reducing allowable fire service
response time under the General Plan to five minutes. The project also would be
conditioned on one of several scenarios relative to the provision of fire protection
services for the project site. Therefore, adequate fire protection services would be
provided to the project site and the fire department would be able to respond within
required times. No impacts were identified with the construction or remodeling of an
existing fire station on- or off-site.

-Development of this alternative also would require a new or remodeled fire station.
Overall, impacts associated with hazards would be similar to the project.

4.7.2.8 Noise

Like the project, development of the 2.2C Alternative would place residential lots within
roadway noise contours, resulting in the potential need for noise barriers and interior and
exterior noise attenuation. Like the project, this alternative would include mitigation
measures requiring the dedication of noise protection easements over those areas
where noise may exceed County standards.

Due to the slightly reduced intensity/density proposed under this alternative, and
associated reductions in traffic, operational noise impacts would be slightly less under
this alternative compared to the project.

4.7.3 Conclusion

The 2.2C Alternative would not reduce the significant and unavoidable visual quality
impacts associated with the project. Because this alternative would place smaller lots
adjacent to the northern project perimeter, visual impacts to views along the existing
West Lilac Road would be greater under this alternative than for the project. Significant
and unavoidable cumulative traffic impacts would be reduced.

Due to the slightly reduced intensity of development and fewer ADT, operational air
quality, traffic, and noise impacts would be less under this alternative as compared to the
project. Impacts related to agricultural, biological and cultural resources, and hazards
would be similar for both this alternative and the project.

The 2.2 C Alternative is mostly similar to the proposed project in size, scope and
proposed land uses; however, this alternative proposes a 2.2C standard road to bisect
the northern portion of the project site. Under this alternative, the land use plan becomes
segregated, as opposed to having a complete community with a unified identity, which is
bifurcated by a major eireulation—Mobility Element roadway. The net effect is a
segregation of uses that spreads apart proposed amenities reducing the project’s
walkability.

While this alternative would meet the objectives of the project; it would not do so to the
same degree, especially with respect to Objective 1. Due to the widening of the roadway
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traversing the commercial area in Phase 2, this alternative would reduce the total
commercial acreage and remove all residential uses from the commercial area. The loss
of mixed-use residential would essentially remove the village atmosphere from the
commercial area, detracting from Objective 1's focus on the development of pedestrian-
oriented mixed-use community. One specific loss would be the inability to form sidewalk
cafés and other pedestrian friendly design/uses due to the width, right-of-way restrictions
and increased speed of the 2.2C roadway design. The removal of the mixed-use
residential uses would detract from the range of housing the project is proposing to
construct.

4.8 Analysis of the Road Design Alternatives

The existing conditions, methodology, and significance determination information for the
environmental analysis below is the same as the project (see Chapter 2.0). The Road
Design Alternative analyzes the differences of the roadway design proposed under this
alterative from the roadway analyzed under the proposed project with the exception
requests. The other features of the road design under this alternative are the same as
the proposed project. The analysis is based on information obtained for the project that
is applicable for the alternative, including site visits and technical reports.

4.8.1 Description and Setting

A number of roadway design exceptions are being requested as part of the proposed
project. The Road Design Alternative provides an analysis of each of the roadways
should any of these the design exceptions not be approved by the County and the roads
are designed and improved to full public road standards. The roadway designs analyzed
in_this alternative include each roadway designed to County standards without the
exception being requested and within _existing alignments. To be consistent with the
project, the construction phasing of these off-site roadway improvements is assumed to
be the same as the project.

The locations of the 10 road design exceptions are illustrated in Figures 4-5a and 4-5b,
and the detailed designs of those exceptions are shown in Figures 4-6 through 4-15.
Table 1-2 summarizes the road design differences between the project’s proposed road
exception requests and the design analyzed in the Road Design Alternative. The Road
Design_Alternatives include (1) West Lilac Road — Old Highway 395 to I-15 Bridge,
(2) West Lilac Road Over I-15 Bridge, (3a) West Lilac Road — 1-15 Bridge to First
Roundabout, (3b) West Lilac Road — First Roundabout to Easterly Roundabout, (4) West
Lilac Road — Western Roundabout to Northern Project Boundary, (5) West Lilac Road
Along Northern Project Boundary, (6) West Lilac Road - East of Easterly Roundabout to
Project Boundary, (7) Mountain Ridge Road - Reduced Design Speed, (8) Mountain
Ridge Road at Circle R Road — Taper, (9) On-site Street “C,” and (10) On-site Street “E.”
These road designs alternatives are individually described and analyzed below in
subchapters 4.8.1.1 to 4.8.1.10 below so that each design exception reqguest may be
decided by the County independently of one another. It is noted that Road Design
Alternative 2 has two options and Road Design Alternative 5 has three options, as
detailed further below.

This alternative would have the same growth-inducing impacts as the project. Improving
roadways to County standards would not be growth-inducing, as the improvement would
accommodate already planned growth and would not induce further growth.
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4.8.1.1 Road Design Alternative 1: West Lilac Road — Old Highway 395 to |-15
Bridge

If the project’s proposed road design for this road segment, which corresponds to Road
Exception Request #1, is not approved by the County, the following alternative design
could be implemented by the project.

The road design alternative analyzed under this alternative includes the West Lilac Road
segment from the 1-15 bridge to Old Highway 395 (see Figure 4-6). The roadway design
would include a 64- to 78-foot right-of-way, 40 to 54 feet of curb to curb width (with 8-foot
shoulders), 12-foot parkways, and a minimum design speed of 40 mph.

This alternative design would require _additional grading on both the north and south
sides of West Lilac Road, resulting in 5,010 cy of additional cut and 1,500 cy of
additional fill and the creation of manufactured slopes up to 36 feet in height. Other
constraints_include the need to relocate existing power lines and guardrails and 0.11
acre of additional right-of-way acquisition, compared to the project.

Comparison of the Effects of the Road Design Alternative to the Project

Visual Resources

In summary, this alternative would have the same visual impacts as the project except
along the West Lilac Road segment between OIld Highway 395 and the 1-15 bridge
where this alternative includes_taller manufactured slopes, additional native vegetation
removal, and a wider roadway footprint as described above. These changes result in
this alternative having a slightly more urbanized character than the project at this specific
location. However, the overall visual impact of this alternative would be similar to the
project in regards to community character, scenic vistas, scenic resources, light, glare,
and plan consistency. This includes the significant character and gquality impacts that
would remain_significant and unmitigated. All other visual impacts related to scenic
vistas, scenic resources, light, glare, and plan consistency would be less than significant
like the project. Refer to the analysis below and subchapter 2.1, Aesthetics, for
additional information.

Issue 1: Scenic Vistas (Less Than Significant Impact)

No designated state scenic_highway or scenic vista is within the project viewshed, but
the segment of I-15 within the viewshed is identified as a County Scenic Highway. 1-15
has very steep, high slopes on both sides of I-15 where Lilac Hills Road crosses over the
I-15. Thus, the Road Design Alternative changes to West Lilac Hills Road are not visible
from the 1-15. The visual impacts of this alternative would be the same the project (see
subchapter 2.1.2.1). Therefore, this alternative would result in less than significant
impacts to scenic vistas, similar to the project.

Issue 2: Scenic Resources (Less Than Significant Impact)

Scenic resources in the vicinity of West Lilac Road — Old Highway 395 to I-15 Bridge
Road include native vegetation (including oaks) and slopes. The additional grading
required for this alternative road design would result in additional impacts to 0.65 acre of
native vegetation. The slopes in this area do not qualify as RPO, but would be
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revegetated/landscaped so that visual impacts would not be detected from public
viewpoints or degrade visual quality. Overall, these additional roadway impacts
combined with the other project features impacts to scenic resources (i.e., slopes and
native vegetation) would be similar to those described for the project in _subchapter
2.1.2.2. Therefore, this alternative would result in less than significant impacts to scenic
resources, similar to the project.

Issue 3: Visual Character or Quality (Significant and Unavoidable Impact)

The West Lilac Road, Old Highway 395 to I-15 Bridge, Road Design Alternative would
have the same visual character as the project except at the West Lilac Road segment
which would have a slightly more urban character due to the additional roadway width
(including wider shoulders), manufactured slopes, and full parkways on both sides of the
roadway. As with the project, the off-site improvements (including the West Lilac Road
improvements) would have a less than significant visual character impact since they
would not change the overall rural character of the public views in this area (see
subchapter 2.1.2.3, Off-Site Improvements). All other visual character and quality
impacts of this alternative would be the same as the project.

As with the project (subchapter 2.1.2.3), this alternative would affect visual
character/quality as viewed from West Lilac Road (Impact V-1), as viewed from
surrounding residences (Impact V-2), and as viewed on a cumulative level within
considering the entire viewshed (Impact V-4). Construction phase temporary impacts to
visual character and quality would also be significant (Impact V-3). As with the project,
these visual impacts would remain significant and unmitigated under this alternative (see
subchapter 2.1.2.3).

Issues 4 and 5: Light and Glare (Less Than Significant Impact)

This Road Design Alternative would include the Lilac Hills Ranch Specific Plan
requirements to_minimize new sources of substantial light and to conform to the San
Diego Light Pollution Code (Sections 59.108-59.110 51.201-51.209). The lighting along
the West Lilac Road — Old Highway 395 to |-15 Bridge as well as all the other proposed
lighting would be the same as the project. Therefore, this alternative would result in the
same less than significant light and glare impacts as the project (see subchapter

2.1.2.4).

Issue 6: Consistency with Applicable Policies and Planning Documents (Less Than
Significant Impact)

Approval of this alternative would allow implementation of the land use plan as described
in_Chapter 1.0. All aspects of the development would be consistent with applicable
policies and planning documents related to visual resources as discussed in subchapter
2.1.2.6. Identical to the project, no consistency impact would result from the
implementation of this alternative.

Air Quality

In summary, the implementation of West Lilac Road, Old Highway 395 to |-15 Bridge,
Road Design Alternative would have air quality impacts similar to the project, which are
identified in subchapter 2.2. Due to the additional grading and roadway improvements
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included in this alternative, the construction impacts would be slightly increased relative
to the project, but the increase would be negligible and would be reduced to below a
level of significance through the mitigation measures identified for the project. This
alternative_ would have less than significant impacts related to sensitive receptors and
odors similar to the project. Refer to the analysis below and subchapter 2.2, Air Quality,
for additional information.

Issue 1: Conformance to Regional Air Quality Strategy (Significant and Unavoidable
Impact

As the land uses and densities would be the same as the project under this alternative,
the impacts associated with conformance to the RAQOs would be the same. As
described for the project in subchapter 2.2.2.1, this alternative would include a General
Plan Amendment that would increase density beyond that currently allowed on the
project site. This would lead to an inconsistency with the RAQs assumptions and would
result in_direct Impact AQ-1 and cumulative impact (Impact AQ-5). Mitigation Measure
M-AQ-1, detailed in subchapter 2.2.5, requires the County provide a revised housing
forecast to SANDAG to ensure that any revisions to the population and employment
projects are considered. The provision of housing information would assist SANDAG in
revising the housing forecast; however, until the anticipated growth is included in the
emission estimates of the RAQS the direct and cumulative impacts (Impacts AQ-1 and
AQ-5) associated with this alternative would be significant and unavoidable, identical to

the project.

Issue 2: Conformance to Federal and State Ambient Air Quality Standards (Significant
and Unavoidable Impact)

This alternative would have the same air emissions as the project, except for the
additional construction emissions associated with West Lilac Road improvements. While
this_alternative would result in_additional grading and construction associated with the
roadway improvements necessary to County standards, the air quality impact of this
alternative_would be the same as the project. The additional grading under this
alternative (5,010 cy cut and 1,500 cy of fill) would represent less than a 0.1 percent
increase relative to the project grading (4.0 million cubic vards of cut and fill). This
alternative_would implement project design features (see Table 1-3) that reduce air
emissions the same as the project. As with the project, this alternative would have
significant_air _quality impacts (Impact AQ-2) and would require implementation of
mitigation measures (M-AQ-2, M-AQ-3, and M-AQ-4; see subchapter 2.2.5) to reduce
construction emissions to below a level of significance.

The West Lilac Road, Old Highway 395 to |-15 Bridge, Road Design Alternative
operational impacts would be the same as the project operational impacts described in
subchapter 2.2.2.2. Land uses and project features to reduce air emissions (see
Table 1-3) under either project would be the same. The road design changes would not
alter the number of trips generated or stationary source emissions, and would have no
impact _on operational air _quality _emissions. As such, the operational emissions
generated by either would be similar and operational impacts (Impact AQ-3) and
mitigation (M-AQ-6 and M-AQ-7) would be the same as the project (see subchapters
2.2.2.2 and 2.2.5).
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Issue 3: Cumulatively Considerable Net Increase of Criteria Pollutants (Significant and
Unavoidable Impact)

This alternative would have the same air emissions as the project, except for the
additional construction emissions associated with West Lilac Road improvements.
Construction of this segment of West Lilac Road would occur in Phase 1 when no other
phases in operation or construction. Thus, the construction emission changes would not
result in any additional cumulative effect beyond that discussed for the project. All other
phases of this alternative would be the same as the project, and would result in the
same _impacts (Impact AQ-4). As with the project (see subchapter 2.2.6), this design
alterative would result in a significant and unavoidable (Impact AQ-4) and a cumulatively
considerable significant impact (Impact AQ-6).

Issue 4: Impacts to Sensitive Receptors (Less than Significant Impact)

This West Lilac Road Roadway Design Alternative would result in _the same traffic
volumes and distribution as the project. Thus, the alternative would not result in a new
CO or PMy, hot spot beyond any identified for the project. As with the project, CO and
PM,o_hot spot impacts would be less than significant under this alternative (see
subchapter 2.2.2.4).

Issue 5: Odor Impacts (Less than Significant Impact)

The West Lilac Road, Old Highway 395 to 1-15 Bridge, Road Design Alternative includes
options for the treatment of wastes as discussed in Chapter 1.0, including the
construction of an on-site WRF. Approval of this alternative would allow implementation
of measures as detailed in subchapter 2.2.2.5. Specifically, the WRF would be designed
to reduce any potential odor impacts to the surrounding areas. These design measures
include odor control units using activated carbon towers, which would trap volatile
organic_compounds that are corrosive or odorous. With the inclusion of the carbon
towers, this alternative would not result in a substantial increase in odor levels at nearby
sensitive receptors. Odor impacts would be less than significant, similar to the project.

Transportation/Traffic

In_ summary, the West Lilac Road, Old Highway 395 to |-15 Bridge, Road Design
Alternative_would have the same transportation/traffic impacts as the project. This
includes direct and cumulative circulation system impacts to roadway segments,
intersections, and freeways. Also similar to the project, the traffic hazard and public
transit, bicycle and pedestrian facility impacts of this Road Design Alternative would be
less than significant. The roadway design changes at West Lilac Road from Old
Highway 395 to I-15 Bridge would not alter the overall transportation/traffic_impact
conclusions identified for the project because the capacity of this roadway would remain
the same as analyzed for the project and no changes related to trip generation or
distribution would occur (see Appendix E). Also, no safety issues would result, as all
roads would be built to the County’s roadway standards that are designed to provide
safe roadways. Refer to the analysis below and subchapter 2.3, Transportation/Traffic,
for additional information.
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Issue 1: Circulation System Operations and Congestion Management (Significant and
Unavoidable Impact)

Construction

The West Lilac Road, Old Highway 395 to I-15 Bridge, Road Design Alternative would
generate construction traffic similar to the project and would also include a project traffic
control plan as a project feature (see subchapter 2.3.2.2). Similar to the project,
construction-related traffic impacts would be less than significant.

Project Trip Generation and Distribution

The individual phase trip generation and total trip generation for the West Lilac Road,
Old Highway 395 to 1-15 Bridge, Road Design Alternative would be the same as the
project (see Table 2.3-9). The distribution of traffic for this alternative would be the same
as the project considering the land uses and access would be identical. The phasing of
this alternative would also be the same as the project.

Existing Plus Roadway Design Alternative

As the roadway design would not alter capacity and the trip generation and distribution
would be the same, the Existing Plus Roadway Design Alternative traffic analysis would
be the same as the Existing Plus Project traffic_ analysis completed for the project in
subchapter 2.3.2.1. As with the project, this Roadway Design Alternative would result in
direct Impacts TR-1 to TR-9, and would implement Mitigation Measures M-TR-1 to M-
TR-5. As with the project (see subchapter 2.3.6.1), Impacts TR-1, TR-2, and TR-5 to
TR-9 would be mitigated to below a level of significance by these improvements that
increase capacity, while Impacts TR-3 and TR-4 would remain significant and
unmitigated since they are under the jurisdiction of Caltrans.

Cumulative Impact Analysis

This road design alternative would result in the same cumulative traffic impacts as the
project (subchapter 2.3.3.1), as it would not alter capacity, trip _generation, or_trip
distribution. As with the project, the road design alternative would result in_significant
cumulative Impacts TR-10 to TR-37.

To mitigate cumulative impacts, this alternative would implement project mitigation
measures M-TR-2 to M-TR-9, which require various roadway improvements and
payment towards the TIF program (see subchapter 2.3.5). This would mitigate all
impacts to roadways and intersections except where facilities are under Caltrans
jurisdiction (Impacts TR-20, TR-21, and TR-30 to TR-37), and where mitigation is
infeasible (Impact TR-12 and TR-16) due to the mitigation not being proportional to
project impacts. Refer to subchapter 2.3.6 for additional information.

Issue 2: Transportation Hazard (Less than Significant Impact)

The potential transportation hazards of this alternative would be the same as the project
(see subchapter 2.3.2.3) with the exception of West Lilac Road, Old Highway 395 to [-15
Bridge. This alternative would build that segment to County’s road standards that are
designed to provide adequate ingress and egress for residents as well as emergency
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access, safe trail system, and conform to Goal M-4 of the General Plan Mobility
Element. Therefore, impacts associated with transportation hazards would be less than
significant, similar to the project.

Issue 3: Public Transit, Bicycle, and Pedestrian Facilities (Less than Significant Impact)

The public transit, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities of this alternative would be the same
as the project (see subchapter 2.3.2.4), with the exception of the West Lilac Road, Old
Highway 395 to 1-15 Bridge. The construction of this segment of West Lilac Road to
County road standards would provide a wider roadway with wider shoulders and
parkways. This would result in no negative effect to public transit, bicyclists or
pedestrians. As with the project, the West Lilac Road, Old Highway 395 to 1-15 Bridge,
Road Design Alternative would provide alternative transportation opportunities and
would be consistent with County Mobility Element Goals 8 and 11 and associated
policies. Impacts associated with transit, bicycle and pedestrian facilities would be less
than significant, similar to the project.

Agricultural Resources

As described further in the analysis below, the West Lilac Road, Old Highway 395 to 1-15
Bridge, Road Design Alternative agricultural resource impacts would be similar to the
project (subchapter 2.4). The West Lilac Road improvements included in this alternative
would not affect additional agricultural resources. As this alternative would not change
any proposed land uses, the potentially significant adjacency/land uses conflicts
between residential and agricultural uses would be the same as the project. Like the
project, this alternative would have less than significant impacts related to land use
conflicts, and significant mitigated impacts related to direct conversion of agricultural
land and indirect conversion of agricultural uses due to agricultural adjacency issues.
Refer to the analysis below for additional information.

Issue 1: Direct Conversion of Agricultural Resources (Significant Mitigated Impact)

As with the project, this alternative would result in_a significant impact related to the
direct conversion of agricultural resources. The additional West Lilac Road
improvements included in this alternative would impact additional area; however, the
additional area is not considered an agricultural resource since it is either developed,
native vegetation, or does not have soils that qualify as Prime Farmland or Farmland of
Statewide Importance. In addition, no active agricultural uses are located on or adjacent
to the additional roadway improvements included in this alternative. Thus, this
alternative_would have the same agricultural resource impacts as the project (direct
Impact AG-1 and cumulative Impact AG-16; see subchapter 2.4.2.1). Mitigation M-AG-1
would reduce the direct and cumulative impacts to below a level of significance as with
the project (see subchapter 2.4.5 and 2.4.6).

Issue 2: Land Use Conflicts (Less than Significant Impact)

The agricultural land use conflict analysis of the West Lilac Road, Old Highway 395 to |-
15 Bridge, Road Design Alternative would be identical to that described for the project in
subchapter 2.4.2.2. The West Lilac Road, Old Highway 395 to I-15 Bridge Road
segment is not located adjacent to agricultural lands and, in addition, roads are
considered compatible with agricultural uses. This alternative would include the same
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land use plan and General Plan Amendments as discussed for the project in
Chapter 1.0. Under this alternative, approval of the General Plan Amendment would
allow agricultural uses to be allowed to continue within the project site. Approval of this
alternative would implement the Lilac Hills Ranch Specific Plan, which creates a village
compatible with the rural/agricultural nature of Valley Center. Therefore, impacts related
to _the Specific Plan or required rezoning under this alternative would be less than
significant. Additionally, this alternative would not impact the Williamson Act contracted
lands to the north, or Agricultural Preserve Number 88 because these sites are not
adjacent to the project site and would not be limited in their activities. As with the project,
impacts would be less than significant.

Issue 3: Indirect Conversion of Agricultural Resources (Significant Mitigated Impact)

As with the project, this alternative would result in potential conflicts with off-site
agricultural operations (see Figure 2.4-7) due to land use/agricultural interface issues
where residential development neighbors agricultural operations (Impacts AG-2 through
AG-15; see subchapter 2.4.2.3). This Road Design Alternative would not result in any
additional indirect conversion of agricultural uses over that identified for the project. The
West Lilac Road, Old Highway 395 to I-15 Bridge Road segment is not located adjacent
to_agricultural lands and, in _addition, roads are considered compatible with agricultural
uses. As with the project, this alternative would implement Mitigation Measures M-AG-2
through M-AG-5 (subchapter 2.4.5) that provide adequate buffers and interim agricultural
uses to reduce significant impacts at the agricultural interface locations to below a level
of significance.

Biological Resources

In_ summary, the West Lilac Road, Old Highway 395 to |-15 Bridge, Road Design
Alternative biological resource impacts would be similar to the project but would include
additional impacts to sensitive habitat (0.65 acre). Like the project, this alternative would
have significant impacts related to special status species (raptors), riparian habitat or
sensitive_natural community; and jurisdictional waters and waterways that would be
mitigated to below a level of significance. The additional sensitive habitat impact would
require_additional mitigation. This alternative would have less than significant impacts
related to wildlife _movement and nursery sites; and local policies, ordinances, and
adopted plans, similar to the project.

Issue 1 and 2: Special Status Species, Riparian Habitat or Sensitive Natural Community
(Significant Mitigated Impact)

In_addition to the impacts identified for the project (see subchapter 2.5.2.2, and Impact
BIO-2), this alternative would result in the following additional 0.65 acre of riparian and
sensitive_habitat impacts: 0.6 acre of coastal sage scrub, 0.02 acre of disturbed coastal
sage scrub, and 0.03 acre of coast live oak woodland (Table 4-5). These additional
sensitive_habitat impacts would be significant (Impact RD-BIO-1a). All other impacts of
this Road Design Alternative would be the same as the project (see subchapter 2.5).

Construction _of the land use plan and off-site_improvements proposed under this
alternative would result in_similar_significant impacts as those detailed in subchapter
2.5.2. These impacts include the removal of more than 5 percent of the raptor foraging
habitat on-site, identified as Impact BIO-1. The additional area impacted by this
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alternative (0.77 acre) would not alter the severity of the raptor foraging impact
described for the project, as the project impact is 538.29 acres of raptor foraging and the
additional area impacted by this alternative would represent a less than 0.1 percent
increase in impact. Thus, this alternative would have a similar raptor foraging impact
(Impact BIO-1) as the project.

As with the project, this alternative would result in indirect impacts to the preserved or
restored sensitive _habitat areas from increased human access, domestic _animals,
invasive plants, drainage, noise, and night time lighting. This alternative would include
the same project features to reduce these impacts, including buffers, limited building
zones, fencing, and signage. Likewise, this alternative would comply with lighting, water
quality/hydrology, and noise. Potential indirect impacts to sensitive habitat areas within
open space would be less than significant (see subchapter 2.5.2.2).

This alternative would implement mitigation M-BIO-1 through M-BIO-3, as detailed in
subchapter 2.5.5. In addition to the mitigation land identified for the project, the following
measure M-RD-BIO-1a would be required to mitigate the additional sensitive habitat
impacts of this alternative to below a level of significance (Table 4-6):

M-RD-BIO-1a: Prior to issuance of a grading permit for the construction of West Lilac
Road, Old Highway 395 to [-15 Bridge to the County’s roadway
standards, the following shall be provided either on-site within the open
space easement; off-site within a draft PAMA of the draft North County
MSCP in Valley Center or adjacent communities; or through a
mitigation bank, subject to the approval of the County and appropriate
wildlife agencies:

1. Impacts to 0.62 acre of coastal sage scrub (including disturbed) shall
be mitigated at a 2:1 ratio with 1.24 acres.

2. Impacts to 0.03 acre of coast live oak woodland shall be mitigated at a
3:1 ratio with 0.09 acre.

As with the project, this alternative project would require the development of a
Revegetation Plan (Mitigation Measure M-BlO-4) and a Resource Management Plan (M-
BlIO-2) to manage the preserved areas. Ultimately, this alternative would mitigate for
impacts to special status species, riparian_habitat and sensitive natural community as
the project (subchapters 2.5.6.1 and 2.5.6.2).

Issue 3: Jurisdictional Waters and Waterways (Significant Mitigated Impact)

As with the project, the West Lilac Road, Old Highway 395 to I-15 Bridge, Road Design
Alternative _would impact 4.22 acres of ACOE jurisdictional area 6.55 acres of
CDFW/RWQCSB jurisdictional area, and 2.23 acres of County wetlands located on-site
(see subchapter 2.5.2.3, Impact BIO-3). No additional jurisdictional impacts would occur
under this alternative. Jurisdictional waters impacts (Impact BIO-3) would be mitigated
by M-BIO-3 and M-BI0O-4, which include habitat mitigation at ratios designed to result in
no net loss of wetlands.
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Issue 4: Wildlife Movement and Nursery Sites (Less than Significant Impact)

Similar to the discussion in subchapter 2.5.2.4, this alternative would not impact regional
wildlife_corridor or linkage widths. Local wildlife corridors/linkages being preserved on-
site_ would be set back from the adjacent development by a wetland buffer and limited
building zones that would reduce the potential for any significant indirect impacts and
maintain the visual continuity of these local corridors. No additional wildlife movement or
nursery sites would be impacted by widening the OIld Highway 395 to I-15 Bridge
segment of West Lilac Road, as a roadway already exists along the same alignment.
The impact to localized wildlife movement would be less than significant, similar to the

project.

Issues 5 and 6: Local Policies, Ordinances, Adopted Plans (Less than Significant
Impact

The analysis detailed in subchapter 2.5.2.5 would apply to this alternative. The West
Lilac Road, Old Highway 395 to I-15 Bridge, Road Design Alternative would be required
to _obtain all relevant permits, and mitigate impacts pursuant to appropriate ratios
consistent with the NCCP_and County biological ordinances. As with the project, the
West Lilac Road, Old Highway 395 to 1-15 Bridge, Road Design Alternative would result
in_less than significant impacts related to local policies, ordinances, and adopted plans
pertaining to biological resources.

Cultural Resources

As described further in the analysis below, the West Lilac Road, Old Highway 395 to I-15
Bridge, Road Design Alternative cultural resource impacts would be similar to the
project. While the additional West Lilac Road, Old Highway 395 to 1-15 Bridge Road,
roadway improvements completed by this alternative would affect additional area (0.77
acre) where there is potential for unknown subsurface cultural resources, the potential
impact would be similar to the project. Thus, this alternative would result in_significant
mitigated impacts related to archeological sites; less than significant impacts to historical
sites and human remains; and no impact to County RPO cultural resources similar to the

project.

Issue 1: Historical Sites (Less than Significant Impact)

As discussed in subchapter 2.6.2.1, there are no significant historical resources located
on the project site. There are no buildings or other structures within the off-site
improvement areas that could be potential historical sites, including the area of West
Lilac Road. Thus, the West Lilac Road, Old Highway 395 to [-15 Bridge, Road Design
Alternative would have a less than significant historical resource impact, similar to the

project.

Issue 2: Archeological Sites (Significant Mitigated Impact)

As the impact area of this alternative is the same as the project except for the West Lilac
Road area, the archeological site impacts would be the same as the project except for
the additional West Lilac Road improvement area. No known cultural resources exist
within the West Lilac Road improvement area, but this 0.77 acre area would have a
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potential for unknown significant subsurface cultural resources considering the known
resources in the community.

As described for the project in subchapter 2.6.5.1, this alternative would potentially have
significant impacts to: one archeological site that is not protected in proposed dedicated
open space (Impact CR-1); unknown subsurface archeological resources within on and
off-site_areas (Impacts CR-2 and CR-4); and one off-site archeological site due to
Gopher Canyon Road improvements (Impact CR-3). The additional 0.77--acre area of
potential impact to unknown subsurface cultural resources that would occur due to the
additional West Lilac Road improvements would not change the impact relative to the
project considering this change would represent a 0.1 percent change to the overall
impact_area. Mitigation measures M-CR-1, M-CR-2, and M-CR-3 identified for the
project would also reduce the potential archeological site impacts of this alternative to
below a level of significance (see subchapter 2.6.5.1).

Issue 3: Human Remains (Less than Significant Impact)

As discussed in subchapter 2.6.2.3, there are no known human remains on the project
site or off-site_ areas. Human remains are also not expected within the additional 0.77-
acre West Lilac Road improvement area that is _included in this alternative. If any
accidental discovery of human remains occurs under this alternative, the procedures
identified in California Public Resources Code (Sec. 5097.98) and State Health and
Safety Code (Sec. 7050.5) shall be followed. Thus, the West Lilac Road, Old Highway
395 to I-15 Bridge, Road Design Alternative would have a less than significant historical
resource impact, similar to the project.

Issue 4: County RPO (Less than Significant Impact)

As described for the project in_subchapter 2.6.2.4, there is one cultural site (CA-SDI-
18362) within this alternative that meets RPO criteria. As with the project, this
alternative_would preserve that site within dedicated open space and no _impact to
County RPO cultural resources would occur.

Hazards/Hazardous Materials

In summary, the West Lilac Road, Old Highway 395 to |-15 Bridge, Road Design
Alternative hazards/hazardous materials would result in similar impacts as the project.
Hazardous substance handling, existing on-site contamination, emergency response
and evacuation plans, and vector impacts would be less than significant under this
alternative.  Wildland fire _impacts (LBZ and fire response) associated with this
alternative would be significant but mitigated to below a level of significance, identical to

the project.

Issue 1: Hazardous Substance Handling (Less than Significant Impact)

The West Lilac Road, Old Highway 395 to I-15 Bridge, Road Design Alternative would
include the same land uses as the project, and would have the same potential to
involving hazardous substance handling. As discussed for the project in subchapter
2.7.2, this alternative would be required to comply with local, state, and federal
regulations regarding the handling of hazardous materials, including CalARP. The West
Lilac Road, Old Highway 395 to I-15 Bridge, Road Design Alternative impacts related to
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hazardous substance handling use would be less than significant, identical to the
project.

Issue 2: Existing On-site Contamination (Less than Significant Impact)

The West Lilac Road, Old Highway 395 to I-15 Bridge, Road Design Alternative site and
off-site_areas would be the same as the project, and would include the same existing
contamination issues identified in subchapter 2.7.2. As with the project, this alternative
would result in less than significant impacts related to existing soil contamination due to
agricultural uses, existing ACMs/LBP_in buildings, and existing septic_systems issues
considering the alternative would comply with applicable requlations.

Issue 3: Emergency Response and Evacuation Plans (Less than Significant Impact)

As described for the project in subchapter 2.7.2.3, the alternative would be consistent
with the following plans: Operational Area Emergency Plan and Multi-Jurisdictional
Hazard Mitigation Plan, San Diego County Nuclear Power Station Emergency Response
Plan, Oil Spill Contingency Element, Emergency Water Contingencies Annex and
Energy Shortage Response Plan, and Structure or Tower Greater than 100 feet. This
alternative includes the same land uses, height limits and site location, and Evacuation
Plan compared to the project. Thus, this Road Design Alternative would have less than
significant impacts related to emergency response and evacuation plans similar to the

project.

Issue 4: Wildland Fires (Significant Mitigated Impact)

This Road Design Alternative would be exposed to the same existing fire risk as the
project, and would also include the same land uses, fire safety features, and fire service
options as the project (see Chapter 1.0 and subchapter 2.7). The alternative would
include fire safe design features similar to the project, including project FMZs; ignition
resistant _ building _materials;  protection _of non-residential _ structures; fire
apparatus/secondary _emergency access roads, and adequate water supply for fire
hydrants. The increase in this segment of West Lilac Road would not alter wildland fire
risk or the ability to provide adequate protection from wildfires. As with the project, this
alternative_ would have a potentially significant impact (Impact HZ-1) related to brush
management that would be reduced to below a level of significance by mitigation
measure M-HZ-1 that requires a 100-foot brush management zone around structures or
equivalent fire protection.

Issue 5: Vectors (Less than Significant Impact)

The West Lilac Road, Old Highway 395 to I-15 Bridge, Road Design Alternative would
include the same land uses as the project, and would have the same potential to pose
as a vector source. As discussed for the project in subchapter 2.7.2, this alternative
would include a Vector Management Plan and BMPs as a part of project design. This
would reduce the potential vector issues associated with the WRF, hydromodification
basins, and wetlands. Similar to the project, the West Lilac Road, Old Highway 395 to |-
15 Bridge, Road Design Alternative impacts related to vectors would be less than

significant.
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Noise

In_ summary, the West Lilac Road, Old Highway 395 to |-15 Bridge, Road Design
Alternative noise impacts would be similar to the project. Traffic noise generated under
this_alternative would be the same as the project, as this alternative would have the
same _traffic_generation, traffic distribution, and roadway centerlines as the project.
Construction _noise and vibration impacts of this alternative would be similar to the
project as well. Stationary noise from this alternative would be the same as the project,
as the land uses would be the same. Thus, this alternative would have significant
noisel/vibration impacts related to traffic, stationary, and construction noise sources
similar to the project. As with the project, all noise impacts would be mitigated with the
exception of cumulative traffic noise impacts.

Issue 1: Traffic Generated Noise (Significant and Unmitigated Impact)

The West Lilac Road, Old Highway 395 to I-15 Bridge, Road Design Alternative would
have the same traffic_generation, traffic distribution, and roadway centerlines as the
project. The alternative road design of the West Lilac Road segment improvements
between Old Highway 395 and the 1-15 bridge would result in similar roadway noise as
the project given the traffic volumes would be the same and the centerline would be the
same. The alternative would have the same traffic generated noise impacts as the
project, including exterior NSLU impacts (Impact N-1), interior residential noise impacts
(Impact N-2), off-site residences on Covey Lane and Lilac Hills Ranch Road (Impacts N-
3). As with the project, these noise Impacts N-1 and N-2 would be reduced to below a
level of significance through mitigation measures M-N-1 and M-N-2 that require noise
analysis and associated attenuation measures to _ensure compliance with the County
General Plan Noise Element and County interior noise standards. However, Impact N-3
would potentially remain significant and unmitigated since providing a continuous noise
barrier or other methods to reduce traffic noise may be infeasible. Refer to subchapter
2.8.6.1 for additional information.

This alternative would also have the significant cumulative traffic noise impacts of the
project (Impacts N-17 and N-18). As with the project, these cumulatively significant
traffic noise impacts would remain significant and unmitigated (see subchapter 2.8.6.4).

Issue 2: Stationary and Construction Noise (Significant Mitigated Impact)

Stationary

As the same land uses would be located in the same location as the project, stationary
noise impacts of the West Lilac Road, Old Highway 395 to I-15 Bridge, Road Design
Alternative would be the same as the project (see subchapter 2.8.6.2). This includes the
potentially significant stationary noise impacts associated with HVAC equipment (Impact
N-4), non-emergency generators (Impact N-5), parking lots (Impact N-6), loading docks
(Impact N-7), dog park (Impact N-8), WRF (Impact N-9), and RF (Impact N-10). As with
the project, mitigation measures M-N-3 to M-N-7 would reduce these stationary noise
impacts _to below a level of significance. See subchapter 2.8.5.2 and 2.8.6.2 for
additional details.
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Construction

The construction noise of this road design alternative would be the same as the project
(subchapter 2.8.2.2), except the additional noise that would occur from the additional
widening of West Lilac Road, between Old Highway 395 to I-15 Bridge. This includes
direct noise Impacts N-11 to N-14, and cumulative noise Impacts N-19 and N-20. As
with the project, mitigation measures M-N-8 to M-N-11 would reduce these impacts to
below a level of significance (see subchapters 2.8.6). The additional West Lilac Road
improvements included would be located within 10 feet of a residence (8268 West Lilac
Road). As stated in the project analysis, “average hourly roadway construction noise
levels would be approximately 75 dB(A) L, at the edge of the roadways.” Roadway
construction noise levels would be below the County’s Noise Ordinance 75 dB(A) Leqg
limit. Thus, impacts to NSLU from widening West Lilac Road, between Old Highway 395
to 1-15 Bridge, to standard would be less than significant, similar to the project.

Issue 3: Vibration (Significant Mitigated Impact)

The vibration impacts of this alternative would be the same as the project (refer to
subchapter 2.8.6.2, Impacts N-15 and N-16)., except for the construction of West Lilac
Road, between OIld Highway 395 to [-15 Bridge. As discussed for the project, vibration
levels may exceed County thresholds (0.004 inches per second RMS) if grading occurs
within 150 feet of a residence. This alternative would involve additional grading on West
Lilac Road that would be closer to a residence at 8268 West Lilac Road compared to the
project. Both the project and the alternative would potentially result in a significant
vibration impact from West Lilac Road improvements between Old Highway 395 and I-
15 Bridge. As with the project (see subchapter 2.8.6.3), significant vibration impacts N-
15 and N-16 would be reduced to below a level of significance through mitigation that
requires a blasting and monitoring plan to ensure compliance with County vibration
regulations (M-N-11) and monitoring, and, if needed, limitations on heavy equipment
within 150 feet of residences to attenuate vibration to acceptable levels (M-N-12).

Less than Significant Impacts

Geology and Soils

The West Lilac Road, Old Highway 395 to 1-15 Bridge, Road Design Alternative geology
and soil-related impacts would be the same as the project. As the site is the same under
both the project and this alternative, the underlying geology and soils are also the same
and pose the same potential environmental impacts. The only development footprint
difference is the additional widening of West Lilac Road between Old Highway 395 and
the 1-15 bridge, and the geology and soils conditions in that area are the same as
addressed for the project. As with the project, this alternative would have less than
significant impacts related to seismic hazards, soil erosion, soil stability, expansive soils,
wastewater disposal systems, and unique geologic features (see subchapter 3.1.1).

Greenhouse Gases

The West Lilac Road, Old Highway 395 to [-15 Bridge, Road Design Alternative
greenhouse gas impacts would be similar to the project. While this alternative would
slightly increase the GHG emissions relative to the project due to additional roadway
improvements, the percent reduction from 2020 emissions would be the same
considering the inclusion of the same GHG-reducing features and this alternative would
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be consistent with the County’s performance threshold. Thus, this alternative would
have a less than significant impact related to GHG emissions and conformance to
applicable plans, policies or regulations (see subchapter 3.1.2).

Hydrology and Water Quality

The West Lilac Road, Old Highway 395 to |-15 Bridge, Road Design Alternative
hydrology and water quality impacts would be similar to the project. The changes to
roadway design would have a negligible effect on hydrology and water quality
considering the general location of the project would remain the same and both the
project and this alternative would be required to comply with plans, policies and
regulations. As with the project, this alternative would have less than significant impacts
related to water gquality standards, and requirements, groundwater, erosion/siltation,
flooding, dam inundation, seiche, tsunami, and mudflow (see subchapter 3.1.3).

Land Use Planning

The land uses included in the West Lilac Road, Old Highway 395 to I-15 Bridge, Road
Design Alternative would be the same as the project. Implementation of either the
project or this alternative would involve GPAs and Rezones that would be consistent
with applicable land use plans as detailed in subchapter 3.1.4. Thus, the land use
impacts of this alternative would be similar to the project, and would be less than

significant.

Public Services

The West Lilac Road, Old Highway 395 to I-15 Bridge, Road Design Alternative public
service impacts would be similar to the project as the proposed land uses would be the
same. As with the project, public service impacts (school, law enforcement, fire
protection, and library) of this alternative would be less than significant (see subchapter

3.1.5).

Recreation

The West Lilac Road, Old Highway 395 to I-15 Bridge, Road Design Alternative
recreation impacts would be the same as the project, as the land uses and site would be
the same. Specifically, this alternative would have less than significant impacts related
to _the deterioration of recreational facilities, and the construction of new recreational
facilities. See subchapter 3.1.6 for additional information.

Utilities and Service Systems

The West Lilac Road, Old Highway 395 to I-15 Bridge, Road Design Alternative utilities
and service systems impacts would be the same as the project, as the land uses, site,
and infrastructure improvements would be the same. Specifically, this alternative would
have less than significant impacts related to wastewater treatment, water and
wastewater facilities, storm water facilities, and water supply. See subchapter 3.1.7 for
additional information.
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Energy Use and Conservation

The land uses included in the Road Design Alternative would result in the same
operational energy and water use, as well as the same vehicle trips, as the project. This
alternative would also include the same design measures, as detailed in Table 1-3, to
reduce energy use, water use, and vehicle trips. Therefore, this alternative would avoid
the inefficient, wasteful and unnecessary consumption of energy, and impacts would be
less than significant, like the project.

Conclusion

Impacts of the West Lilac Road, Old Highway 395 to I-15 Bridge, Road Design
Alternative would result in additional impacts relative to visual resources and biological
resources and would not reduce any significant impact of the project. This alternative
would meet all the main project objectives. As noted in the introduction, this alternative
is intended to disclose the impacts that would occur if the project road modification for
West Lilac Road, Old Highway 395 to I-15 Bridge, is not approved.

4.8.1.2 Road Design Alternative 2: West Lilac Road Over |-15 Bridge

Interstate 15 provides regional access through San Diego County as a major freeway
facility and is oriented in a north-south direction. The bridge is a Caltrans’ facility which
crosses over Interstate 15; however, the pavement is maintained by the County of San
Diego. The project’s proposed road design for this road segment corresponds to Road
Exception Request #2, as submitted to the County. If the project’s proposed road design
for this road segment is not approved by the County, the following alternative design
could be implemented by the project.

The road design analyzed under this alternative is the construction of West Lilac Road
over the I-15 bridge as a County Light Collector road 2.2C. The bridge is over 100 feet
above the freeway, and spans 694.9 feet. The standard would require 40 to 54 feet of
curb to curb width within a 64 to 78 foot right-of-way with 8-foot shoulders, and 12-foot
parkways (see Figure 4-7). The road segment would have a minimum design speed of
40 mph. The bridge currently has 40 feet of paving but does not meet 2.2C Light
Collector standards with respect to parkway and shoulder width. Without the proposed
exception, the project would need to widen the bridge, increasing the shoulders and
parkways. As widening the bridge may be infeasible due to engineering constraints,
another option would be to construct a parallel bridge over I-15 to accommodate one-
way traffic on _each bridge. It is assumed that either of those options would include
bridge designs that mimic the “double rainbow” arch style of the existing bridge designed
by William Wells in 1978.

Comparison of the Effects of the Road Design Alternative to the Project

Visual Resources

In summary, this alternative would have the same visual impacts as the project except
along the West Lilac Road segment that spans over the 1-15. The addition of second
West Lilac Road bridge would significantly affect the scenic view from County Scenic
Highway 1-15, but the bridge widening option would not result in an additional significant
scenic vista impact. The remaining visual resource issues of community character,
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scenic resources, light, glare, and plan consistency would be the same as the project.
This includes the significant, unmitigated character and gquality impacts, and less than
significant_scenic resources, light, glare, and plan consistency impacts. Refer to the
analysis below and subchapter 2.1, Aesthetics, for additional information.

Issue 1: Scenic Vistas (Less Than Significant Impact)

No designated state scenic_highway or scenic vista is within the project viewshed, but
the segment of 1-15 within the viewshed is identified as a County Scenic Highway. This
alternative_would have the same scenic vista impact as the project (see subchapter
2.1.2.1) except for the West Lilac bridge. The I-15 northbound has views of the West
Lilac Road bridge for approximately 1 mile and the 1-15 southbound has a view of the
bridge for approximately 0.75 mile. While not a designated or historic landmark, the
bridge is a dominant feature of the 1-15 scenic view and adds scenic value. Assuming a
speed of 70 mph, the motorists would view the bridge for less than one minute. Due to
the topography, the bridge is not highly visible from other public locations. Widening of
the bridge would not be highly visible from the 1-15, but the installation of a second
bridge would be. For this reason, the widening would have a less than significant scenic
vista_impact while the option of providing an additional bridge would be a significant
scenic vista impact (Impact RD-V-1). While either bridge improvement option would
have to undergo an [-15 Design Review, alternative designs of a double bridge would
not avoid this significant visual impact. Thus, the double bridge option would result in a
significant and unmitigated visual impact.

Issue 2: Scenic Resources (Less Than Significant Impact)

Scenic_resources related to this alternative would be the same the project (see
subchapter 2.1.2.2), except the West Lilac Road I-15 bridge. The West Lilac Road
bridge is considered a scenic resource considering its contribution to the scenic [-15
vista. As described above, the widening of the bridge would not be noticeable but the
addition of a bridge adjacent to the existing bridge would be. Thus, the widening of the
bridge would not negatively affect its scenic value. The option of adding a second bridge
would not physically alter the existing bridge. Therefore, this alternative would result in
less than significant impacts to scenic resources, similar to the project.

Issue 3: Visual Character or Quality (Significant and Unavoidable Impact)

The West Lilac Road, Old Highway 395 to I-15 Bridge, Road Design Alternative would
have the same visual character as the project except at the West Lilac Road bridge. As
the public view of the bridge structure is limited to the I-15 due to topography, this
analysis focuses on visual character and guality changes visible from the I-15. The road
design option that widens the bridge would not significantly change its visual character
or _quality, as it would appear similar _to the existing bridge from the 1-15 once
construction is completed. The road design option that adds a second bridge would
have a greater visual impact, but the overall character of the area as viewed by |-15
would remain rural with the addition of the second bridge. As with the project, the off-
site improvements (including the West Lilac Road improvements) would have a less than
significant visual character impact (see subchapter 2.1.2.3, Off-Site Improvements). All
other visual character and quality impacts of this alternative would be the same as the

project.
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As with the project (subchapter 2.1.2.3), this alternative would result in visual
character/quality impacts related to the project site development as viewed from West
Lilac Road (Impact V-1), as viewed from surrounding residences (Impact V-2), and as
viewed on a cumulative level within the entire viewshed (Impact V-4). Construction
phase temporary impacts to visual character and quality would also be significant
(Impact V-3). As with the project, these visual impacts would remain_significant and
unmitigated under this alternative (see subchapter 2.1.2.3).

Issues 4 and 5: Light and Glare (Less Than Significant Impact)

This Road Design Alternative would include the Lilac Hills Ranch Specific Plan
requirements to minimize new sources of substantial light and to conform to the San
Diego Light Pollution Code (Sections 59.108-59.110 51.201-51.209). The lighting along
the West Lilac Road bridge(s) as well as all the other proposed lighting would be the
same_as the project. Therefore, this alternative would result in the same less than
significant light and glare impacts as the project (see subchapter 2.1.2.4).

Issue 6: Consistency with Applicable Policies and Planning Documents (Less Than
Significant Impact)

Approval of this alternative would allow implementation of the land use plan as described
in_Chapter 1.0. All aspects of the development would be consistent with applicable
policies and planning documents related to visual resources as discussed in subchapter
2.1.2.6. Identical to the project, no consistency impact would result from the
implementation of this alternative.

Air Quality

In_summary, the implementation of West Lilac Road over 1-15 Bridge Road Design
Alternative would have greater air quality impacts than the project, which are identified in
subchapter 2.2. Due to the additional construction improvements included in this
alternative, the construction impacts would be slightly increased relative to the project.
That increase would be negligible and impacts would still be reduced to below a level of
significance through the mitigation measures identified for the project. This alternative
would have less than significant impacts related to sensitive receptors and odors similar
to the project. Refer to the analysis below and subchapter 2.2, Air Quality, for additional
information.

Issue 1: Conformance to Regional Air Quality Strategy (Significant and Unavoidable
Impact

As the land uses and densities would be the same as the project under this alternative,
the impacts associated with conformance to the RAQs would be the same. As with the
project (subchapter 2.2.2.1), this alternative would include a General Plan Amendment
that would increase density beyond that currently allowed on the project site. This would
lead to an inconsistency with the RAQs assumptions and would result in direct Impact
AQO-1 and cumulative impact (Impact AQ-5). Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1, detailed in
subchapter 2.2.5, requires the County to provide a revised housing forecast to SANDAG
to_ensure that any revisions to the population and employment projects are considered.
The provision of housing information would assist SANDAG in revising the housing
forecast; however, until the anticipated growth is included in the emission estimates of
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the RAQS the direct and cumulative impacts (Impacts AQ-1 and AQ-5) associated with
this alternative would be significant and unavoidable identical to the project.

Issue 2: Conformance to Federal and State Ambient Air Quality Standards (Significant
and Unavoidable Impact)

This alternative would have the same air emissions as the project, except for the
additional construction emissions associated with West Lilac Road bridge improvements.
The additional construction associated with widening the bridge or providing an
additional bridge to meet County standards would result in a greater air guality impact
relative to the project. The additional bridge construction under this alternative would be
substantial and would require the operation of heavy equipment for a long period of time.
This alternative _would result in_significantly greater construction-related air quality
impacts (RD-AQ-1) above the project impacts (Impact AQ-2). Construction-related air
quality impacts would remain significant and unmitigated under this alternative.

The West Lilac Road Bridge Over 1-15 Road Design Alternative operational impacts
would be the same as the project operational impacts (see subchapter 2.2.2.2). Land
uses and project features to reduce air emissions (see Table 1-3) under either project
would be the same. The road design changes would not alter the number of trips
generated or stationary source emissions, and would have no impact on operational air
quality emissions. As such, the operational emissions generated by either would be
similar_and operational impacts (Impact AQ-3) and mitigation (M-AQ-6 and M-AQ-7)
would be the same as the project (see subchapter 2.2.2.2 and 2.2.5).

Issue 3: Cumulatively Considerable Net Increase of Criteria Pollutants (Significant and
Unavoidable Impact)

This alternative would have the same air emissions as the project, except for the
additional construction emissions associated with West Lilac Road bridge improvements.
Construction of the West Lilac Road Bridge Over 1-15 Road Design Alternative would
occur_in Phase 1 when no other phases in_operation or construction. Thus, the
construction _emission _changes would not result in_any additional cumulative effect
beyond that discussed for the project. All other phases of this alternative would be the
same as the project, and would result in the same impacts (Impact AQ-4). As with the
project (subchapter 2.2.6), this design alterative would result in _a significant and
unavoidable (Impact AQ-4) and a cumulatively considerable significant impact (Impact
AQ-6).

Issue 4: Impacts to Sensitive Receptors (Less than Significant Impact)

This West Lilac Road Bridge Over 1-15 Road Design Alternative would result in the same
traffic volumes and distribution as the project. Thus, the alternative would not result in a
new CO or PM;, hot spot beyond any identified for the project. As with the project, CO
and PM;, hot spot impacts would be less than significant under this alternative (see
subchapter 2.2.2.4).

Issue 5: Odor Impacts (Less than Significant Impact)

The West Lilac Road Bridge Over 1-15 Road Design Alternative includes options for the
treatment of wastes as discussed in Chapter 1.0, including the construction of an on-site

4-51




4.0 Project Alternatives

WREF. Approval of this alternative would allow implementation of measures as detailed in
subchapter 2.2.2.5. Specifically, the WRF would be designed to reduce any potential
odor_impacts to the surrounding areas. These design measures include odor control
units using activated carbon towers, which would trap volatile organic compounds that
are corrosive or odorous. With the inclusion of the carbon towers, this alternative would
not result in a substantial increase in_odor levels at nearby sensitive receptors. Odor
impacts would be less than significant, similar to the project.

Transportation/Traffic

In summary, the West Lilac Road Bridge Over I-15 Road Design Alternative would have
the same transportation/traffic_impacts as the project. This includes direct and
cumulative _circulation system impacts to roadway segments, intersections, and
freeways. Also similar to the project, the traffic hazard and public transit, bicycle and
pedestrian facility impacts of this Road Design Alternative would be less than significant.
The roadway design changes at West Lilac Road from Old Highway 395 to I-15 bridge
would not alter the overall transportation/traffic_impact conclusions identified for the
project because the capacity of this roadway would remain the same as analyzed for the
project and no changes related to trip generation or distribution would occur (see
Appendix E). Also, no safety issues would result, as all roads would be built to the
County’s roadway standards that are designed to provide safe roadways. Refer to the
analysis below and subchapter 2.3, Transportation/Traffic, for additional information.

Issue 1: Circulation System Operations and Congestion Management (Significant and
Unavoidable Impact)

Construction

The West Lilac Road Bridge Over [-15 Road Design Alternative would generate
construction traffic similar to the project and would also include project traffic control plan
as a project feature (see subchapter 2.3.2.2). Nonetheless, this alternative would have a
potentially significant impact to traffic during construction due to the potential need to
close the West Lilac Road bridge for an extended period of time during widening (Impact
RD-TRF-1). During the closure of this bridge, the majority of the traffic that currently
travels on this section of West Lilac Road would be diverted to Old Highway 395 and/or
Circle R Drive. There is no way to avoid this potential impact besides implementing the
road design bridge option that consists of a second bridge instead of widening the
existing bridge. Under second bridge road design option, the existing bridge could
remain open while the second bridge is constructed.

Project Trip Generation and Distribution

The individual phase trip generation and total trip generation for the West Lilac Road
Bridge Over [-15 Road Design Alternative would be the same as the project (see
Table 2.3-9). The distribution of traffic for this alternative would be the same as the
project considering the land uses and access would be identical. The phasing of this
alternative would also be the same as the project.

Existing Plus Roadway Design Alternative

As the roadway design would not alter capacity and the trip generation and distribution
would be the same, the Existing Plus Roadway Design Alternative traffic analysis would
be the same as the Existing Plus Project traffic analysis completed for the project in
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subchapter 2.3.2.1. As with the project, this Roadway Design Alternative would result in
direct Impacts TR-1 to TR-9, and would implement Mitigation Measures M-TR-1 to M-
TR-5. As with the project (see subchapter 2.3.6.1), Impacts TR-1, TR-2, and TR-5 to
TR-9 would be mitigated to below a level of significance by these improvements that
increase capacity, while Impacts TR-3 and TR-4 would remain significant and
unmitigated since they are under the jurisdiction of Caltrans.

Cumulative Impact Analysis

This road design alternative would result in the same cumulative traffic impacts as the
project (see subchapter 2.3.3.1), as it would not alter capacity, trip generation, or trip
distribution. As with the project, the road design alternative would result in_significant
cumulative Impacts TR-10 to TR-37.

To mitigate cumulative impacts, this alternative would implement project mitigation
measures M-TR-2 to M-TR-9, which require various roadway improvements and
payment towards the TIF program (see subchapter 2.3.5). This would mitigate all
impacts to roadways and intersections except where facilities are under Caltrans
jurisdiction (Impacts TR-20, TR-21, and TR-30 to TR-37), and where mitigation is
infeasible (Impact TR-12 and TR-16) due to the mitigation not being proportional to
project impacts. Refer to subchapter 2.3.6 for additional information.

Issue 2: Transportation Hazard (Less than Significant Impact)

The potential transportation hazards of this alternative would be the same as the project
(see subchapter 2.3.2.3) with the exception of the West Lilac Road bridge over the 1-15.
This alternative would build that segment to the County’s road standards that are
designed to provide adequate ingress and egress for residents as well as emergency
access, safe trail system, and conform to Goal M-4 of the General Plan_ Mobility
Element. Therefore, impacts associated with transportation hazards would be less than
significant, similar to the project.

Issue 3: Public Transit, Bicycle, and Pedestrian Facilities (Less than Significant Impact)

The public transit, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities of this alternative would be the same
as the project (see subchapter 2.3.2.4), with the exception of the West Lilac Road Bridge
Over |-15 Road Design Alternative. The construction of this segment of West Lilac Road
to County Road standards would provide a wider roadway with wider shoulders and
parkways. This would result in no negative effect to public transit, bicyclists or
pedestrians. As with the project, the West Lilac Road Bridge Over [-15 Road Design
Alternative _would provide alternative transportation opportunities and would be
consistent with County Mobility Element Goals 8 and 11 and associated policies.
Impacts associated with transit, bicycle and pedestrian facilities would be less than
significant, similar to the project.

Agricultural Resources

As described further in the analysis below, the West Lilac Road Bridge Over [-15 Road
Design_Alternative agricultural resource impacts would be the same as the project
(subchapter 2.4). The West Lilac Road improvements included in this alternative would
not affect additional agricultural resources. As this alternative would not change any
proposed land uses, the potentially significant adjacency/land uses conflicts between
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residential and agricultural uses would be the same as the project. Like the project, this
alternative_ would have less than significant impacts related to land use conflicts, and
significant mitigated impacts related to direct conversion of agricultural land and indirect
conversion of agricultural uses due to agricultural adjacency issues. Refer to the
analysis below for additional information.

Issue 1: Direct Conversion of Agricultural Resources (Significant Mitigated Impact)

As with the project, this alternative would result in _a significant impact related to the
direct conversion of agricultural resources. The additional West Lilac Road
improvements included in this alternative would impact additional area; however, the
additional area is not considered an agricultural resource since it is either developed,
native vegetation, or does not have soils that qualify as Prime Farmland or Farmland of
Statewide Importance. This alternative would have the same agricultural resource
impacts _as the project (direct Impact AG-1 and cumulative Impact AG-16; see
subchapter 2.4.2.1). Mitigation M-AG-1 would reduce the direct and cumulative impacts
to below a level of significance as with the project (see subchapter 2.4.5 and 2.4.6).

Issue 2: Land Use Conflicts (Less than Significant Impact)

The agricultural land use conflict analysis of the West Lilac Road Bridge Over I-15 Road
Design Alternative would be identical to the project (see subchapter 2.4.2.2). The West
Lilac Road bridge would be considered compatible with agricultural uses. This
alternative_would include the same land use plan and General Plan Amendments as
discussed for the project in Chapter 1.0. Under this alternative, approval of the General
Plan Amendment would allow agricultural uses to be allowed to continue within the
project site. Approval of this alternative would implement the Lilac Hills Ranch Specific
Plan, which creates a village compatible with the rural/agricultural nature of Valley
Center. Therefore, impacts related to the Specific Plan or required rezoning under this
alternative would be less than significant. Additionally, this alternative would not impact
the Williamson Act contracted lands to the north, or Agricultural Preserve Number 88
because these sites are not adjacent to the project site and would not be limited in their
activities. As with the project, impacts would be less than significant.

Issue 3: Indirect Conversion of Agricultural Resources (Significant Mitigated Impact)

As with the project, this alternative would result in potential conflicts with off-site
agricultural operations (in _Figure 2.4-7) due to land use/agricultural interface issues
where residential development neighbors agricultural operations (Impacts AG-2 through
AG-15; see subchapter 2.4.2.3). This Road Design Alternative would not result in_any
additional indirect conversion of agricultural uses over that identified for the project. The
West Lilac Road bridge would be considered compatible with agricultural uses. As with
the project, this alternative would implement Mitigation Measures M-AG-2 through M-
AG-5 (subchapter 2.4.5) that provide adequate buffers and interim agricultural uses to
reduce_significant impacts at the agricultural interface locations to below a level of

significance.

Biological Resources

In summary, the West Lilac Road Bridge Over 1-15 Road Design Alternative biological
resource impacts would be similar to the project but may include additional sensitive
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habitat (acreage undeterminable). Like the project, this alternative would have
significant impacts related to special status species (raptors), riparian habitat or sensitive
natural community; and jurisdictional waters and waterways that would be mitigated to
below a level of significance. The additional sensitive habitat impact would require
additional mitigation. This alternative would have less than significant impacts related to
wildlife movement and nursery sites; and local policies, ordinances, and adopted plans,
similar to the project.

Issues 1 and 2: Special Status Species, Riparian Habitat or Sensitive Natural
Community (Significant Mitigated Impact)

In_addition to the impacts identified for the project (see subchapter 2.5.2.2, and Impact
BlO-2), this alternative may result in additional impacts to sensitive habitat depending on
the bridge design. However, as it is not feasible to determine the bridge design at this
time, this impact is speculative and is not discussed further herein. All other impacts of
this Road Design Alternative would be the same as the project (see subchapter 2.5).

Construction _of the land use plan and off-site_improvements proposed under this
alternative _would result in the same significant _impacts as those detailed in
subchapter 2.5.2. These impacts include the removal of more than 5 percent of the
raptor foraging habitat on-site, identified as Impact BIO-1. The additional area impacted
by this alternative is not expected to alter the severity of the raptor foraging impact
(538.29 acres) relative to the project, as the alternative is expected to increase the
impact by less than 5 percent (i.e., less than 27 acres). Thus, this alternative would
have a similar raptor foraging impact (Impact BIO-1) as the project.

As with the project, this alternative would result in indirect impacts to the preserved or
restored sensitive _habitat areas from increased human access, domestic _animals,
invasive plants, drainage, noise, and night time lighting. This alternative would include
the same project features to reduce these impacts, including buffers, limited building
zones, fencing, and signage. Likewise, this alternative would comply with lighting, water
quality/hydrology, and noise. Potential indirect impacts to sensitive habitat areas within
open space would be less than significant (see subchapter 2.5.2.2).

This alternative would implement mitigation M-BIO-1 through M-BIO-3, as detailed in
subchapter 2.5.5. As with the project, this alternative project would require the
development of a Revegetation Plan (Mitigation Measure M-BlO-4) and a Resource
Management Plan (M-BIO-2) to manage the preserved areas. Ultimately, this alternative
would mitigate for impacts to special status species, riparian _habitat and sensitive
natural community similar to the project (subchapters 2.5.6.1 and 2.5.6.2). As noted
above, additional sensitive habitat impacts may occur depending on the bridge design,
but the determination of such impacts and associated mitigation would be speculative
and is not addressed further herein.

Issue 3: Jurisdictional Waters and Waterways (Significant Mitigated Impact)

As with the project, the West Lilac Road Bridge Over 1-15 Road Design Alternative would
impact 4.22 acres of ACOE jurisdictional area 6.55 acres of CDFW/RWQCB
jurisdictional area, and 2.23 acres of County wetlands located on-site (see subchapter
2.5.2.3, Impact BIO-3). Since jurisdictional areas are not located near the bridge,
additional jurisdictional impacts are not anticipated for this Road Design Alternative.
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Jurisdictional waters impacts (Impact BIO-3) would be mitigated by M-BIO-3 and M-BIO-
4, which include habitat mitigation at ratios designed to result in no net loss of wetlands.

Issue 4: Wildlife Movement and Nursery Sites (Less than Significant Impact)

Similar to the discussion in subchapter 2.5.2.4, this alternative would not impact regional
wildlife corridor or linkage widths. Local wildlife corridors/linkages being preserved on-
site would be set back from the adjacent development by a wetland buffer and limited
building zones that would reduce the potential for any significant indirect impacts and
maintain the visual continuity of these local corridors. No additional wildlife movement or
nursery sites would be impacted by providing an additional bridge or widening the
existing bridge, as the bridge spans over habitat and does not result in_a barrier to
wildlife_movement. The impact to localized wildlife _movement would be less than
significant, similar to the project.

Issues 5 and 6: Local Policies, Ordinances, Adopted Plans (Less than Significant
Impact

The analysis detailed in subchapter 2.5.2.5 would apply to this alternative. The West
Lilac Road Bridge Over |-15 Road Design Alternative would be required to obtain all
relevant permits, and mitigate impacts pursuant to appropriate ratios consistent with the
NCCP and County biological ordinances. As with the project, the Road Design
Alternative_would result in less than significant impacts related to local policies,
ordinances, and adopted plans pertaining to biological resources.

Cultural Resources

As described further in the analysis below, the West Lilac Road Bridge Over [-15 Road
Design Alternative cultural resource impacts would be similar to the project. While the
additional West Lilac Road Bridge Over 1-15 Road Design Alternative bridge
improvements included in this alternative would affect additional area where there is
potential for unknown subsurface cultural resources, the potential impact would be
similar to the project. Thus, this alternative would result in significant mitigated impacts
related to archeological sites; less than significant impacts to historical sites and human
remains; and no impact to County RPO cultural resources similar to the project.

Issue 1: Historical Sites (Less than Significant Impact)

As discussed in subchapter 2.6.2.1, there are no significant historical resources located
on the project site. There are no buildings or other structures within the off-site
improvement areas that could be potential historical sites, including the area near the
West Lilac Road bridge. Thus, the West Lilac Road Bridge Over 1-15 Road Design
Alternative would have a less than significant historical resource impact, similar to the

project.

Issue 2: Archeological Sites (Significant Mitigated Impact)

As the impact area of this alternative is the same as the project except for the West Lilac
Road area, the archeological site impacts would be the same as the project except for
the additional West Lilac Road bridge improvement area. No known cultural resources
exist within the West Lilac Road improvement area, but there would be a slight increase
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in potential for unknown significant subsurface cultural resources considering the known
resources in the community.

As described for the project in subchapter 2.6.5.1, this alternative would have potentially
significant impacts to: one archeological site that is not protected in proposed dedicated
open space (Impact CR-1); unknown subsurface archeological resources within on- and
off-site_areas (Impacts CR-2 and CR-4); and one off-site archeological site due to
Gopher Canyon Road improvements (Impact CR-3). The additional area of potential
impact to unknown subsurface cultural resources that would occur due to the additional
West Lilac Road improvements would not change the impact relative to the project
considering this change would represent a relatively small change to the overall impact
area. Mitigation measures M-CR-1, M-CR-2, and M-CR-3 identified for the project would
also reduce the potential archeological site impacts of this alternative to below a level of
significance (see subchapter 2.6.5.1).

Issue 3: Human Remains (Less than Significant Impact)

As discussed in subchapter 2.6.2.3, there are no known human remains on the project
site or off-site_ areas. Human remains are also not expected within the additional West
Lilac Road bridge improvement area that is included in this alternative. If any accidental
discovery of human remains occurs under this alternative, the procedures identified in
California Public Resources Code (Sec. 5097.98) and State Health and Safety Code
(Sec. 7050.5) shall be followed. Thus, the West Lilac Road Bridge Over 1-15 Road
Design Alternative would have a less than significant historical resource impact, similar

to the project.

Issue 4: County RPO (Less than Significant Impact)

As with the project (see subchapter 2.6.2.4), there is one cultural site (CA-SDI-18362)
within this alternative that meets RPO criteria. As with the project, this alternative would
preserve that site within dedicated open space and no impact to County RPO cultural
resources would occur.

Hazards/Hazardous Materials

In _summary, the West Lilac Road Bridge Over 1-15 Road Design Alternative
hazards/hazardous materials would result in similar impacts as the project. Hazardous
substance handling, existing on-site _contamination, emergency response and
evacuation plans, and vector impacts would be less than significant under this
alternative. Wildland fire impacts of this alternative would be significant but mitigated to
below a level of significance identical to the project.

Issue 1: Hazardous Substance Handling (Less than Significant Impact)

The West Lilac Road Bridge Over 1-15 Road Design Alternative would include the same
land uses as the project, and would have the same potential to involving hazardous
substance handling. As discussed for the project in subchapter 2.7.2, this alternative
would be required to comply with local, state, and federal regulations regarding the
handling of hazardous materials, including CalARP. The West Lilac Road Bridge Over I-
15 Road Design Alternative impacts related to hazardous substance handling use would
be less than significant, identical to the project.
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Issue 2: Existing On-site Contamination (Less than Significant Impact)

The West Lilac Road Bridge Over 1-15 Road Design Alternative site and off-site areas
would be the same as the project, and would include the same existing contamination
issues identified in subchapter 2.7.2. As with the project, this alternative would result in
less than significant impacts related to existing soil contamination due to agricultural
uses, existing ACMs/LBP _in buildings, and existing septic_systems issues _considering
the alternative would comply with applicable regulations.

Issue 3: Emergency Response and Evacuation Plans (Less than Significant Impact)

As with project (see subchapter 2.7.2.3), the alternative would be consistent with the
following plans: Operational Area Emergency Plan and Multi-Jurisdictional Hazard
Mitigation Plan, San Diego County Nuclear Power Station Emergency Response Plan,
Oil Spill Contingency Element, Emergency Water Contingencies Annex and Energy
Shortage Response Plan, and Structure or Tower Greater than 100 feet. This
alternative includes the same land uses, height limits and site location, and Evacuation
Plan compared to the project. The existing West Lilac Road bridge widening alternative
would require the temporary closure of the bridge, while the bridge could remain open
for the option that adds a second bridge. The temporary bridge closure may affect Miller
Station fire services (e.q., fire service response times), as it would result in emergency
vehicles having to travel southeast on West Lilac Road to Circle R Drive to get to the
west of the 1-15. The greatest response time impact would be in a situation such as
where the Miller Station emergency vehicles responding to a call at Old Highway
395/West Lilac Road would have to travel over 9 miles (18 minutes if traveling at 30
mph) if the bridge was closed instead of approximately 1 mile (2 minutes if traveling at
30 mph) if the bridge was open. This potential fire service impact is considered
significant since it has the potential to result in reducing the Miller Station 5-minute fire
service response time area and potentially result in the need for a temporary fire station
facility (Impact RD-HAZ-1). The impacts of a temporary fire station facility would be
speculative since the location and design of such a facility is unknown. Thus, this impact
is not addressed further herein.
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Issue 4: Wildland Fires (Significant Mitigated Impact)

This Road Design Alternative would be exposed to the same existing fire risk as the
project, and would also include the same land uses, fire safety features, and fire service
options as the project (see Chapter 1.0 and subchapter 2.7). The alternative would
include fire safe design features similar to the project, including project FMZs; ignition
resistant  building _materials;  protection of non-residential __ structures; fire
apparatus/secondary _emergency access roads, and adequate water supply for fire
hydrants. The increase in this segment of West Lilac Road would not alter wildland fire
risk or the ability to provide adequate protection from wildfires. As with the project, this
alternative_would have a potentially significant impact (Impact HZ-1) related to brush
management that would be reduced to below a level of significance by mitigation
measure M-HZ-1 that requires a 100-foot brush management zone around structures or
equivalent fire protection.

Issue 5: Vectors (Less than Significant Impact)

The West Lilac Road Bridge Over 1-15 Road Design Alternative would include the same
land uses as the project, and would have the same potential to pose as a vector source.
As discussed for the project in subchapter 2.7.2, this alternative would include a Vector
Management Plan and BMPs as a part of project design. This would reduce the
potential vector issues associated with the WRF, hydromodification basins, and
wetlands. Similar to the project, the West Lilac Road Bridge Over 1-15 Road Design
Alternative impacts related to vectors would be less than significant.

Noise

In_ summary, the West Lilac Road Bridge Over [-15 Road Design Alternative noise
impacts would be similar to the project. Traffic noise generated under this alternative
would be the same as the project, as this alternative would have the same traffic
generation, traffic distribution, and roadway centerlines as the project. Construction
noise and vibration impacts of this alternative would be similar to the project as well.
Stationary noise from this alternative would be the same as the project, as the land uses
would be the same. Thus, this alternative would have significant noise/vibration impacts
related to traffic, stationary, and construction noise sources similar to the project. As
with the project, all noise impacts would be mitigated with the exception of cumulative
traffic noise impacts.

Issue 1: Traffic Generated Noise (Significant and Unmitigated Impact)

The West Lilac Road Bridge Over I-15 Road Design Alternative would have the same
traffic generated noise impacts as the project, including exterior NSLU impacts (Impact
N-1), interior residential noise impacts (Impact N-2), off-site residences on Covey Lane
and Lilac Hills Ranch Road (Impacts N-3). The addition of a second bridge or widening
of the existing bridge would not result in any additional traffic noise impacts, as there are
no_noise-sensitive land uses adjacent to the bridge. As with the project, these noise
Impacts N-1 and N-2 would be reduced to below a level of significance through
mitigation _measures M-N-1 and M-N-2 that require noise analysis and associated
attenuation _measures to ensure compliance with the County General Plan Noise
Element and County interior noise standards. Impact N-3 would potentially remain
significant_and unmitigated similar to the project due to the potential infeasibility of
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providing a continuous noise barrier or other methods to reduce traffic noise. Refer to
subchapter 2.8.6.1 for additional information.

This alternative would also have the significant cumulative traffic noise impacts of the
project (cumulative traffic (Impacts N-17 and N-18). As with the project, these
cumulatively significant traffic noise impacts would remain significant and unmitigated
(see subchapter 2.8.6.4).

Issue 2: Stationary and Construction Noise (Significant Mitigated Impact)

Stationary

As the same land uses would be located in the same location as the project, stationary
noise impacts of the West Lilac Road Bridge Over 1-15 Road Design Alternative would
be the same as the project (see subchapter 2.8.6.2). This includes the potentially
significant stationary noise impacts associated with HVAC equipment (Impact N-4), non-
emergency generators (Impact N-5), parking lots (Impact N-6), loading docks (Impact N-
7), dog park (Impact N-8), WRF (Impact N-9), and RF (Impact N-10). As with the
project, mitigation measures M-N-3 to M-N-7 would reduce these stationary noise
impacts _to below a level of significance. See subchapter 2.8.5.2 and 2.8.6.2 for
additional details.

Construction

The construction noise of this road design alternative would be the same as the project
(see subchapter 2.8.2.2), except the additional noise that would occur from the
additional West Lilac Road bridge improvements. This includes direct noise Impacts N-
11 to N-14, and cumulative noise Impacts N-19 and N-20. As with the project, mitigation
measures M-N-8 to M-N-11 would reduce these impacts to below a level of significance
(see subchapter 2.8.6). The additional West Lilac Road bridge improvements would not
be located adjacent to a residence. As stated in the project analysis, “average hourly
roadway construction noise levels would be approximately 75 dB(A) L.y, at the edge of
the roadways.” The additional West Lilac Road bridge improvements would not exceed
the County’s Noise Ordinance 75 dB(A) L¢g limit. Thus, impacts to NSLU from the West
Lilac Road Bridge Over |-15 Road Design Alternative to standard would be less than
significant, similar to the project.

Issue 3: Vibration (Significant Mitigated Impact)

The vibration impacts of this alternative would be the same as the project (refer to
subchapter 2.8.6.2, Impacts N-15 and N-16), except for the construction of West Lilac
Road bridge improvements. While additional vibration would occur during bridge
construction, the bridge improvement area is located at over 150 feet from the nearest
residence and it not anticipated to exceed the County thresholds (0.004 inches per
second RMS) at the nearest residence. As with the project (see subchapter 2.8.6.3), the
significant vibration impacts would be reduced to below a level of significance through
mitigation that requires a blasting and monitoring plan to ensure compliance with County
vibration requlations (M-N-11), and monitoring, and, if needed, limitations on heavy
equipment within 150 feet of residences to attenuate vibration to acceptable levels (M-N-

12).
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Less than Significant Impacts

Geology and Soils

The West Lilac Road Bridge Over I-15 Road Design Alternative geology and soil-related
impacts would be the same as the project. As the site is the same under both the
project and this alternative, the underlying geology and soils are also the same and pose
the same potential environmental impacts. The only development footprint difference is
the additional West Lilac Road bridge improvements, and the geology and soils
conditions in that area are the same as addressed for the project. Due to the
engineering requirements of constructing a bridge differing from standard buildings,
additional soil measures may be required beyond those identified for the project to
ensure adegquate bridge support. As required, those additional measures would be
required by the Building Code and addressed in a specific geotechnical report. As with
the project, this alternative would have less than significant impacts related to seismic
hazards, soil erosion, soil stability, expansive soils, wastewater disposal systems, and
unigue geologic features (see subchapter 3.1.1).

Greenhouse Gases

The West Lilac Road Bridge Over 1-15 Road Design Alternative greenhouse gas impacts
would be similar to the project. While this alternative would increase the GHG emissions
relative to the project due to additional bridge improvements, the percent reduction from
2020 emissions would be similar considering the inclusion of the same GHG-reducing
features, amortization of the additional construction emissions over time, and this
alternative would be consistent with the County’'s performance threshold. Thus, this
alternative_would have a less than significant impact related to GHG emissions and
conformance to applicable plans, policies or regulations (see subchapter 3.1.2).

Hydrology and Water Quality

The West Lilac Road Bridge Over 1-15 Road Design Alternative hydrology and water
quality impacts would be similar to the project. The changes to roadway design would
have a negligible effect on hydrology and water quality considering the general location
of the project would remain the same and both the project and this alternative would be
required to _comply with plans, policies and requlations. As with the project, this
alternative would have less than significant impacts related to water guality standards,
and requirements, groundwater, erosion/siltation, flooding, dam inundation, seiche,
tsunami, and mudflow (see subchapter 3.1.3).

Land Use Planning

The land uses included in the West Lilac Road Bridge Over |I-15 Road Design Alternative
would be the same as the project. Implementation of either the project or this alternative
would involve GPAs and Rezones that would be consistent with applicable land use
plans as detailed in subchapter 3.1.4. Thus, the land use impacts of this alternative
would be similar to the project, and would be less than significant.
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Public Services

The West Lilac Road Bridge Over |-15 Road Design Alternative public service
operational impacts would be similar to the project as the proposed land uses would be
the same. As with the project, the additional demand for public service impacts (school,
law enforcement, fire protection, and library) of this alternative would be less than
significant (see subchapter 3.1.5). Refer to hazards Issue 3 above for the potential
temporary impact to emergency response due to the temporary closure of the West Lilac

Road bridge.

Recreation

The West Lilac Road Bridge Over |-15 Road Design Alternative recreation _impacts
would be the same as the project, as the land uses and site would be the same.
Specifically, this alternative would have less than significant impacts related to the
deterioration of recreational facilities, and the construction of new recreational facilities.
See subchapter 3.1.6 for additional information.

Utilities and Service Systems

The West Lilac Road Bridge Over 1-15 Road Design Alternative utilities and service
systems_impacts would be the same as the project, as the land uses, site, and
infrastructure improvements would be the same. Specifically, this alternative would have
less than significant impacts related to wastewater treatment, water and wastewater
facilities, stormwater facilities, and water supply. See subchapter 3.1.7 for additional
information.

Energy Use and Conservation

The land uses included in the Road Design Alternative would result in the same
operational energy and water use, as well as the same vehicle trips, as the project. This
alternative would also include the same design measures, as detailed in Table 1-3, to
reduce energy use, water use, and vehicle trips. Therefore, this alternative would avoid
the inefficient, wasteful and unnecessary consumption of energy, and impacts would be
less than significant, like the project.

Conclusion

Impacts of the West Lilac Road, Old Highway 395 to I-15 Bridge, Road Design
Alternative would result in_additional impacts related to scenic vistas (second bridge
option), air quality (second bridge), emergency response (bridge widening option), and
traffic_(bridge widening option). There may also be additional biological resource
impacts, but it is not feasible to determine the impact area without additional bridge
design. Thus, the biological impacts of this alternative would be speculative not are not
addressed further. This alternative would not reduce a significant impact of the project,
but would meet all the main project objectives. As noted in the introduction, this
alternative is intended to disclose the impacts that would occur if the project road
modification for West Lilac Road, Old Highway 395 to 1-15 Bridge, is not approved.
Ultimately, bridge widening is potentially infeasible due to engineering issues and the
construction of an additional bridge is likely infeasible due to costs. The costs for
constructing the Harbor Drive pedestrian bridge was $40 million, and this bridge would
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be required to support cars in addition to pedestrians and would be larger. Thus, the
additional bridge option is expected to exceed $40 million in costs.

4.8.1.3 Road Design Alternative 3: West Lilac Road — I-15 Bridge to the Westerly
Roundabout

The project’'s proposed road design for this road segment corresponds to Road
Exception Request #3, as submitted to the County. This exception request references
road design modifications for this road segment affecting both off-site, Exception
Reguest #3a and on-site, Exception Request #3b. If the proposed road design exception
is not approved by the County, the following alternative design could be implemented by

the project.

The road design analyzed under this alternative is the construction of West Lilac Road,
off-site, transitioning from the existing bridge over 1-15 (with an existing travel way width
of 24 feet) to the project boundary (Exception Request #3a) and on-site from the project
boundary to the westerly roundabout (Exception Request #3b), as shown in Figure 4-8.
The standard for this entire portion of West Lilac Road is County Light Collector road
2.2C. This requires 40 to 54 feet of curb to curb width within a 64 to 78-foot right-of-way
with 8-foot shoulders, 12-foot parkways and a minimum design speed of 40 mph.

The construction of the off-site portion of this road design (Exception Request #3a)
would result in additional grading of approximately 8,733 cy of cut slope and 229 cy of
fill._Manufactured slope heights would increase from 28 to 32 feet compared to the
project. This alternative would require 0.21 acre of additional right-of-way acquisition.
Due to its location within the project site and the grading necessary for the project, the
additional widening in the project site (area corresponding to Exception Request #3b)
would not result in significant changes to grading.

Comparison of the Effects of the Road Design Alternative to the Project

Visual Resources

In summary, this alternative would have the same visual impacts as the project except
along the West Lilac Road segment between the [-15 bridge and the westerly project
roundabout. The construction of this segment with no median and 5-foot sidewalks on
both sides compared to the project's roadway design that has a median and an 8-foot
side walk on the south side would not alter the conclusions of the project's visual
resource analysis. This Road Design Alternative would be similar to the project in
regards to community character, scenic vistas, scenic resources, light, glare, and plan
consistency. This includes the significant character and quality impacts that would
remain_significant and unmitigated. All other visual impacts related to scenic vistas,
scenic _resources, light, glare, and plan consistency would be less than significant like
the project. Refer to the analysis below and subchapter 2.1, Aesthetics, for additional
information.

Issue 1: Scenic Vistas (Less Than Significant Impact)

No designated state scenic highway or scenic vista is within the project viewshed;
however, a segment of 1-15 within the viewshed is identified as a County Scenic
Highway. There are very steep, high slopes on both sides of I-15 that preclude views of
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West Lilac Road. Thus, the Road Design Alternative changes to West Lilac Hills Road
are not visible from the 1-15. The visual impacts of this alternative would be the same
the project (subchapter 2.1.2.1). Therefore, this alternative would result in less than
significant impacts to scenic vistas, similar to the project.

Issue 2: Scenic Resources (Less Than Significant Impact)

The scenic resource impacts of this Road Design Alternative would be the same as the
project. This alternative would include an additional 0.02-acre of additional native
habitat impact, but would not impact any additional RPO slopes or other additional
scenic resources. As with the project, graded areas outside of the proposed pavement
would revegetated/landscaped so that visual impacts would not be detected from public
viewpoints or degrade visual quality. Overall, impacts to scenic resources (i.e., slopes
and native vegetation) would be similar to the project (see subchapter 2.1.2.2). This
alternative would result in less than significant impacts to scenic resources, similar to the

project.

Issue 3: Visual Character or Quality (Significant and Unavoidable Impact)

This Road Design Alternative would have the same visual character as the project
except at the West Lilac Road segment between the [-15 bridge to first project
roundabout. The roadway impact area would be the same scale as the project, but the
roadway features such as medians and sidewalks would differ. Overall, these changes
in road design features would result in a similar visual character and quality impact as
the project (see subchapter 2.1.2.3, Off-Site Improvements). All other visual character
and guality impacts of this alternative would be the same as the project.

As with the project (subchapter 2.1.2.3), this alternative would affect visual
character/quality _as viewed from West Lilac Road (Impact V-1), as viewed from
surrounding residences (Impact V-2), and as viewed on a cumulative level within the
entire viewshed (Impact V-4). Construction phase temporary impacts to visual character
and quality would also be significant (Impact V-3). As with the project, these visual
impacts would remain significant and unmitigated under this alternative (see subchapter

2.1.2.3).

Issues 4 and 5: Light and Glare (Less Than Significant Impact)

This Road Design Alternative would include the Lilac Hills Ranch Specific Plan
requirements to minimize new sources of substantial light and to conform to the San
Diego Light Pollution Code (Sections 59.108-59.110 51.201-51.209). The lighting along
West Lilac Road, between the 1-15 bridge to westerly project roundabout, as well as all
the other proposed lighting would be the same as the project. Therefore, this alternative
would result in the same less than significant light and glare impacts as the project (see
subchapter 2.1.2.4).

Issue 6: Consistency with Applicable Policies and Planning Documents (Less Than
Significant Impact)

Approval of this alternative would allow implementation of the land use plan as described
in_Chapter 1.0. All aspects of the development would be consistent with applicable
policies and planning documents related to visual resources as discussed in subchapter

4-64



4.0 Project Alternatives

2.1.2.6. Identical to the project, no consistency impact would result from the
implementation of this alternative.

Air Quality

In_summary, the implementation of West Lilac Road, 1-15 Bridge to Westerly
Roundabout, Road Design Alternative would have air quality impacts similar to the
project, which are identified in _subchapter 2.2. The additional grading (0.16 acre)
required under this alternative would slightly increase construction emissions relative to
the project, but the increase would be negligible and would be reduced to below a level
of significance through the mitigation measures identified for the project. This alternative
would have less than significant impacts related to sensitive receptors and odors similar
to the project. Refer to the analysis below and subchapter 2.2, Air Quality, for additional
information.

Issue 1: Conformance to Regional Air Quality Strategy (Significant and Unavoidable
Impact

As the land uses and densities would be the same as the project under this alternative,
the impacts associated with conformance to the RAQs would be the same. As with the
project (see subchapter 2.2.2.1), this alternative _would include a General Plan
Amendment that would increase density beyond that currently allowed on the project
site. This would lead to an inconsistency with the RAQs assumptions and would result in
direct Impact AQ-1 and cumulative impact (Impact AQ-5). Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1,
detailed in subchapter 2.2.5, requires the County provide a revised housing forecast to
SANDAG to ensure that any revisions to the population and employment projects are
considered. The provision of housing information would assist SANDAG in revising the
housing forecast; however, until the anticipated growth is included in the emission
estimates of the RAQS the direct and cumulative impacts (Impacts AQ-1 and AQ-5)
associated with this alternative would be significant and unavoidable identical to the

project.

Issue 2: Conformance to Federal and State Ambient Air Quality Standards (Significant
and Unavoidable Impact)

This alternative would have the same air emissions as the project, except for the
additional construction emissions associated with West Lilac Road improvements. While
this_alternative would result in additional grading and construction associated with the
roadway improvements necessary to County standards, the air quality impact of this
alternative_would be the same as the project. The additional grading under this
alternative (0.16 acre including 8,733 cy of cut and 229 cy of fill) would represent 0.1
percent increase relative to the project grading (4.0 million cubic yards of cut and fill).
This alternative would implement project design features (see Table 1-3) that reduce air
emissions the same as the project. As with the project, this alternative would have
significant_air _quality impacts (Impact AQ-2) and would require implementation of
mitigation measures similar to the project (M-AQ-2, M-AQ-3, and M-AQ-4; subchapter
2.2.5) to reduce construction emissions to below a level of significance.

The West Lilac Road, 1-15 Bridge to Westerly Roundabout, Road Design Alternative
operational impacts would be the same as the project operational impacts (see
subchapter 2.2.2.2). Land uses and project features to reduce air emissions (see
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Table -1-3) under either project would be the same. The road design changes not alter
the number of trips generated or stationary source emissions, and would have no impact
on operational air quality emissions. As such, the operational emissions generated by
either would be similar and operational impacts (Impact AQ-3) and mitigation (M-AQ-6
and M-AQ-7) would be the same as the project (subchapter 2.2.2.2 and 2.2.5).

Issue 3: Cumulatively Considerable Net Increase of Criteria Pollutants (Significant and
Unavoidable Impact)

This alternative_would have the same air emissions as the project, except for the
additional construction _emissions associated with West Lilac Road improvements.
Construction of this segment of West Lilac Road would occur in Phase 1 when no other
phases in operation or construction. Thus, the construction emission changes would not
result in any additional cumulative effect beyond that discussed for the project. All other
phases of this alternative would be the same as the project, and would result in the
same _impacts (Impact AQ-4). Similar to the project (see subchapter 2.2.6), this design
alterative would result in a significant and unavoidable (Impact AQ-4) and a cumulatively
considerable significant impact (Impact AQ-6).

Issue 4: Impacts to Sensitive Receptors (Less than Significant Impact)

This West Lilac Road Roadway Design Alternative would result in the same traffic
volumes and distribution as the project. Thus, the alternative would not result in a new
CO or PMy, hot spot beyond any identified for the project. As with the project, CO and
PM,o_hot spot impacts would be less than significant under this alternative (see
subchapter 2.2.2.4).

Issue 5: Odor Impacts (Less than Significant Impact)

The West Lilac Road, I-15 Bridge to Westerly Roundabout, Road Design Alternative
includes options for the treatment of wastes as discussed in Chapter 1.0, including the
construction of an on-site WRF. Approval of this alternative would allow implementation
of measures as detailed in subchapter 2.2.2.5. Specifically, the WRF would be designed
to reduce any potential odor impacts to the surrounding areas. These design measures
include odor control units using activated carbon towers, which would trap volatile
organic_compounds that are corrosive or _odorous. With the inclusion of the carbon
towers, this alternative would not result in a substantial increase in odor levels at nearby
sensitive receptors. Odor impacts would be less than significant, similar to the project.

Transportation/Traffic

In summary, the West Lilac Road, I-15 Bridge to Westerly Roundabout, Road Design
Alternative_would have the same transportation/traffic impacts as the project. This
includes direct and cumulative circulation system impacts to roadway segments,
intersections, and freeways. Also similar to the project, the traffic hazard and public
transit, bicycle and pedestrian facility impacts of this Road Design Alternative would be
less than significant. The roadway design changes at West Lilac Road from 1-15 bridge
to_the project's westerly roundabout would not alter the overall transportation/traffic
impact conclusions identified for the project because the capacity of this roadway would
remain the same as analyzed for the project and no changes related to trip generation or
distribution would occur (see Appendix E). Also, this alternative design would not result
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in_a_significant safety issue. Refer to the analysis below and subchapter 2.3,
Transportation/Traffic, for additional information.

Issue 1: Circulation System Operations and Congestion Management (Significant and
Unavoidable Impact)

Construction

The West Lilac Road, I-15 Bridge to Westerly Roundabout, Road Design Alternative
would generate construction traffic similar to the project and would also include project
traffic_control plan as a project feature (see subchapter 2.3.2.2). West Lilac Road
improvements would be phased in a manner so the roadway would not be closed during
construction. Similar to the project, construction-related traffic impacts would be less
than significant.

Project Trip Generation and Distribution

The individual phase trip generation and total trip generation for the West Lilac Road, |-
15 Bridge to Westerly Roundabout, Road Design Alternative would be the same as the
project (see Table 2.3-9). The distribution of traffic for this alternative would be the same
as the project considering the land uses and access would be identical. The phasing of
this alternative would also be the same as the project.

Existing Plus Roadway Design Alternative

As the roadway design would not alter capacity and the trip generation and distribution
would be the same, the Existing Plus Roadway Design Alternative traffic analysis would
be the same as the Existing Plus Project traffic analysis completed for the project in
subchapter 2.3.2.1. As with the project, this Roadway Design Alternative would result in
direct Impacts TR-1 to TR-9, and would implement Mitigation Measures M-TR-1 to M-
TR-5. As with the project (see subchapter 2.3.6.1), Impacts TR-1, TR-2, and TR-5 to
TR-9 would be mitigated to below a level of significance by these improvements that
increase capacity, while Impacts TR-3 and TR-4 would remain significant and
unmitigated since they are under the jurisdiction of Caltrans.

Cumulative Impact Analysis

This road design alternative would result in the same cumulative traffic impacts as the
project (subchapter 2.3.3.1), as it would not alter capacity, trip generation or _trip
distribution. As with the project, the road design alternative would result in significant
cumulative Impacts TR-10 to TR-37.

To mitigate _cumulative impacts, this alternative would implement project mitigation
measures M-TR-2 to M-TR-9, which require various roadway improvements and
payment towards the TIF program (see subchapter 2.3.5). This would mitigate all
impacts to roadways and intersections except where facilities are under Caltrans
jurisdiction (Impacts TR-20, TR-21, and TR-30 to TR-37), and where mitigation is
infeasible (Impact TR-12 and TR-16) due to the mitigation not being proportional to
project impacts. Refer to subchapter 2.3.6 for additional information.
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Issue 2: Transportation Hazard (Less than Significant Impact)

The potential transportation hazards of this alternative would be similar to the project
(see subchapter 2.3.2.3) with the exception of West Lilac Road, 1-15 bridge to the
westerly roundabout. This alternative would build that segment to County’s road
standards that are designed to provide adequate ingress and egress for residents as
well as emergency access, safe trail system, and conform to Goal M-4 of the General
Plan Mobility Element. It is noted that median the project includes on this segment would
provide channelization through the round bout and is intended to improve safety, but the
elimination of the median and adherence to the County’s standards is not anticipated to
result in _a significant transportation hazard. Therefore, impacts associated with
transportation hazards would be less than significant, similar to the project.

Issue 3: Public Transit, Bicycle, and Pedestrian Facilities (Less than Significant Impact)

The public transit, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities of this alternative would be the same
as the project (see subchapter 2.3.2.4), with the exception of the West Lilac Road, from
the 1-15 bridge to the westerly project roundabout. The construction of this segment of
West Lilac Road to County Road standards would include sidewalks on both sides of the
roadway. While the project would include bike lanes and an 8-foot multipurpose trail on
the south side of this roadway to promote alternative transportation, this alternative
would include 5-foot sidewalks on both sides of the road that would promote alternative
transportation. Both this Road Design Alternative _and the project would provide
alternative transportation opportunities and would be consistent with County Mobility
Element Goals 8 and 11 and associated policies. Overall, neither the project nor this
alternative_would result in a negative effect to public transit, bicyclists or pedestrians.
Impacts associated with transit, bicycle and pedestrian facilities would be less than
significant, similar to the project.

Agricultural Resources

As described further in the analysis below, the West Lilac Road, I-15 Bridge to Westerly
Roundabout, Road Design Alternative agricultural resource impacts would be similar to
the project (subchapter 2.4). The West Lilac Road improvements included in this
alternative would affect an additional 0.12 acre of orchards to the north of the roadway,
but the impact would not be significant since that area does not meet Prime Farmland or
Farmland of Statewide Importance soil quality requirements and is not a significant
agricultural resource. As this alternative would not change any proposed land uses, the
potentially significant adjacency/land uses conflicts between residential and agricultural
uses would be the same as the project. Like the project, this alternative would have less
than significant impacts related to land use conflicts, and significant mitigated impacts
related to direct conversion of agricultural land and indirect conversion of agricultural
uses due to agricultural adjacency issues. Refer to the analysis below for additional
information.

Issue 1: Direct Conversion of Agricultural Resources (Significant Mitigated Impact)

As with the project, this alternative would result in_a significant impact related to the
direct conversion of agricultural resources. The additional West Lilac Road
improvements included in this alternative would impact an additional 0.12 acre of
orchard; however, the additional area is not considered an agricultural resource since it
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does not have soils that qualify as Prime Farmland or Farmland of Statewide
Importance. Thus, this alternative would have the same agricultural resource impacts as
the project (direct Impact AG-1 and cumulative Impact AG-16; see subchapter 2.4.2.1).
Mitigation M-AG-1 would reduce the direct and cumulative impacts to below a level of
significance as with the project (see subchapter 2.4.5 and 2.4.6).

Issue 2: Land Use Conflicts (Less than Significant Impact)

The agricultural land use conflict analysis of the West Lilac Road, [-15 Bridge to
Westerly Roundabout, Road Design Alternative would be identical to that described for
the project in subchapter 2.4.2.2 considering all the proposed on-site land uses would be
identical and that roadways are considered compatible with agricultural uses. This
alternative_would include the same land use plan and General Plan Amendments as
discussed for the project in Chapter 1.0. Under this alternative, approval of the General
Plan Amendment would allow agricultural uses to be allowed to continue within the
project site. Approval of this alternative would implement the Lilac Hills Ranch Specific
Plan, which creates a village compatible with the rural/agricultural nature of Valley
Center. Therefore, impacts related to the Specific Plan or required rezoning under this
alternative would be less than significant. As with the project, this alternative does not
include and is not adjunct to Williamson Act contracted lands or Agricultural Preserves.
As with the project, impacts would be less than significant.

Issue 3: Indirect Conversion of Agricultural Resources (Significant Mitigated Impact)

As with the project, this alternative would result in potential conflicts with off-site
agricultural operations (see Figure 2.4-7) due to land use/agricultural interface issues
where residential development neighbors agricultural operations (Impacts AG-2 through
AG-15; see subchapter 2.4.2.3). This Road Design Alternative would not result in_any
additional indirect conversion of agricultural uses over that identified for the project.
While the West Lilac Road, I-15 Bridge to the westerly roundabout segment is located
adjacent to orchards, roads are considered compatible with agricultural uses. As with
the project, this alternative would implement Mitigation Measures M-AG-2 through M-
AG-5 (subchapter 2.4.5) that provide adequate buffers and interim agricultural uses to
reduce_significant impacts at the agricultural interface locations to below a level of

significance.

Biological Resources

In summary, the West Lilac Road, I-15 Bridge to Westerly Roundabout, Road Design
Alternative biological resource impacts would be similar to the project but would include
additional sensitive habitat impacts (0.02 acre). Like the project, this alternative would
have significant impacts related to special status species (raptors), riparian _habitat or
sensitive_natural community; and jurisdictional waters and waterways that would be
mitigated to below a level of significance. The additional sensitive habitat impact would
require additional mitigation (0.04 acre). This alternative would have less than
significant impacts related to wildlife_ movement and nursery sites; and local policies,
ordinances, and adopted plans, similar to the project.
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Issue 1 and 2: Special Status Species, Riparian Habitat or Sensitive Natural Community
(Significant Mitigated Impact)

In_addition to the impacts identified for the project (see subchapter 2.5.2.2, and Impact
BIO-2), this alternative would result in an additional 0.02 acre of sensitive coastal sage
scrub_habitat impact (see Table 4-5). This additional sensitive habitat impact would be
significant (Impact RD-BIO-1b). All other impacts of this Road Design Alternative would
be the same the project (see subchapter 2.5).

Construction of the land use plan and off-site _improvements proposed under this
alternative would result in the same significant impacts as those detailed in subchapter
2.5.2. These impacts include the removal of more than 5 percent of the raptor foraging
habitat on-site, identified as Impact BIO-1. The additional area impacted by this
alternative (0.16 acre) would not alter the severity of the raptor foraging impact
described for the project, as the project impact is 538.29 acres of raptor foraging and the
additional area impacted by this alternative would represent a less than 0.1 percent
increase in impact. Thus, this alternative would have a similar raptor foraging impact
(Impact BIO-1) as the project.

As with the project, this alternative would result in indirect impacts to the preserved or
restored sensitive habitat areas from increased human access, domestic _animals,
invasive plants, drainage, noise, and night time lighting. This alternative would include
the same project features to reduce these impacts, including buffers, limited building
zones, fencing, and signage. Likewise, this alternative would comply with lighting, water
quality/hydrology, and noise. Potential indirect impacts to sensitive habitat areas within
open space would be less than significant (see subchapter 2.5.2.2).

This alternative would implement mitigation M-BIO-1 through M-BIO-3, as detailed in
subchapter 2.5.5. In addition to the mitigation land identified for the project, the following
measure M-RD-BIO-1b would be required to mitigate the additional sensitive habitat
impact of this alternative to below a level of significance (see Table 4-6):

M-RD-BIO-1b: Prior to issuance of a grading permit for the construction of West Lilac
Road, |-15 Bridge to westerly roundabout, to the County’'s roadway
standards, the following shall be provided either on-site within the open
space easement; off-site within a draft PAMA of the draft North County
MSCP in Valley Center or adjacent communities; or through a
mitigation bank, subject to the approval of the County and appropriate
wildlife agencies:

1. Impacts to 0.02 acre of coastal sage scrub shall be mitigated at a
2:1 ratio with 0.04 acre.

As with the project, this alternative project would require the development of a
Revegetation Plan (Mitigation Measure M-BIO-4) and a Resource Management Plan (M-
BlIO-2) to manage the preserved areas. Ultimately, this alternative would mitigate for
impacts to special status species, riparian _habitat and sensitive natural community
similar to the project (see subchapters 2.5.6.1 and 2.5.6.2).
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Issue 3: Jurisdictional Waters and Waterways (Significant Mitigated Impact)

As with the project, the West Lilac Road, 1-15 Bridge to Westerly Roundabout, Road
Design Alternative would impact 4.22 acres of ACOE jurisdictional area 6.55 acres of
CDFW/RWQCB jurisdictional area, and 2.23 acres of County wetlands located on-site
(see subchapter 2.5.2.3, Impact BIO-3). No additional jurisdictional impacts would occur
under this alternative (Table 4-7). Jurisdictional waters impacts (Impact BIO-3) would be
mitigated by M-BIO-3 and M-BIO-4, which include habitat mitigation at ratios designed to
result in no net loss of wetlands.

Issue 4: Wildlife Movement and Nursery Sites (Less than Significant Impact)

Similar to the discussion in subchapter 2.5.2.4, this alternative would not impact regional
wildlife corridor or linkage widths. Local wildlife corridors/linkages being preserved on-
site would be set back from the adjacent development by a wetland buffer and limited
building zones that would reduce the potential for any significant indirect impacts and
maintain the visual continuity of these local corridors. No additional wildlife movement or
nursery sites would be impacted by widening the West Lilac Road, 1-15 Bridge to the
westerly roundabout segment, as the roadway already exists. The impact to localized
wildlife movement would be the same as the project, and less than significant.

Issues 5 and 6: Local Policies, Ordinances, Adopted Plans (Less than Significant
Impact

The analysis detailed in subchapter 2.5.2.5 would apply to this alternative. The West
Lilac Road, 1-15 Bridge to Westerly Roundabout, Road Design Alternative would be
required to obtain all relevant permits, and mitigate impacts pursuant to appropriate
ratios consistent with the NCCP _and County biological ordinances. As with the project,
the West Lilac Road, I-15 Bridge to Westerly Roundabout, Road Design Alternative
would result in _less than significant impacts related to local policies, ordinances, and
adopted plans pertaining to biological resources.

Cultural Resources

As described further in the analysis below, the West Lilac Road, 1-15 Bridge to Westerly
Roundabout, Road Design Alternative cultural resource impacts would be similar to the
project. While the alternative West Lilac Road roadway improvements completed by this
alternative would affect additional 0.16-acre area where there is potential for unknown
subsurface cultural resources, the overall impact area acreage would be similar to the
project and, accordingly, the potential impact would be similar to the project. Thus, this
alternative_would result in_significant mitigated impacts related to archeological sites;
less than significant impacts to historical sites and human remains; and no_impact to
County RPO cultural resources similar to the project.

Issue 1: Historical Sites (Less than Significant Impact)

As discussed in subchapter 2.6.2.1, there are no significant historical resources located
on the project site. No additional buildings beyond those already identified for the
project would be impacted by this Road Design Alternative. Thus, the West Lilac Road,
I-15 Bridge to Westerly Roundabout, Road Design Alternative would have a less than
significant historical resource impact, similar to the project.

4-71




4.0 Project Alternatives

Issue 2: Archeological Sites (Significant Mitigated Impact)

As the impact area of this alternative is the same as the project except for the West Lilac
Road area, the archeological site impacts would be the same as the project except for
the additional West Lilac Road improvement area. No known cultural resources exist
within the West Lilac Road improvement area, but this 0.16-acre area would have a
potential for unknown significant subsurface cultural resources considering the known
resources in the community.

As described for the project in subchapter 2.6.5.1, this alternative would potentially have
significant impacts to: one archeological site that is not protected in proposed dedicated
open space (Impact CR-1); unknown subsurface archeological resources within on and
off-site_areas (Impacts CR-2 and CR-4); and one off-site_archeological site due to
Gopher Canyon Road improvements (Impact CR-3). The additional 0.16-acre area of
potential impact to unknown subsurface cultural resources that would occur due to the
additional West Lilac Road improvements would not change the impact relative to the
project considering this change would represent less than a 0.1 percent change to the
overall impact area. Mitigation measures M-CR-1, M-CR-2, and M-CR-3 identified for
the project would also reduce the potential archeological site impacts of this alternative
to below a level of significance (see subchapter 2.6.5.1).

Issue 3: Human Remains (Less than Significant Impact)

As discussed in subchapter 2.6.2.3, there are no known human remains on the project
site or off-site areas. Human remains are also not expected within the additional West
Lilac Road improvement area that is included in this alternative. If any accidental
discovery of human remains occurs under this alternative, the procedures identified in
California_Public Resources Code (Sec. 5097.98) and State Health and Safety Code
(Sec. 7050.5) shall be followed. Thus, the West Lilac Road, 1-15 Bridge to Westerly
Roundabout, Road Design Alternative would have a less than significant historical
resource impact, similar to the project.

Issue 4: County RPO (Less than Significant Impact)

As described for the project in subchapter 2.6.2.4, there is one cultural site (CA-SDI-
18362) within this alternative that meets RPO criteria. As with the project, this
alternative_would preserve that site within dedicated open space and no impact to
County RPO cultural resources would occur. As no County RPO site exists within the
additional West Lilac Road improvement area included in this alternative, this Road
Design Alternative would have the same less than significant County RPO impact as the

project.

Hazards/Hazardous Materials

In_ summary, the West Lilac Road, I-15 Bridge to Westerly Roundabout, Road Design
Alternative hazards/hazardous materials would result in similar impacts as the project.
Hazardous substance handling, existing on-site contamination, emergency response
and evacuation plans, and vector impacts would be less than significant under this
alternative. Wildland fire impacts of this alternative would be significant but mitigated to
below a level of significance identical to the project.
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Issue 1: Hazardous Substance Handling (Less than Significant Impact)

The West Lilac Road, I-15 Bridge to Westerly Roundabout, Road Design Alternative
would include the same land uses as the project, and would have the same potential to
involving hazardous substance handling. As discussed for the project in subchapter
2.7.2, this alternative would be required to comply with local, state, and federal
regulations regarding the handling of hazardous materials, including CalARP. The West
Lilac Road, 1-15 Bridge to Westerly Roundabout, Road Design Alternative impacts
related to hazardous substance handling use would be less than significant, identical to

the project.

Issue 2: Existing On-site Contamination (Less than Significant Impact)

The West Lilac Road, 1-15 Bridge to Westerly Roundabout, Road Design Alternative site
and off-site areas would be the same as the project, and would include the same
existing _contamination issues identified in subchapter 2.7.2. As with the project, this
alternative _would result in _less than significant impacts related to existing soil
contamination due to agricultural uses, existing ACMs/LBP in buildings, and existing
septic _systems issues considering the alternative _would comply with applicable

requlations.

Issue 3: Emergency Response and Evacuation Plans (Less than Significant Impact)

As described for the project in subchapter 2.7.2.3, the alternative would be consistent
with the following plans: Operational Area Emergency Plan and Multi-Jurisdictional
Hazard Mitigation Plan, San Diego County Nuclear Power Station Emergency Response
Plan, Oil Spill Contingency Element, Emergency Water Contingencies Annex and
Energy Shortage Response Plan, and Structure or Tower Greater than 100 feet. This
alternative includes the same land uses, height limits and site location, and Evacuation
Plan compared to the project. This alternative would include a traffic control plan during
construction and include West lilac Road improvement phasing so the roadway would be
open to through traffic during construction. Thus, this Road Design Alternative would
have less than significant impacts related to emergency response and evacuation plans
similar to the project.

Issue 4: Wildland Fires (Significant Mitigated Impact)

This Road Design Alternative would be exposed to the same existing fire risk as the
project, and would also include the same land uses, fire safety features, and fire service
options as the project (see Chapter 1.0 and subchapter 2.7). The alternative would
include fire safe design features similar to the project, including project FMZs; ignition
resistant _ building _materials; protection _of non-residential _ structures; fire
apparatus/secondary emergency access roads, and adequate water supply for fire
hydrants. The increase in this segment of West Lilac Road would not alter wildland fire
risk or the ability to provide adequate protection from wildfires. As with the project, this
alternative_ would have a potentially significant impact (Impact HZ-1) related to brush
management that would be reduced to below a level of significance by mitigation
measure M-HZ-1 that requires a 100-foot brush management zone around structures or
equivalent fire protection.
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Issue 5: Vectors (Less than Significant Impact)

The West Lilac Road, I-15 Bridge to Westerly Roundabout, Road Design Alternative
would include the same land uses as the project, and would have the same potential to
pose as a vector source. As discussed for the project in subchapter 2.7.2, this
alternative would include a Vector Management Plan and BMPs as a part of project
design. This would reduce the potential vector issues associated with the WRF,
hydromodification basins, and wetlands. Similar to the project, the West Lilac Road, 1-15
Bridge to Westerly Roundabout, Road Design Alternative impacts related to vectors
would be less than significant.

Noise

In summary, the West Lilac Road, 1-15 Bridge to Westerly Roundabout, Road Design
Alternative noise impacts would be similar to the project. Traffic noise generated under
this_alternative would be the same as the project, as this alternative would have the
same _traffic_generation, traffic_distribution, and roadway centerlines as the project.
Construction _noise and vibration impacts of this alternative would be similar to the
project as well. Stationary noise from this alternative would be the same as the project,
as the land uses would be the same. Thus, this alternative would have significant
noisel/vibration impacts related to traffic, stationary, and construction noise sources
similar to the project. As with the project, all noise impacts would be mitigated with the
exception of cumulative traffic noise impacts.

Issue 1: Traffic Generated Noise (Significant and Unmitigated Impact)

The West Lilac Road, I-15 Bridge to Westerly Roundabout, Road Design Alternative
would have the same traffic conditions and roadways as the project with the exception of
a segment of West Lilac Road. Where the West Lilac Road, 1-15 Bridge to the westerly
roundabout, segment is built to standard, the nearest existing residence would be
90 feet from the roadway and would not experience significant traffic noise impacts. The
alternative would have the same traffic generated noise impacts as the project, including
exterior NSLU impacts (Impact N-1), interior residential noise impacts (Impact N-2), off-
site residences on Covey Lane and Lilac Hills Ranch Road (Impacts N-3). As with the
project, these noise Impacts N-1 and N-2 would be reduced to below a level of
significance through mitigation measures M-N-1 and M-N-2 that require noise analysis
and associated attenuation measures to ensure compliance with the County General
Plan Noise Element and County interior noise standards. However, Impact N-3 would
potentially remain significant and unmitigated since providing a continuous noise barrier
or other methods to reduce traffic noise may be infeasible. Refer to subchapter 2.8.6.1
for_additional information. This alternative would also have the significant cumulative
traffic noise impacts of the project (cumulative traffic (Impacts N-17 and N-18). As with
the project, these cumulatively significant traffic noise impacts would remain significant
and unmitigated (see subchapter 2.8.6.4).

Issue 2: Stationary and Construction Noise (Significant Mitigated Impact)

Stationary

As the same land uses would be located in the same location as the project, stationary
noise impacts of the West Lilac Road, 1-15 Bridge to Westerly Roundabout, Road Design
Alternative would be the same as the project (see subchapter 2.8.6.2). This includes the
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potentially significant stationary noise impacts associated with HVAC equipment (Impact
N-4), non-emergency generators (Impact N-5), parking lots (Impact N-6), loading docks
(Impact N-7), dog park (Impact N-8), WRF (Impact N-9), and RF (Impact N-10). As with
the project, mitigation measures M-N-3 to M-N-7 would reduce these stationary noise
impacts _to below a level of significance. See subchapter 2.8.5.2 and 2.8.6.2 for
additional details.

Construction

The construction noise of this road design alternative would be the same as the project
(subchapter 2.8.2.2), except the additional noise that would occur from the additional
widening of West Lilac Road, between the I-15 bridge and western project roundabout.
This includes direct noise Impacts N-11 to N-14, and cumulative noise Impacts N-19 and
N-20. As described for the project, mitigation measures M-N-8 to M-N-11 would reduce
these impacts to below a level of significance (see subchapters 2.8.6). The additional
West Lilac Road improvements would be located 90 feet from an existing residence.
While the noise levels may be an annoyance, the noise levels would be below the
County’s Noise Ordinance 75 dB(A) L¢, limit. As stated in the project analysis, “average
hourly roadway construction noise levels would be approximately 75 dB(A) L.y at the
edge of the roadways.” Thus, impacts to NSLU from widening West Lilac Road,
between the I-15 bridge and western project roundabout, to standard would be less than
significant, similar to the project.

Issue 3: Vibration (Significant Mitigated Impact)

The vibration impacts of this alternative would be the same the project (refer to
subchapter 2.8.6.2, Impacts N-15 and N-16), except for the construction of West Lilac
Road, between the 1-15 bridge and the westerly project roundabout. As discussed for the
project, vibration levels may exceed County thresholds (0.004 inches per second RMS)
if grading occurs within 150 feet of a residence. This alternative would involve additional
grading on West Lilac Road that would be closer to a residence compared to the project.
Both the project and the alternative would potentially result in a significant vibration
impact from West Lilac Road improvements between 1-15 bridge and the westerly
project roundabout considering the location of existing residences. As with the project
(see subchapter 2.8.6.3), significant vibration impacts N-15 and N-16 would be reduced
to below a level of significance through mitigation that requires a blasting and monitoring
plan to ensure compliance with County vibration regulations (M-N-11) and monitoring,
and, if needed, limitations on heavy equipment within 150 feet of residences to attenuate
vibration to acceptable levels (M-N-12).

Less than Significant Impacts

Geology and Soils

The West Lilac Road, 1-15 Bridge to Westerly Roundabout, Road Design Alternative
geology and soil-related impacts would be the same as the project. As the site is the
same _under both the project and this alternative, the underlying geology and soils are
also _the same and pose the same potential environmental impacts. The only
development footprint difference is the additional widening of West Lilac Road between
Old Highway 395 and the I-15 bridge, and the geology and soils conditions in that area
are the same as addressed for the project. As with the project, this alternative would
have less than significant impacts related to seismic hazards, soil erosion, soil stability,
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expansive soils, wastewater disposal systems, and unique geologic features (see
subchapter 3.1.1).

Greenhouse Gases

The West Lilac Road, 1-15 Bridge to Westerly Roundabout, Road Design Alternative
greenhouse gas impacts would be similar to the project. While this alternative would
slightly increase the GHG emissions relative to the project due to additional roadway
improvements, the percent reduction from 2020 emissions would be the same
considering the inclusion of the same GHG-reducing features and this alternative would
be consistent with the County’'s performance threshold. Thus, this alternative would
have a less than significant impact related to GHG emissions and conformance to
applicable plans, policies or requlations (see subchapter 3.1.2).

Hydrology and Water Quality

The West Lilac Road, I-15 Bridge to Westerly Roundabout, Road Design Alternative
hydrology and water quality impacts would be similar to the project. The changes to
roadway design would have a negligible effect on hydrology and water quality
considering the general location of the project would remain the same and both the
project and this alternative would be required to comply with plans, policies and
regulations. As with the project, this alternative would have less than significant impacts
related to water guality standards, and requirements, groundwater, erosion/siltation,
flooding, dam inundation, seiche, tsunami, and mudflow (see subchapter 3.1.3).

Land Use Planning

The land uses included in the West Lilac Road, 1-15 Bridge to Westerly Roundabout,
Road Design Alternative would be the same as the project. Implementation of either the
project or this alternative would involve GPAs and Rezones that would be consistent
with_applicable land use plans as detailed in subchapter 3.1.4. Thus, the land use
impacts of this alternative would be similar to the project, and would be less than

significant.

Public Services

The West Lilac Road, I-15 Bridge to Westerly Roundabout, Road Design Alternative
public service impacts would be similar to the project as the proposed land uses would
be the same. As with the project, public service impacts (school, law enforcement, fire
protection, and library) of this alternative would be less than significant (see subchapter

3.1.5).

Recreation

The West Lilac Road, 1-15 Bridge to Westerly Roundabout, Road Design Alternative
recreation impacts would be the same as the project, as the land uses and site would be
the same. Specifically, this alternative would have less than significant impacts related
to _the deterioration of recreational facilities, and the construction of new recreational
facilities. See subchapter 3.1.6 for additional information.
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Utilities and Service Systems

The West Lilac Road, I-15 Bridge to Westerly Roundabout, Road Design Alternative
utilities and service systems impacts would be the same as the project, as the land uses,
site, and infrastructure improvements would be the same. Specifically, this alternative
would have less than significant impacts related to wastewater treatment, water and
wastewater facilities, stormwater facilities, and water supply. See subchapter 3.1.7 for
additional information.

Energy Use and Conservation

The land uses included in the Road Design Alternative would result in the same
operational energy and water use, as well as the same vehicle trips, as the project. This
alternative would also include the same design measures, as detailed in Table 1-3, to
reduce energy use, water use, and vehicle trips. Therefore, this alternative would avoid
the inefficient, wasteful and unnecessary consumption of energy, and impacts would be
less than significant, like the project.

Conclusion

Impacts of the West Lilac Road, I-15 Bridge to Westerly Roundabout, Road Design
Alternative would result in additional impacts relative to biological resources and would
not reduce any significant impact of the project. This alternative would meet all the main
project objectives. As noted in the introduction, this alternative is intended to disclose
the impacts that would occur if the project road modification for West Lilac Road, I-15
Bridge to the westerly roundabout, is not approved.

4.8.1.4 Road Design Alternative 4: West Lilac Road — Westerly Roundabout to
Northern Project Boundary

The project’s proposed road design for this road segment corresponds to Road
Exception Request #4, as submitted to County. The road design analyzed under this
alternative is the construction of West Lilac Road from the western-most roundabout
within the project site to the northern project boundary to a standard County Light
Collector road 2.2C (see Figure 4-9). Under the standard design, West Lilac Road would
include 28 feet of road surface width with 8-foot shoulders and 12-foot parkways on both
sides of the road (total road width right-of-way of 64 to 78 feet), and a minimum design
speed of 40 mph (compare to the exception requested which would allow 24 feet of
pavement, within 28 feet graded width, and a reduction in design speed to 25 mph). This
alternative road design would also flatten out the topography (i.e., 500-foot minimum
horizontal curve) and reduces the curves of the roadway (400-foot minimum tangent
length between curves). An additional 0.11 acre of grading would be required relative to
the project to widen the roadway, including 1,483 cy of cut and 167 cy of fill. Slopes
associated with this alternative roadway design would be 16 feet tall instead of the
12 feet required for the project. This alternative road design would require
condemnation, the relocation of power poles, and impacts to driveways for two adjacent

properties.
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Comparison of the Effects of the Road Design Alternative to the Project

Visual Resources

In summary, visual resource impacts of this road design alternative would be identical to
the project except for the West Lilac Road segment between the western roundabout
and the northern project boundary. While the roadway in this area would be wider,
flatter, and less curvy relative to the project, these changes would not alter the
conclusions of the project’s visual resource analysis. As with the project, this road
design alternative would have significant, unmitigated character and quality impacts, and
less than significant impacts to scenic vistas, scenic resources, light, glare, and plan
consistency. Refer to the analysis below and subchapter 2.1, Aesthetics, for additional
information.

Issue 1: Scenic Vistas (Less Than Significant Impact)

No designated state scenic _highway or scenic vista is within the project viewshed. A
segment of 1-15 within the viewshed is identified as a County Scenic Highway, but there
are very steep, tall slopes on both sides of I-15 that preclude views of West Lilac Road.
Due to this, the alternative road design changes to West Lilac Hills Road are not visible
from the 1-15. The visual impacts of this alternative would be the same as the project
(subchapter 2.1.2.1). Therefore, this alternative would result in less than significant
impacts to scenic vistas, similar to the project.

Issue 2: Scenic Resources (Less Than Significant Impact)

The scenic resource impacts of this Road Design Alternative would be the same as the
project. The additional improvements on West Lilac Road would not impact any scenic
native vegetation, RPO slopes, or other scenic resource. Thus, impacts to scenic
resources (i.e., slopes and native vegetation) would be the same as those described for
the project in subchapter 2.1.2.2. As with the project, this alternative would result in less
than significant impacts to scenic resources.

Issue 3: Visual Character or Quality (Significant and Unavoidable Impact)

This Road Design Alternative would have the same visual character as the project
except at the West Lilac Road segment between the western roundabout and the
northern project boundary. The roadway impact area would be a similar scale to the
project, but the roadway would be wider, the speed limit higher and a flatter topography.
Overall, these changes in road design features would result in a slightly more urban
character, but the overall visual character and quality of this West Lilac Road segment
would remain_similar _to the project conditions (see subchapter 2.1.2.3, Off-Site
Improvements). As with the project (subchapter 2.1.2.3), this alternative would affect
visual character/quality as viewed from West Lilac Road (Impact V-1), as viewed from
surrounding residences (Impact V-2), and as viewed on a cumulative level within the
entire viewshed (Impact V-4). Construction phase temporary impacts to visual character
and quality would also be significant (Impact V-3). As with the project, these visual
impacts would remain significant and unmitigated under this alternative (see subchapter

2.1.2.3).
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Issues 4 and 5: Light and Glare (Less Than Significant Impact)

This Road Design Alternative would include the Lilac Hills Ranch Specific Plan
requirements to_minimize new sources of substantial light and to conform to the San
Diego Light Pollution Code (Sections 59.108-59.110 51.201-51.209). The lighting along
West Lilac Road, between the western roundabout to the northern project boundary, as
well as all the other proposed lighting would be the same as the project. Therefore, this
alternative would result in less than significant visual impacts due to the light and glare
similar to the project (see subchapter 2.1.2.4).

Issue 6: Consistency with Applicable Policies and Planning Documents (Less Than
Significant Impact)

Approval of this alternative would allow implementation of the land use plan as described
in_Chapter 1.0. All aspects of the development would be consistent with applicable
policies and planning documents related to visual resources as discussed in subchapter
2.1.2.6. Identical to the project, no consistency impact would result from the
implementation of this alternative.

Air Quality

In summary, the implementation of West Lilac Road, Western Roundabout to Northern
Project Boundary, Road Design Alternative would have air guality impacts similar to the
project, which are identified in subchapter 2.2. The additional roadway grading (0.21
acre) and construction required under this alternative would _slightly increase
construction emissions relative to the project, but the increase would be negligible and
the impact would still be reduced to below a level of significance through the mitigation
measures identified for the project. This alternative would have less than significant
impacts related to sensitive receptors and odors similar to the project. Refer to the
analysis below and subchapter 2.2, Air Quality, for additional information.

Issue 1: Conformance to Regional Air Quality Strategy (Significant and Unavoidable
Impact

As the land uses and densities would be the same as the project under this alternative,
the impacts associated with conformance to the RAQs would be the same. As
described for the project in subchapter 2.2.2.1, this alternative would include a General
Plan Amendment that would increase density beyond that currently allowed on the
project site. This would lead to an inconsistency with the RAQs assumptions and would
result in _direct Impact AQ-1 and cumulative impact (Impact AQ-5). Mitigation Measure
M-AQ-1, detailed in subchapter 2.2.5, requires the County provide a revised housing
forecast to SANDAG to ensure that any revisions to the population and employment
projects are considered. The provision of housing information would assist SANDAG in
revising the housing forecast; however, until the anticipated growth is included in the
emission estimates of the RAQS the direct and cumulative impacts (Impacts AQ-1 and
AQ-5) associated with this alternative would be significant and unavoidable identical to

the project.
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Issue 2: Conformance to Federal and State Ambient Air Quality Standards (Significant
and Unavoidable Impact)

This alternative would have the same air emissions as the project, except for the
additional construction emissions associated with West Lilac Road improvements. While
this_alternative would result in additional grading and construction associated with the
roadway improvements necessary to County standards, the air quality impact of this
alternative_would be the same as the project. The additional grading under this
alternative (0.21 acre including 1,483 cy of cut and 167 cy of fill) would represent less
than a 0.1 percent increase relative to the project grading (4.0 million cubic yards of cut
and fill). This alternative would implement project design features (see Table 1-3) that
reduce air emissions the same as the project. As with the project, this alternative would
have significant air quality impacts (Impact AQ-2) and would require implementation of
mitigation measures (M-AQ-2, M-AQ-3, and M-AQ-4; see subchapter 2.2.5) to reduce
construction emissions to below a level of significance.

The West Lilac Road, Western Roundabout to Northern Project Boundary, Road Design
Alternative operational impacts would be the same as the project operational impacts
described in subchapter 2.2.2.2. Land uses and project features to reduce air emissions
(see Table 1-3) under either project would be the same. The road design changes not
alter the number of trips generated or stationary source emissions, and would have no
impact _on operational air _quality _emissions. As such, the operational emissions
generated by either would be similar and operational impacts (Impact AQ-3) and
mitigation (M-AQ-6 and M-AQ-7) would be the same as the project (see subchapter
2.2.2.2 and 2.2.5).

Issue 3: Cumulatively Considerable Net Increase of Criteria Pollutants (Significant and
Unavoidable Impact)

This alternative would have the same air emissions as the project, except for the
additional construction _emissions associated with West Lilac _Road improvements.
Construction of this segment of West Lilac Road would occur in Phase 1 when no other
phases in operation or construction. Thus, the construction emission changes would not
result in any additional cumulative effect beyond that discussed for the project. All other
phases of this alternative would be the same as the project, and would result in the
same _impacts (Impact AQ-4). As with the project (subchapter 2.2.6), this design
alterative would result in a significant and unavoidable (Impact AQ-4) and a cumulatively
considerable significant impact (Impact AQ-6).

Issue 4: Impacts to Sensitive Receptors (Less than Significant Impact)

This West Lilac Road Roadway Design Alternative would result in the same traffic
volumes and distribution as the project. Thus, the alternative would not result in a new
CO or PMy, hot spot beyond any identified for the project. As with the project, CO and
PMi, hot spot impacts would be less than significant under this alternative (see
subchapter 2.2.2.4).

Issue 5: Odor Impacts (Less than Significant Impact)

The West Lilac Road, Western Roundabout to Northern Project Boundary, Road Design
Alternative includes options for the treatment of wastes as discussed in Chapter 1.0 for
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the project, including the construction of an on-site WRF. Approval of this alternative
would allow implementation of measures as detailed in subchapter 2.2.2.5. Specifically,
the WRF would be designed to reduce any potential odor impacts to the surrounding
areas. These design measures include odor control units using activated carbon towers,
which would trap volatile organic compounds that are corrosive or odorous. With the
inclusion of the carbon towers, this alternative would not result in a substantial increase
in_ odor levels at nearby sensitive receptors. Odor impacts would be less than significant,
similar to the project.

Transportation/Traffic

In summary, the West Lilac Road, Western Roundabout to Northern Project Boundary,
Road Design Alternative would have the same transportation/traffic impacts as the
project. This includes direct and cumulative circulation system impacts to roadway
segments, intersections, and freeways. Also similar to the project, the traffic hazard and
public transit, bicycle and pedestrian facility impacts of this Road Design Alternative
would be less than significant. The roadway design changes at West Lilac Road from
western _roundabout to the northern boundary would not alter the overall
transportation/traffic impact conclusions identified for the project because the capacity of
this roadway would remain the same as analyzed for the project and no changes related
to trip _generation or distribution would occur (see Appendix E). Also, this alternative
design would not result in a significant safety issue similar to the project. Refer to the
analysis below and subchapter 2.3, Transportation/Traffic, for additional information.

Issue 1: Circulation System Operations and Congestion Management (Significant and
Unavoidable Impact)

Construction

The West Lilac Road, Western Roundabout to Northern Project Boundary, Road Design
Alternative_would generate construction traffic_similar _to the project and would also
include project traffic control plan as a project feature (see subchapter 2.3.2.2). West
Lilac Road improvements would be phased in a manner so the roadway would not be
closed during construction. Similar to the project, construction-related traffic impacts
would be less than significant.

Project Trip Generation and Distribution

The individual phase trip generation and total trip generation for the West Lilac Road,
Western Roundabout to Northern Project Boundary, Road Design Alternative would be
identical to the project (see Table 2.3-9). The distribution of traffic for this alternative
would be the same as the project considering the land uses and access would be
identical. The phasing of this alternative would also be the same as the project.

Existing Plus Roadway Design Alternative

As the roadway design would not alter capacity and the trip generation and distribution
would be the same, the Existing Plus Roadway Design Alternative traffic analysis would
be the same as the Existing Plus Project traffic analysis completed for the project in
subchapter 2.3.2.1. As with the project, this Roadway Design Alternative would result in
direct Impacts TR-1 to TR-9, and would implement Mitigation Measures M-TR-1 to M-
TR-5. As with the project (see subchapter 2.3.6.1), Impacts TR-1, TR-2, and TR-5 to
TR-9 would be mitigated to below a level of significance by these improvements that
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increase capacity, while Impacts TR-3 and TR-4 would remain significant and
unmitigated since they are under the jurisdiction of Caltrans.

Cumulative Impact Analysis

This road design alternative would result in the same cumulative traffic impacts as the
project (see subchapter 2.3.3.1), as it would not alter capacity, trip generation or trip
distribution. As with the project, the road design alternative would result in_significant
cumulative Impacts TR-10 to TR-37.

To mitigate cumulative impacts, this alternative would implement project mitigation
measures M-TR-2 to M-TR-9, which require various roadway improvements and
payment towards the TIF program (see subchapter 2.3.5). This would mitigate all
impacts to roadways and intersections except where facilities are under Caltrans
jurisdiction (Impacts TR-20, TR-21, and TR-30 to TR-37), and where mitigation is
infeasible (Impact TR-12 and TR-16) due to the mitigation not being proportional to
project impacts. Refer to subchapter 2.3.6 for additional information.

Issue 2: Transportation Hazard (Less than Significant Impact)

The potential transportation hazards of this alternative would be similar to the project
(see subchapter 2.3.2.3) with the exception of West Lilac Road, from the western
roundabout to the northern project boundary. This alternative would build that segment
to County’s road standards that are designed to provide adequate ingress and egress for
residents as well as emergency access, safe pedestrian system, and conform to Goal M-
4 of the General Plan Mobility Element. It is noted that this roadway design alternative
includes increasing the speed from the proposed project 25 mph speed limit to 40 mph
on this short segment that approaches a roundabout. To accommodate this increase in
speed safely, the County road standards also require the topography to be flattened, and
the curves to be reduced. Thus, this alternative roadway design would not result in a
significant _transportation hazard. As with the project, impacts associated with
transportation hazards would be less than significant.

Issue 3: Public Transit, Bicycle, and Pedestrian Facilities (Less than Significant Impact)

The public transit, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities of this alternative would be the same
as the project (see subchapter 2.3.2.4), with the exception of the West Lilac Road, from
the western roundabout to the northern project boundary. The construction of this
segment of West Lilac Road to County Road standards would include 12-foot parkways
on both sides of the roadway, which have 5-foot sidewalks separated from the roadway.
This would be consistent with County Mobility Element Goals 8 and 11 and associated
policies. Overall, neither the project nor this alternative would result in a negative effect
to public transit, bicyclists or pedestrians. Impacts associated with transit, bicycle and
pedestrian facilities would be less than significant, similar to the project.

Agricultural Resources

As described further in the analysis below, the West Lilac Road, Western Roundabout to
Northern Project Boundary, Road Design Alternative agricultural resource impacts would
be similar to the project (subchapter 2.4). The West Lilac Road improvements included
in this alternative would affect an additional 0.10 acre of orchards, but the impact would
not be significant since that area does not meet Prime Farmland or Farmland of
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Statewide Importance soil gquality requirements and is not a significant agricultural
resource. As this alternative would not change any proposed land uses, the potentially
significant adjacency/land uses conflicts between residential and agricultural uses would
be the same as the project. Like the project, this alternative would have less than
significant impacts related to land use conflicts, and significant mitigated impacts related
to direct conversion of agricultural land and indirect conversion of agricultural uses due
to agricultural adjacency issues. Refer to the analysis below for additional information.

Issue 1: Direct Conversion of Agricultural Resources (Significant Mitigated Impact)

As with the project, this alternative would result in a significant impact related to the
direct _conversion of agricultural resources. The additional West Lilac Road
improvements included in this alternative would impact an additional 0.11 acre; however,
the additional area is not considered an agricultural resource since it consists of
developed area (0.01 acre) and the orchards (0.10 acre) does not have soils that qualify
as Prime Farmland or Farmland of Statewide Importance. Thus, this alternative would
have the same agricultural resource impacts as the project (direct Impact AG-1 and
cumulative Impact AG-16; see subchapter 2.4.2.1). Mitigation M-AG-1 would reduce the
direct and cumulative impacts to below a level of significance as with the project (see
subchapter 2.4.5 and 2.4.6).

Issue 2: Land Use Conflicts (Less than Significant Impact)

The agricultural land use conflict analysis of the West Lilac Road, Western Roundabout
to _Northern Project Boundary, Road Design Alternative would be identical to that
described for the project in subchapter 2.4.2.2 considering all the proposed on-site land
uses would be identical and that roadways are considered compatible with agricultural
uses. This alternative would include the same land use plan and General Plan
Amendments as discussed for the project in Chapter 1.0. Under this alternative,
approval of the General Plan Amendment would allow agricultural uses to be allowed to
continue within the project site. Approval of this alternative would implement the Lilac
Hills Ranch Specific Plan, which creates a village compatible with the rural/agricultural
nature of Valley Center. Therefore, impacts related to the Specific Plan or required
rezoning _under this alternative would be less than significant. As with the project, this
alternative_does not include and is not adjunct to Williamson Act contracted lands or
Agricultural Preserves. As with the project, impacts would be less than significant.

Issue 3: Indirect Conversion of Agricultural Resources (Significant Mitigated Impact)

As with the project, this alternative would result in_potential conflicts with off-site
agricultural operations (see Figure 2.4-7) due to land use/agricultural interface issues
where residential development neighbors agricultural operations (Impacts AG-2 through
AG-15; see subchapter 2.4.2.3). This Road Design Alternative would not result in_any
additional indirect conversion of agricultural uses over that identified for the project.
While the West Lilac Road, Western Roundabout to Northern Project Boundary segment
is located adjacent to orchards, roads are considered compatible with agricultural uses.
As with the project, this alternative would implement Mitigation Measures M-AG-2
through M-AG-5 (subchapter 2.4.5) that provide adequate buffers and interim agricultural
uses to reduce significant impacts at the agricultural interface locations to below a level
of significance.
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Biological Resources

In summary, the West Lilac Road, Western Roundabout to Northern Project Boundary,
Road Design Alternative biological resource impacts would similar to the project. The
additional 0.11-acre improvement area included in this alternative consists of non-
sensitive habitat (orchards and developed area). The additional 0.1 acre of orchard
impact would not alter the severity of the raptor foraging impact described for the project.
Like the project, this alternative would have significant impacts related to special status
species (raptors), riparian habitat or sensitive natural community; and jurisdictional
waters and waterways that would be mitigated to below a level of significance. This
alternative_would have less than significant impacts related to wildlife_ movement and
nursery sites; and local policies, ordinances, and adopted plans, similar to the project.

Issue 1 and 2: Special Status Species, Riparian Habitat or Sensitive Natural Community
(Significant Mitigated Impact)

This road design alternative would result in the same sensitive habitat and special status
species impacts as identified for the project (see subchapter 2.5.2.2, and Impact BIO-2).

The additional 0.11-acre improvement area included in this alternative consists of non-
sensitive_habitat (orchards and developed area; Table 4-5). The additional 0.1 acre of
orchard impact would not alter the severity of the raptor foraging impact described for
the project, as the project impact is 538.29 acres of raptor foraging and the additional 0.1
acre of raptor foraging impact that would occur under this alternative would represent a
less than 0.1 percent increase in impact. Thus, this alternative would have a similar
raptor foraging impact as the project (Impact BIO-1).

As with the project, this alternative would result in indirect impacts to the preserved or
restored sensitive _habitat areas from increased human access, domestic _animals,
invasive plants, drainage, noise, and night time lighting. This alternative would include
the same project features to reduce these impacts, including buffers, limited building
zones, fencing, and signage. Likewise, this alternative would comply with lighting, water
quality/hydrology, and noise. Potential indirect impacts to sensitive habitat areas within
open space would be less than significant (see subchapter 2.5.2.2).

This alternative would implement mitigation M-BIO-1 through M-BIO-3, as detailed in
subchapter 2.5.5. As with the project, this alternative project would require the
development of a Revegetation Plan (Mitigation Measure M-BlO-4) and a Resource
Management Plan (M-BIO-2) to manage the preserved areas. Ultimately, this alternative
would mitigate for impacts to special status species, riparian _habitat and sensitive
natural community as the project (see subchapters 2.5.6.1 and 2.5.6.2).

Issue 3: Jurisdictional Waters and Waterways (Significant Mitigated Impact)

As with the project, the West Lilac Road, Western Roundabout to Northern Project
Boundary, Road Design Alternative would impact 4.22 acres of ACOE jurisdictional area
6.55 acres of CDFW/RWQCRB jurisdictional area, and 2.23 acres of County wetlands
located on-site (see subchapter 2.5.2.3, Impact BIO-3). No additional jurisdictional
impacts would occur under this alternative (see Table 4-7). Jurisdictional waters impacts
(Impact BIO-3) would be mitigated by M-BIO-3 and M-BlIO-4, which include habitat
mitigation at ratios designed to result in no net loss of wetlands.
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Issue 4: Wildlife Movement and Nursery Sites (Less than Significant Impact)

Similar to the discussion in subchapter 2.5.2.4, this alternative would not impact regional
wildlife_corridor or linkage widths. Local wildlife corridors/linkages being preserved on-
site_ would be set back from the adjacent development by a wetland buffer and limited
building zones that would reduce the potential for any significant indirect impacts and
maintain the visual continuity of these local corridors. No additional wildlife movement or
nursery sites would be impacted by widening the West Lilac Road, Western Roundabout
to Northern Project Boundary, segment since a roadway already exists and the change
in_width would not alter wildlife crossings. The impact to localized wildlife_ movement
would be the same as the project, and less than significant.

Issues 5 and 6: Local Policies, Ordinances, Adopted Plans (Less than Significant
Impact

The analysis detailed in subchapter 2.5.2.5 would apply to this alternative. The West
Lilac Road, Western Roundabout to Northern Project Boundary, Road Design
Alternative_would be required to obtain all relevant permits, and mitigate impacts
pursuant to appropriate ratios consistent with the NCCP and County biological
ordinances. As with the project, this road design alternative would result in less than
significant impacts related to local policies, ordinances, and adopted plans pertaining to
biological resources.

Cultural Resources

As described further in the analysis below, the West Lilac Road, Western Roundabout to
Northern Project Boundary, Road Design Alternative cultural resource impacts would be
similar to the project. While the alternative West Lilac Road roadway improvements
completed by this alternative would affect an additional 0.11-acre area where there is
potential for unknown subsurface cultural resources, the overall impact area acreage
would be similar to the project and, accordingly, the potential impact would be similar to
the project’'s potential impact to unknown subsurface resources. This alternative would
result in significant mitigated impacts related to archeological sites; less than significant
impacts to historical sites and human remains; and no impact to County RPO cultural
resources identical to the project.

Issue 1: Historical Sites (Less than Significant Impact)

As discussed in subchapter 2.6.2.1, there are no significant historical resources located
on _the project site. No additional buildings beyond those already identified for the
project would be impacted by this Road Design Alternative. Thus, the West Lilac Road,
Western Roundabout to Northern Project Boundary, Road Design Alternative would
have a less than significant historical resource impact, similar to the project.

Issue 2: Archeological Sites (Significant Mitigated Impact)

As the impact area of this alternative is the same as the project except for the West Lilac
Road area, the archeological site impacts would be the same as the project except for
the additional West Lilac Road improvement area. No known cultural resources exist
within that West Lilac Road improvement area, but the 0.11-acre area would have a
potential for unknown significant subsurface cultural resources.
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As described for the project in subchapter 2.6.5.1, this alternative would potentially have
significant impacts to: one archeological site that is not protected in proposed dedicated
open space (Impact CR-1); unknown subsurface archeological resources within on and
off-site_areas (Impacts CR-2 and CR-4); and one off-site archeological site due to
Gopher Canyon Road improvements (Impact CR-3).

The additional 0.11-acre area of potential impact to unknown subsurface cultural
resources that would occur due to the additional West Lilac Road improvements would
not change the impact relative to the project considering this change would represent
less than a 0.1 percent change to the overall impact area. Mitigation measures M-CR-1,
M-CR-2, and M-CR-3 identified for the project would also reduce the potential
archeological site impacts of this alternative to below a level of significance (see
subchapter 2.6.5.1).

Issue 3: Human Remains (Less than Significant Impact)

As discussed in subchapter 2.6.2.3, there are no known human remains on the project
site or off-site areas. Human remains are also not expected within the additional West
Lilac Road improvement area that is included in this alternative. If any accidental
discovery of human remains occurs under this alternative, the procedures identified in
California Public Resources Code (Sec. 5097.98) and State Health and Safety Code
(Sec. 7050.5) shall be followed. Thus, the West Lilac Road, Westerly Roundabout to
Northern Project Boundary, Road Design Alternative would have a less than significant
historical resource impact, similar to the project.

Issue 4: County RPO (Less than Significant Impact)

As described for the project in _subchapter 2.6.2.4, there is one cultural site (CA-SDI-
18362) within this alternative that meets RPO criteria. As with the project, this
alternative_would preserve that site within dedicated open space and no impact to
County RPO cultural resources would occur. As no County RPO site exists within the
additional West Lilac Road improvement area included in this alternative, this Road
Design Alternative would have the same less than significant County RPO impact as the

project.

Hazards/Hazardous Materials

In summary, the West Lilac Road, Western Roundabout to Northern Project Boundary,
Road Design Alternative hazards/hazardous materials would result in similar impacts as
the project. Hazardous substance handling, existing on-site _contamination, emergency
response and evacuation plans, and vector impacts would be less than significant under
this alternative. Wildland fire impacts of this alternative would be significant but
mitigated to below a level of significance identical to the project.

Issue 1: Hazardous Substance Handling (Less than Significant Impact)

The West Lilac Road, Western Roundabout to Northern Project Boundary, Road Design
Alternative would include the same land uses as the project, and would have the same
potential to involving hazardous substance handling. As discussed for the project in
subchapter 2.7.2, this alternative would be required to comply with local, state, and
federal requlations regarding the handling of hazardous materials, including CalARP.
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The West Lilac Road, Western Roundabout to Northern Project Boundary, Road Design
Alternative impacts related to hazardous substance handling use would be less than
significant, identical to the project.

Issue 2: Existing On-site Contamination (Less than Significant Impact)

The West Lilac Road, Western Roundabout to Northern Project Boundary, Road Design
Alternative site and off-site areas would be the same as the project, and would include
the same existing contamination issues identified in_subchapter 2.7.2. As with the
project, this alternative would result in less than significant impacts related to existing
soil contamination due to agricultural uses, existing ACMs/LBP in buildings, and existing
septic_systems issues considering the alternative _would comply with applicable

regulations.

Issue 3: Emergency Response and Evacuation Plans (Less than Significant Impact)

As described for the project in subchapter 2.7.2.3, the alternative would be consistent
with the following plans: Operational Area Emergency Plan and Multi-Jurisdictional
Hazard Mitigation Plan, San Diego County Nuclear Power Station Emergency Response
Plan, Oil Spill Contingency Element, Emergency Water Contingencies Annex and
Energy Shortage Response Plan, and Structure or Tower Greater than 100 feet. This
alternative includes the same land uses, height limits and site location, and Evacuation
Plan compared to the project. This alternative would include a traffic control plan during
construction and include West lilac Road improvement phasing so the roadway would be
open to through traffic during construction. Thus, this Road Design Alternative would
have less than significant impacts related to emergency response and evacuation plans
similar to the project.

Issue 4: Wildland Fires (Significant Mitigated Impact)

This Road Design Alternative would be exposed to the same existing fire risk as the
project, and would also include the same land uses, fire safety features, and fire service
options _as the project (see Chapter 1.0 and subchapter 2.7). The alternative would
include fire safe design features similar to the project, including project FMZs; ignition
resistant  building _materials;  protection of non-residential _ structures; fire
apparatus/secondary _emergency access roads, and adequate water supply for fire
hydrants. The increase in this segment of West Lilac Road would not alter wildland fire
risk or the ability to provide adequate protection from wildfires. As with the project, this
alternative_would have a potentially significant impact (Impact HZ-1) related to brush
management that would be reduced to below a level of significance by mitigation
measure M-HZ-1 that requires a 100-foot brush management zone around structures or
equivalent fire protection.

Issue 5: Vectors (Less than Significant Impact)

The West Lilac Road, Western Roundabout to Northern Project Boundary, Road Design
Alternative would include the same land uses as the project, and would have the same
potential to pose as a vector source. As discussed for the project in subchapter 2.7.2,
this alternative would include a Vector Management Plan and BMPs as a part of project
design. This would reduce the potential vector issues associated with the WRF,
hydromodification basins, and wetlands. Similar to the project, the West Lilac Road,
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Western Roundabout to Northern Project Boundary, Road Design Alternative impacts
related to vectors would be less than significant.

Noise

In summary, the West Lilac Road, Western Roundabout to Northern Project Boundary,
Road Design Alternative noise impacts would be similar to the project. Traffic noise
generated under this alternative would be the similar to the project, as this alternative
would have the same traffic _generation and traffic distribution as the project.
Construction noise _and vibration impacts of this alternative would be similar to the
project as well. Stationary noise from this alternative would be the same as the project,
as the land uses would be the same. Thus, this alternative would have significant
noise/vibration impacts related to traffic, stationary, and construction noise sources
similar to the project. As with the project, all noise impacts would be mitigated with the
exception of cumulative traffic noise impacts.

Issue 1: Traffic Generated Noise (Significant and Unmitigated Impact)

The West Lilac Road, Western Roundabout to Northern Project Boundary, Road Design
Alternative would have the same traffic conditions and roadways as the project with the
exception of a segment of West Lilac Road. Where the West Lilac Road, Western
Roundabout to Northern Project Boundary, segment is built to standard, the nearest
existing residence would be 300 feet from the roadway and would not be significantly
impacted the traffic noise generated by the project. The alternative would have the
same_traffic generated noise impacts as the project, including exterior NSLU impacts
(Impact N-1), interior residential noise impacts (Impact N-2), off-site residences on
Covey Lane and Lilac Hills Ranch Road (Impacts N-3). As with the project, these noise
Impacts N-1 and N-2 would be reduced to below a level of significance through
mitigation _measures M-N-1 and M-N-2 that require noise analysis and associated
attenuation _measures _to ensure compliance with the County General Plan Noise
Element and County interior noise standards. However, Impact N-3 would potentially
remain_significant and unmitigated since providing a continuous noise barrier or other
methods to reduce traffic noise may be infeasible. Refer to subchapter 2.8.6.1 for
additional information.

This_alternative would also have the significant cumulative traffic noise impacts of the
project (cumulative traffic (Impacts N-17 and N-18). As with the project, these
cumulatively significant traffic noise impacts would remain significant and unmitigated
(see subchapter 2.8.6.4).

Issue 2: Stationary and Construction Noise (Significant Mitigated Impact)

Stationary

As the same land uses would be located in the same location as the project, stationary
noise impacts of the West Lilac Road, Western Roundabout to Northern Project
Boundary, Road Design Alternative would be the same as the project (see subchapter
2.8.6.2). This includes the potentially significant stationary noise impacts associated
with HVAC equipment (Impact N-4), non-emergency generators (Impact N-5), parking
lots (Impact N-6), loading docks (Impact N-7), dog park (Impact N-8), WRF (Impact N-9),
and RF (Impact N-10). As with the project, mitigation measures M-N-3 to M-N-7 would
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reduce these stationary noise impacts to below a level of significance. See subchapter
2.8.5.2 and 2.8.6.2 for additional details.

Construction

The construction noise of this road design alternative would be the same as the project
(see subchapter 2.8.2.2), except the additional noise that would occur from the
additional widening of West Lilac Road, between the western roundabout and northern
project boundary. This includes direct noise Impacts N-11 to N-14, and cumulative
noise Impacts N-19 and N-20. As described for the project, mitigation measures M-N-8
to M-N-11 would reduce these impacts to below a level of significance (see subchapters

2.8.6).

The additional West Lilac Road improvement area included in this alternative would be
located 300 feet from an existing residence. As stated in the project analysis, “average
hourly roadway construction noise levels would be approximately 75 dB(A) L., at the
edge of the roadways.” While the noise levels may be an annoyance, the noise levels
would be below the County’s Noise Ordinance 75 dB(A) Leq limit. Thus, impacts to
NSLU from widening West Lilac Road, between the western roundabout and the
northern_project boundary, to standard would be less than significant, similar to the

project.

Issue 3: Vibration (Significant Mitigated Impact)

The vibration impacts of this alternative would be the same as the project (refer to
subchapter 2.8.6.2, Impacts N-15 and N-16), except for the construction of West Lilac
Road, between the western roundabout and the northern project boundary. As
discussed for the project, vibration levels may exceed County thresholds (0.004 inches
per second RMS) if grading occurs within 150 feet of a residence. This alternative would
involve additional grading on West Lilac Road, but that grading would be located
approximately 300 feet from the nearest residence. Thus, no additional vibration impact
beyond those of the project would occur under this alternative. As with the project (see
subchapter 2.8.6.3), significant vibration impacts N-15 and N-16 would be reduced to
below a level of significance through mitigation that requires a blasting and monitoring
plan to ensure compliance with County vibration regulations (M-N-11) and monitoring,
and, if needed, limitations on heavy equipment within 150 feet of residences to attenuate
vibration to acceptable levels (M-N-12).

Less than Significant Impacts

Geology and Soils

The West Lilac Road, Western Roundabout to Northern Project Boundary, Road Design
Alternative geology and soil-related impacts would be the same as the project. As the
site is the same under both the project and this alternative, the underlying geology and
soils are also the same and pose the same potential environmental impacts. The only
development footprint difference is the additional widening of West Lilac Road between
the western roundabout and the northern project boundary, and the geology and soils
conditions in that area are the same as addressed for the project. As with the project,
this alternative would have less than significant impacts related to seismic hazards, soil
erosion, soil stability, expansive soils, wastewater disposal systems, and unigue
geologic features (see subchapter 3.1.1).
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Greenhouse Gases

The West Lilac Road, Western Roundabout to Northern Project Boundary, Road Design
Alternative _greenhouse gas impacts would be similar to the project. While this
alternative_would slightly increase the GHG emissions relative to the project due to
additional roadway improvements, the percent reduction from 2020 emissions would be
the same considering the inclusion of the same GHG-reducing features and this
alternative_would be consistent with the County’'s performance threshold. Thus, this
alternative_would have a less than significant impact related to GHG emissions and
conformance to applicable plans, policies or regulations (see subchapter 3.1.2).

Hydrology and Water Quality

The West Lilac Road, Western Roundabout to Northern Project Boundary, Road Design
Alternative _hydrology and water gquality impacts would be similar to the project. The
changes to roadway design would have a negligible effect on hydrology and water
quality considering the general location of the project would remain the same and both
the project and this alternative would be required to comply with plans, policies and
regulations. As with the project, this alternative would have less than significant impacts
related to water quality standards, and requirements, groundwater, erosion/siltation,
flooding, dam inundation, seiche, tsunami, and mudflow (see subchapter 3.1.3).

Land Use Planning

The land uses included in the West Lilac Road, Western Roundabout to Northern Project
Boundary, Road Design Alternative would be the same as the project. Implementation
of either the project or this alternative would involve GPAs and Rezones that would be
consistent with applicable land use plans as detailed in subchapter 3.1.4. Thus, the land
use impacts of this alternative would be similar to the project, and would be less than

significant.

Public Services

The West Lilac Road, Western Roundabout to Northern Project Boundary, Road Design
Alternative public service impacts would be similar to the project as the proposed land
uses would be the same. As with the project, public service impacts (school, law
enforcement, fire protection, and library) of this alternative would be less than significant
(see subchapter 3.1.5).

Recreation

The West Lilac Road, Western Roundabout to Northern Project Boundary, Road Design
Alternative recreation impacts would be the same as the project, as the land uses and
site_ would be the same. Specifically, this alternative would have less than significant
impacts related to the deterioration of recreational facilities, and the construction of new
recreational facilities. See subchapter 3.1.6 for additional information.

Utilities and Service Systems

The West Lilac Road, Western Roundabout to Northern Project Boundary, Road Design
Alternative utilities and service systems impacts would be the same as the project, as
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the land uses, site, and infrastructure improvements would be the same. Specifically,
this alternative would have less than significant impacts related to wastewater treatment,
water and wastewater facilities, stormwater facilities, and water supply. See subchapter
3.1.7 for additional information.

Energy Use and Conservation

The land uses included in the Road Design Alternative would result in the same
operational energy and water use, as well as the same vehicle trips, as the project. This
alternative would also include the same design measures, as detailed in Table 1-3, to
reduce energy use, water use, and vehicle trips. Therefore, this alternative would avoid
the inefficient, wasteful and unnecessary consumption of energy, and impacts would be
less than significant, like the project.

Conclusion

Impacts of the West Lilac Road, Western Roundabout to Northern Project Boundary,
Road Design Alternative would result in additional impacts relative to visual resources
and biological resources and would not reduce any significant impact of the project. This
alternative would meet all the main project objectives. As noted in the introduction, this
alternative is _intended to disclose the impacts that would occur if the project road
modification for West Lilac Road, western roundabout to northern project boundary, is

not approved.

4.8.1.5 Road Design Alternative 5: West Lilac Road Along Northern Project
Boundary

The project’'s proposed road design for this road segment corresponds to Road
Exception Request #5, as submitted to the County. As requested by the County, this
alternative has three roadway design options: (A) follow the existing pavement and build
to classification 2.2F unmodified, (B) follow the existing pavement and build to
classification 2.2C, and (C) follow the SC-270 alignment and build to classification 2.2C.
These options are described further below.

Option A

The road design analyzed under this alternative is the construction of West Lilac Road
along the northern project boundary as a County Light Collector road 2.2F (pursuant to
the project’'s General Plan/Mobility Element Amendment) (see Figure 4-10a). The road
surfacing width would be 28 feet within a 52-foot right-of-way, a 2-foot shoulder, and 12-
foot parkway, with a minimum design speed of 40 mph (compared to Exception Request
#5 which would allow construction of a modified half-width 2.2F Light Collector
improvement widening the existing 24 feet of pavement to 26 feet). The road design
under this alternative would include a 500 foot minimum horizontal curve and 400 foot
minimum tangent length between curves would be required (compared to the requested
exception to the tangent length between curves which would allow the existing centerline
to be maintained, due to the proximity of existing adjacent homes and consistent with
existing front yard setbacks and established land uses). The alternative roadway design
would require an additional 2.82 acres of grading, including 4,484 cy of cut and 440 cy of
fill. This alternative would include 14 foot slopes along this segment, while the project
roadway improvements would only require a 5-foot slope.
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This road design would require 1.5 acres of additional right-of-way acquisition through
condemnation, affecting two buildings and 12 driveways, and requiring relocation of
existing _power _poles. Since existing homes are very close to the existing pavement
some may need to be demolished and driveways would need to be reconstructed.

Option B

The road design analyzed under this alternative is the construction of West Lilac Road at
its_currently designated classification of 2.2C, following the existing centerline of the
existing pavement (see Figure 4-10b). Classification 2.2C (without a turn lane) requires
two 12-foot travel lanes, eight-foot shoulders (40 feet of pavement overall), and 12-foot
parkways within a 64-foot graded right-of-way.

The alternative roadway design would require _an additional 8.39 acres of grading,
including 7,192 cy of cut and 8,550 cy of fill. This alternative would include 14 foot
slopes along this segment, while the project roadway improvements would only require a
5-foot_slope. This road design would require 2.06 acres of additional right-of-way
acquisition through condemnation, encroaching on the existing footprint of two single-
family residences and 12 driveways, and requiring relocation of existing power poles.

Option C

The road design analyzed under this alternative is the construction of West Lilac Road at
its currently designated classification of 2.2C, generally following the SC-270 alignment.
This road design would construct West Lilac Road to the same standards as above, but
following the SC 270 alignment. The SC 270 alignment is an adopted alignment that was
mapped in 1971 (RS 383-1). There would be no other differences in the design of this
roadway. Figure 4-10c shows West Lilac Road constructed as a standard 2.2C generally
following the SC-270 alignment. .

The alternative roadway design would require an additional 7.3 acres of grading,
including 6,564 cy of cut and 11,439 cy of fill. This alternative would include 14 foot
slopes along this segment, while the project roadway improvements would only require a
5-foot _slope. This road design would require 1.75 acres of additional right-of-way
acquisition through condemnation, encroaching on the existing footprint of two single-
family residences and 12 driveways, and requiring relocation of existing power poles.

Comparison of the Effects of the Road Design Alternative to the Project

The existing conditions, methodology and significance determination information for the
environmental analysis below is the same as the project (see Chapter 2.0). The Road
Design Alternative analyzes the differences of the roadway design proposed under this
alterative from the roadway analyzed under the proposed project with the exception
requests. The other features of the road design under this alternative are the same as
the proposed project. The analysis is based on information obtained for the project that
is applicable for the alternative, including site visits and technical reports.

This road design alternative has three options. Where these three options result in the
same_impacts, no distinction is made between the options in the analysis. Where
different impact severities would occur between the options, the impacts are explained
separately for each option.
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Visual Resources

In summary, this alternative would have the same visual impacts as the project except
along the West Lilac Road segment along the northern project boundary. The
alternative road designs for this segment would result in a wider roadway with a more
urbanized character relative to the project, but would not alter the conclusions of the
project’s visual resource analysis. As with the project, this road design alternative would
result in significant unmitigated character and quality impacts, and less than significant
scenic vistas, scenic resources, light, glare, and plan consistency impacts. Refer to the
analysis below and subchapter 2.1, Aesthetics, for additional information.

Issue 1: Scenic Vistas (Less Than Significant Impact)

No designated state scenic highway or scenic vista is within the project viewshed;
however, a segment of |-15 within the viewshed is identified as a County Scenic
Highway. There are very steep, high slopes on both sides of I-15 that preclude views of
West Lilac Road. Thus, the Road Design Alternative changes to West Lilac Hills Road
are not visible from the 1-15. The visual impacts of this alternative would be the same as
the project (see subchapter 2.1.2.1). Therefore, this alternative would result in less than
significant impacts to scenic vistas, similar to the project.

Issue 2: Scenic Resources (Less Than Significant Impact)

The scenic resource impacts of this Road Design Alternative would be similar to the
project. This alternative would include an additional impact area (2.82 acres for Option
A, 8.39 acres for Option B, and 7.3 acres for Option C), but would not impact any
additional RPO slopes and the additional impacts to native vegetation (0 acre for Option
A, 0.53 acre for Option B, and 0.69 acre for Option C) would be a small increase relative
to _the project impact. As with the project, graded areas outside of the proposed
pavement would revegetated/landscaped so that visual impacts would not be detected
from public viewpoints or degrade visual quality. Overall, impacts to scenic resources
(i.e., slopes and native vegetation) would be similar to those described for the project in
subchapter 2.1.2.2. Therefore, this alternative would result in less than significant
impacts to scenic resources, similar to the project.

Issue 3: Visual Character or Quality (Significant and Unavoidable Impact)

This Road Design Alternative would have the same visual character as the project
except at the West Lilac Road segment along the northern project boundary. The
additional widening under this alternative would result in a slightly more urbanized feel
than the project. Considering the overall character and gquality with the proposed land
uses in_conjunction with infrastructure improvements, the road design alternative and
project would result in a similar significant visual character and quality impact. As with
the project (subchapter 2.1.2.3), this alternative would affect visual character/quality as
viewed from West Lilac Road (Impact V-1), as viewed from surrounding residences
(Impact V-2), and as viewed on a cumulative level within the entire viewshed (Impact V-
4). Construction phase temporary impacts to visual character and quality would also be
significant (Impact V-3). As with the project, these visual impacts would remain
significant and unmitigated under this alternative (see subchapter 2.1.2.3).

4-93




4.0 Project Alternatives

Issues 4 and 5: Light and Glare (Less Than Significant Impact)

This Road Design Alternative would include the Lilac Hills Ranch Specific Plan
requirements to_minimize new sources of substantial light and to conform to the San
Diego Light Pollution Code (Sections 59.108-59.110 51.201-51.209). The lighting along
the West Lilac Road along the northern project boundary, as well as all the other
proposed lighting would be the same as the project. Therefore, this alternative would
result in_less than significant visual impacts due to the light and glare similar to the
project (see subchapter 2.1.2.4).

Issue 6: Consistency with Applicable Policies and Planning Documents (Less Than
Significant Impact)

Approval of this alternative would allow implementation of the land use plan as described
in_Chapter 1.0. All aspects of the development would be consistent with applicable
policies and planning documents related to visual resources as discussed in subchapter
2.1.2.6. Identical to the project, no consistency impact would result from the
implementation of this alternative.

Air Quality

In summary, the implementation of West Lilac Road Along Northern Project Boundary,
Road Design Alternative would have air quality impacts similar to the project, which are
identified in _subchapter 2.2. The additional grading (4,484 cy of cut and 440 for
Option A, 7,192 cy of cut and 8,550 cy of fill for Option B, and 6,564 cy of cut and
11,439 cy of fill for Option C) required under Phase 1 of this alternative would slightly
increase construction emissions relative to the project, but the increase would be
negligible and would be reduced to below a level of significance through the mitigation
measures identified for the project. This alternative would have less than significant
impacts related to sensitive receptors and odors similar to the project. Refer to the
analysis below and subchapter 2.2, Air Quality, for additional information.

Issue 1: Conformance to Regional Air Quality Strategy (Significant and Unavoidable
Impact

As the land uses and densities would be the same as the project under this alternative,
the impacts associated with conformance to the RAQOs would be the same. As
described for the project in subchapter 2.2.2.1, this alternative would include a General
Plan Amendment that would increase density beyond that currently allowed on the
project site. This would lead to an inconsistency with the RAQs assumptions and would
result in_direct Impact AQ-1 and cumulative impact (Impact AQ-5). Mitigation Measure
M-AQ-1, detailed in subchapter 2.2.5, requires the County provide a revised housing
forecast to SANDAG to ensure that any revisions to the population and employment
projects are considered. The provision of housing information would assist SANDAG in
revising the housing forecast; however, until the anticipated growth is included in the
emission estimates of the RAQS the direct and cumulative impacts (Impacts AQ-1 and
AQ-5) associated with this alternative would be significant and unavoidable identical to

the project.
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Issue 2: Conformance to Federal and State Ambient Air Quality Standards (Significant
and Unavoidable Impact)

This alternative would have the same air emissions as the project, except for the
additional construction emissions associated with West Lilac Road improvements. While
this_alternative would result in additional grading and construction associated with the
roadway improvements necessary to County standards, the air quality impact of this
alternative_would be the same as the project. The additional grading under this
alternative (4,484 cy of cut and 440 for Option A, 7,192 cy of cut and 8,550 cy of fill for
Option B, and 6,564 cy of cut and 11,439 cy of fill for Option C) would represent a
maximum 2 percent increase relative to the project grading (4.0 million cubic yards of cut
and fill). This alternative would implement project design features (see Table 1-3) that
reduce air emissions the same as the project. As with the project, this alternative would
have significant air quality impacts (Impact AQ-2) and would require implementation of
mitigation measures (M-AQ-2, M-AQ-3, and M-AQ-4; see subchapter 2.2.5) to reduce
construction emissions to below a level of significance.

The West Lilac Road Along Northern Project Boundary, Road Design Alternative
operational impacts would be the same as the project operational impacts described in
subchapter 2.2.2.2. Land uses and project features to reduce air emissions (see
Table -1-3) under either project would be the same. The road design changes not alter
the number of trips generated or stationary source emissions, and would have no impact
on operational air quality emissions. As such, the operational emissions generated by
either would be similar and operational impacts (Impact AQ-3) and mitigation (M-AQ-6
and M-AQ-7) would be the same as the project (see subchapters 2.2.2.2 and 2.2.5).

Issue 3: Cumulatively Considerable Net Increase of Criteria Pollutants (Significant and
Unavoidable Impact)

This alternative would have the same air emissions as the project, except for the
additional construction _emissions associated with West Lilac _Road improvements.
Construction of this segment of West Lilac Road would occur in Phase 1 when no other
phases in operation or construction. Thus, the construction emission changes would not
result in any additional cumulative effect beyond that discussed for the project. All other
phases of this alternative would be the same as the project, and would result in the
same_impacts (Impact AQ-4). As described in subchapter 2.2.6 for the project, this
design alterative would result in_a significant and unavoidable (Impact AQ-4) and a
cumulatively considerable significant impact (Impact AQ-6).

Issue 4: Impacts to Sensitive Receptors (Less than Significant Impact)

This West Lilac Road Roadway Design Alternative would result in the same traffic
volumes and distribution as the project. Thus, the alternative would not result in a new
CO or PMy, hot spot beyond any identified for the project. As with the project, CO and
PMi, hot spot impacts would be less than significant under this alternative (see
subchapter 2.2.2.4).

Issue 5: Odor Impacts (Less than Significant Impact)

The West Lilac Road Along Northern Project Boundary, Road Design Alternative
includes options for the treatment of wastes as discussed in Chapter 1.0, including the
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construction of an on-site WRF. Approval of this alternative would allow implementation
of measures as detailed in subchapter 2.2.2.5. Specifically, the WRF would be designed
to reduce any potential odor impacts to the surrounding areas. These design measures
include odor control units using activated carbon towers, which would trap volatile
organic_compounds that are corrosive or odorous. With the inclusion of the carbon
towers, this alternative would not result in a substantial increase in odor levels at nearby
sensitive receptors. Odor impacts would be less than significant, similar to the project.

Transportation/Traffic

In_ summary, the West Lilac Road Along Northern Project Boundary, Road Design
Alternative_would have the same transportation/traffic impacts as the project. This
includes direct and cumulative circulation system impacts to roadway segments,
intersections, and freeways. Also similar to the project, the traffic hazard and public
transit, bicycle and pedestrian facility impacts of this Road Design Alternative would be
less than significant. The roadway design changes at West Lilac Road along the
northern project boundary would not alter the overall transportation/traffic _impact
conclusions identified for the project because the capacity of this roadway would remain
the same as analyzed for the project and no changes related to trip generation or
distribution would occur (see Appendix E). As with the project, this alternative design
would not result in a significant safety issue. Refer to the analysis below and subchapter
2.3, Transportation/Traffic, for additional information.

Issue 1: Circulation System Operations and Congestion Management (Significant and
Unavoidable Impact)

Construction

The West Lilac Road Along Northern Project Boundary, Road Design Alternative would
generate construction traffic similar to the project and would also include project traffic
control plan as a project feature (see subchapter 2.3.2.2). West Lilac Road
improvements would be phased in a manner so the roadway would not be closed during
construction. Similar to the project, construction-related traffic impacts would be less
than significant.

Project Trip Generation and Distribution

The individual phase trip generation and total trip generation for the West Lilac Road
Along Northern Project Boundary, Road Design Alternative would be the same as the
project (see Table 2.3-9). The distribution of traffic for this alternative would be the same
as the project considering the land uses and access would be identical. The phasing of
this alternative would also be the same as the project.

Existing Plus Roadway Design Alternative

As the roadway design would not alter capacity and the trip generation and distribution
would be the same, the Existing Plus Roadway Design Alternative traffic analysis would
be the same as the Existing Plus Project traffic analysis completed for the project in
subchapter 2.3.2.1. As with the project, this Roadway Design Alternative would result in
direct Impacts TR-1 to TR-9, and would implement Mitigation Measures M-TR-1 to M-
TR-5. As with the project (see subchapter 2.3.6.1), Impacts TR-1, TR-2, and TR-5 to
TR-9 would be mitigated to below a level of significance by these improvements that
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increase capacity, while Impacts TR-3 and TR-4 would remain significant and
unmitigated since they are under the jurisdiction of Caltrans.

Cumulative Impact Analysis

This road design alternative would result in the same cumulative traffic impacts as the
project (see subchapter 2.3.3.1), as it would not alter capacity, trip generation or trip
distribution. As with the project, the road design alternative would result in_significant
cumulative Impacts TR-10 to TR-37.

To mitigate cumulative impacts, this alternative would implement project mitigation
measures M-TR-2 to M-TR-9, which require various roadway improvements and
payment towards the TIF program (see subchapter 2.3.5). This would mitigate all
impacts to roadways and intersections except where facilities are under Caltrans
jurisdiction (Impacts TR-20, TR-21, and TR-30 to TR-37), and where mitigation is
infeasible (Impact TR-12 and TR-16) due to the mitigation not being proportional to
project impacts. Refer to subchapter 2.3.6 for additional information.

Issue 2: Transportation Hazard (Less than Significant Impact)

The potential transportation hazards of this alternative would be identical to the project
(see subchapter 2.3.2.3) with the exception of West Lilac Road along the northern
project boundary. The project would include modifications to shift the improvements to
the south side of the roadway and minimize widths to avoid impacting existing homes
located to the north of the roadway. Pursuant to that, the project retains the existing
alignment and includes a wider shoulder and a wider multi-purpose trail on the south
side and does not include such features on the north side. Constructing this roadway to
standard would include a wider and flatter roadway (i.e., horizontal curve) with wider
curves (i.e., vertical curve), and 2-foot shoulders and sidewalks on both sides of the
road. Both this alternative and the project have been designated to provide adequate
ingress and egress for residents as well as emergency access, safe pedestrian system,
and conform to Goal M-4 of the General Plan Mobility Element. Therefore, impacts
associated with transportation hazards would be less than significant, similar to the

project.

Issue 3: Public Transit, Bicycle, and Pedestrian Facilities (Less than Significant Impact)

The public transit, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities of this alternative would be the same
as the project (see subchapter 2.3.2.4), with the exception of the West Lilac Road, from
along the northern project boundary. The construction of this segment of West Lilac
Road to County Road standards would include standard sidewalks on both sides of the
roadway. While the project would include an 8-foot multipurpose trail on the south side
of this roadway to promote alternative transportation, this alternative would include 5-foot
sidewalks on both sides of the road that would promote alternative transportation. Both
this Road Design Alternative and the project would provide alternative transportation
opportunities and would be consistent with County Mobility Element Goals 8 and 11 and
associated policies. Overall, neither the project nor this alternative would result in a
negative effect to public_transit, bicyclists or pedestrians. Impacts associated with
transit, bicycle and pedestrian facilities would be less than significant, similar to the

project.
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Agricultural Resources

As described further in the analysis below, the West Lilac Road Along Northern Project
Boundary, Road Design Alternative agricultural resource impacts would be similar to the
project (subchapter 2.4). The West Lilac Road improvements included in this alternative
would affect additional orchards (0.87 acre under Option A, 0.96 acre under Option B,
and 1.75 acres under Option C), and a portion of that impact may meet Prime Farmland
or Farmland of Statewide Importance soil quality requirements. As such, the acreage of
this alternative’s significant agricultural resource impact would be greater than identified
for the project. As this alternative would not change any proposed land uses, the
potentially significant adjacency/land uses conflicts between residential and agricultural
uses would be the same as the project. Like the project, this alternative would have less
than significant impacts related to land use conflicts, and significant mitigated impacts
related to direct conversion of agricultural land and indirect conversion of agricultural
uses due to agricultural adjacency issues. Refer to the analysis below for additional
information.

Issue 1: Direct Conversion of Agricultural Resources (Significant Mitigated Impact)

As with the project, this alternative would result in_a significant impact related to the
direct conversion of agricultural resources. The West Lilac Road improvements included
in this alternative would impact additional orchards (0.87 acre under Option A, 0.96 acre
under Option B, and 1.75 acres under Option C) that may have some soils that meet
Prime Farmland or Farmland of Statewide Importance. Thus, this alternative would
potentially have additional agricultural resource impact acreage (RD-AG-1) than the
project (direct Impact AG-1 and cumulative Impact AG-16; see subchapter 2.4.2.1). In
addition to the mitigation acreage identified in Mitigation M-AG-1 for the project, this
alternative would require the following additional agricultural resource mitigation land or
credits to mitigate the direct and cumulative impacts to below a level of significance (see
subchapter 2.4.5 and 2.4.6):

M-RD-AG-1: The additional significant agricultural resource impacts of the West Lilac
Road Along Northern Project Boundary, Road Design Alternative shall be
mitigated through a combination of one or more of the following:

A. The applicant shall purchase mitigation credits through the County’s
PACE program at a one-acre to one credit ratio prior to the issuance
of a grading permit.

B. The applicant shall secure an off-site agricultural conservation
easement(s) over prime and statewide importance soils that prohibit
non-agricultural uses at a 1:1 mitigation ratio. The conservation
easements shall occur within the County of San Diego and within
100 miles of the project site. The applicant shall grant the easement
in perpetuity to the County prior to the issuance of a grading permit.

C. The applicant shall preserve prime and statewide importance soils on-
site at a 1:1 ratio through a conservation easement. The applicant
shall grant the easement in perpetuity to the County prior to the
issuance of a grading permit.
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Issue 2: Land Use Conflicts (Less than Significant Impact)

The agricultural land use conflict analysis of the West Lilac Road Along Northern Project
Boundary, Road Design Alternative would be identical to that described for the project in
subchapter 2.4.2.2 considering all the proposed on-site land uses would be identical and
that roadways are considered compatible with agricultural uses. This alternative would
include the same land use plan and General Plan Amendments as discussed for the
project in Chapter 1.0. Under this alternative, approval of the General Plan Amendment
would allow agricultural uses to be allowed to continue within the project site. Approval
of this alternative would implement the Lilac Hills Ranch Specific Plan, which creates a
village compatible with the rural/agricultural nature of Valley Center. Therefore, impacts
related to the Specific Plan or required rezoning under this alternative would be less than
significant. As with the project, this alternative does not include and is not adjunct to
Williamson Act contracted lands or Agricultural Preserves. As with the project, impacts
would be less than significant.

Issue 3: Indirect Conversion of Agricultural Resources (Significant Mitigated Impact)

As with the project, this alternative would result in_potential conflicts with off-site
agricultural operations (see Figure 2.4-7) due to land use/agricultural interface issues
where residential development neighbors agricultural operations (Impacts AG-2 through
AG-15; see subchapter 2.4.2.3). This Road Design Alternative would not result in any
additional indirect conversion of agricultural uses over that identified for the project.
While the West Lilac Road along the northern project boundary segment is located
adjacent to orchards, roads are considered compatible with agricultural uses. As with
the project, this alternative would implement Mitigation Measures M-AG-2 through M-
AG-5 (subchapter 2.4.5) that provide adequate buffers and interim agricultural uses to
reduce significant impacts at the agricultural interface locations to below a level of

significance.

Biological Resources

In_ summary, the West Lilac Road Along Northern Project Boundary, Road Design
Alternative biological resource impacts would be similar to the project but would include
additional sensitive habitat (O acre for Option A, 0.53 acre for Option B and 0.69 acre for
Option C). Like the project, this alternative would have significant impacts related to
special status species (raptors), riparian _habitat or sensitive natural community; and
jurisdictional waters and waterways that would be mitigated to below a level of
significance. The additional sensitive habitat impact would require _additional mitigation
(1.06 acres for Option B and 1.38 acres for Option C). This alternative would have less
than _significant impacts related to wildlife_ movement and nursery sites; and local
policies, ordinances, and adopted plans, similar to the project.

Issue 1 and 2: Special Status Species, Riparian Habitat or Sensitive Natural Community
(Significant Mitigated Impact)

In_addition to the impacts identified for the project (see subchapter 2.5.2.2, and Impact
BIO-2), this alternative would result in an additional impacts to sensitive habitat (O acre
for Option A, 0.53 acre of coastal sage scrub for Option B and 0.69 acre of coastal sage
scrub _for Option C; see Table 4-5). This additional sensitive habitat impact would be
significant (Impact RD-BIO-1c¢). This alternative would also result in additional impacts
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to raptor foraging habitat above those identified for the project. The additional maximum
area_impacted by this alternative would not alter the severity of the raptor foraging
impact described for the project, as the project impact is 538.29 acres of raptor foraging
and the additional area impacted by this alternative would represent a less than 5
percent increase in impact. Thus, this alternative would have a similar raptor foraging
impact (Impact BIO-1) as the project. All other sensitive habitat impacts of this Road
Design Alternative would be identical to the project (see subchapter 2.5).

As with the project, this alternative would result in indirect impacts to the preserved or
restored sensitive habitat areas from increased human access, domestic animals,
invasive plants, drainage, noise, and night time lighting. This alternative would include
the same project features to reduce these impacts, including buffers, limited building
zones, fencing, and signage. Likewise, this alternative would comply with lighting, water
quality/hydrology, and noise. Potential indirect impacts to sensitive_habitat areas within
open space would be less than significant (see subchapter 2.5.2.2).

This alternative would implement mitigation M-BIO-1 through M-BIO-3, as detailed in
subchapter 2.5.5. In addition to the mitigation land identified for the project, the following
measure M-RD-BIO-1c would be required to mitigate the additional sensitive habitat
impact of this alternative to below a level of significance (see Table 4-6):

M-RD-BI1O-1c:

1. If West Lilac Road Along Northern Project Boundary, Road Design
Alternative Option B is implemented, then the applicant shall provide
the following mitigation:

Prior to issuance of a grading permit for the construction of West Lilac
Road Along Northern Project Boundary, to the County’s roadway
standards, the following shall be provided either on-site within the
open space easement; off-site within a draft PAMA of the draft North
County MSCP in Valley Center or adjacent communities; or through a
mitigation bank, subject to the approval of the County and appropriate
wildlife agencies:

e Impacts to 0.53 acre of coastal sage scrub shall be mitigated at a
2:1 ratio with 1.06 acres.

2. If West Lilac Road Along Northern Project Boundary, Road Design
Alternative Option C is implemented, then the applicant shall provide
the following mitigation:

Prior to issuance of a grading permit for the construction of West Lilac
Road Along Northern Project Boundary, to the County’s roadway
standards, the following shall be provided either on-site within the
open space easement; off-site within a draft PAMA of the draft North
County MSCP in Valley Center or adjacent communities; or through a
mitigation bank, subject to the approval of the County and appropriate
wildlife agencies:

e Impacts to 0.69 acre of coastal sage scrub (including disturbed)
shall be mitigated at a 2:1 ratio with 1.38 acres.
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As with the project, this alternative project would require the development of a
Revegetation Plan (Mitigation Measure M-BlO-4) and a Resource Management Plan (M-
BlIO-2) to manage the preserved areas. Ultimately, this alternative would mitigate for
impacts to special status species, riparian _habitat and sensitive natural community the
project (see subchapters 2.5.6.1 and 2.5.6.2).

Issue 3: Jurisdictional Waters and Waterways (Significant Mitigated Impact)

As with the project, the West Lilac Road Along Northern Project Boundary, Road Design
Alternative _would impact 4.22 acres of ACOE jurisdictional area 6.55 acres of
CDFW/RWQCSB jurisdictional area, and 2.23 acres of County wetlands located on-site
(see subchapter 2.5.2.3, Impact BIO-3). No additional jurisdictional impacts would occur
under this alternative (see Table 4-7). Jurisdictional waters impacts (Impact BIO-3)
would be mitigated by M-BIO-3 and M-BlI0O-4, which include habitat mitigation at ratios
designed to result in no net loss of wetlands.

Issue 4: Wildlife Movement and Nursery Sites (Less than Significant Impact)

Similar to the discussion in subchapter 2.5.2.4, this alternative would not impact regional
wildlife_corridor or linkage widths. Local wildlife corridors/linkages being preserved on-
site would be set back from the adjacent development by a wetland buffer and limited
building zones that would reduce the potential for any significant indirect impacts and
maintain the visual continuity of these local corridors. No additional wildlife movement or
nursery sites would be impacted by widening the West Lilac Road along the northern
project boundary segment, as the roadway already exists. The impact to localized
wildlife movement would be the same as the project, and less than significant.

Issues 5 and 6: Local Policies, Ordinances, Adopted Plans (Less than Significant
Impact

The analysis detailed in subchapter 2.5.2.5 would apply to this alternative. The West
Lilac Road Along Northern Project Boundary, Road Design Alternative would be required
to_obtain all relevant permits, and mitigate impacts pursuant to appropriate ratios
consistent with the NCCP _and County biological ordinances. As with the project, the
West Lilac Road Along Northern Project Boundary, Road Design Alternative would result
in_less than significant impacts related to local policies, ordinances, and adopted plans
pertaining to biological resources.

Cultural Resources

As described further in the analysis below, the West Lilac Road Along Northern Project
Boundary, Road Design Alternative cultural resource impacts would be similar to the
project. While the alternative West Lilac Road roadway improvements completed by this
alternative would affect additional area (up to 8.39 acres) where there is potential for
unknown subsurface cultural resources, the overall impact area acreage would be
similar_to the project and, accordingly, the potential impact would be similar to the
project. Thus, this alternative would result in_significant mitigated impacts related to
archeological sites; less than significant impacts to historical sites and human remains;
and no impact to County RPO cultural resources similar to the project.
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Issue 1: Historical Sites (Less than Significant Impact)

As discussed in subchapter 2.6.2.1, there are no significant historical resources located
on the project site. Two additional buildings beyond those already identified for the
project would be impacted by this Road Design Alternative, but those structures do not
meet the requirements to be considered significant historical resources. Thus, the West
Lilac Road Along Northern Project Boundary, Road Design Alternative would have a less
than significant historical resource impact, similar to the project.

Issue 2: Archeological Sites (Significant Mitigated Impact)

As the impact area of this alternative is the same as the project except for the West Lilac
Road area, the archeological site impacts would be the same as the project except for
the additional West Lilac Road improvement area. No known cultural resources exist
within the West Lilac Road improvement area, but the up to 8.39 acres of impacted area
would have a potential for unknown significant subsurface cultural resources considering
the known resources in the community.

As described for the project in subchapter 2.6.5.1, this alternative would potentially have
significant impacts to: one archeological site that is not protected in proposed dedicated
open space (Impact CR-1); unknown subsurface archeological resources within on and
off-site_areas (Impacts CR-2 and CR-4); and one off-site archeological site due to
Gopher Canyon Road improvements (Impact CR-3). The additional area of potential
impact to unknown subsurface cultural resources that would occur due to the additional
West Lilac Road improvements would not change the impact relative to the project
considering this change would represent less than 2 percent change to the overall
impact _area. Mitigation _measures M-CR-1, M-CR-2, and M-CR-3 identified for the
project would also reduce the potential archeological site impacts of this alternative to
below a level of significance (see subchapter 2.6.5.1).

Issue 3: Human Remains (Less than Significant Impact)

As discussed in subchapter 2.6.2.3, there are no known human remains on the project
site or off-site areas. Human remains are also not expected within the additional West
Lilac Road improvement area that is included in this alternative. If any accidental
discovery of human remains occurs under this alternative, the procedures identified in
California Public Resources Code (Sec. 5097.98) and State Health and Safety Code
(Sec. 7050.5) shall be followed. Thus, the West Lilac Road Along Northern Project
Boundary, Road Design Alternative would have a less than significant historical resource
impact, similar to the project.

Issue 4: County RPO (Less than Significant Impact)

As described for the project in subchapter 2.6.2.4, there is one cultural site (CA-SDI-
18362) within this alternative that meets RPO criteria. As with the project, this
alternative_would preserve that site within dedicated open space and no impact to
County RPO cultural resources would occur. As no County RPO site exists within the
additional West Lilac Road improvement area included in this alternative, this Road
Design Alternative would have the same less than significant County RPO impact as the

project.
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Hazards/Hazardous Materials

In_ summary, the West Lilac Road Along Northern Project Boundary, Road Design
Alternative hazards/hazardous materials would result in similar impacts as the project.
Hazardous substance handling, existing on-site contamination, emergency response
and evacuation plans, and vector impacts would be less than significant under this
alternative. Wildland fire impacts of this alternative would be significant but mitigated to
below a level of significance identical to the project.

Issue 1: Hazardous Substance Handling (Less than Significant Impact)

The West Lilac Road Along Northern Project Boundary, Road Design Alternative would
include the same land uses as the project, and would have the same potential to
involving hazardous substance handling. As discussed for the project in subchapter
2.7.2, this alternative would be required to comply with local, state, and federal
regulations regarding the handling of hazardous materials, including CalARP. The West
Lilac Road Along Northern Project Boundary, Road Design Alternative impacts related to
hazardous substance handling use would be less than significant, identical to the

project.

Issue 2: Existing On-site Contamination (Less than Significant Impact)

The West Lilac Road Along Northern Project Boundary, Road Design Alternative site
and off-site areas would be the same as the project, and would include the same
existing _contamination issues identified in subchapter 2.7.2. As with the project, this
alternative _would result _in _less than significant impacts related to existing soil
contamination due to agricultural uses, existing ACMs/LBP in buildings, and existing
septic _systems issues considering the alternative would comply with applicable

requlations.

Issue 3: Emergency Response and Evacuation Plans (Less than Significant Impact)

As described for the project in subchapter 2.7.2.3, the alternative would be consistent
with the following plans: Operational Area Emergency Plan and Multi-Jurisdictional
Hazard Mitigation Plan, San Diego County Nuclear Power Station Emergency Response
Plan, Oil Spill Contingency Element, Emergency Water Contingencies Annex and
Energy Shortage Response Plan, and Structure or Tower Greater than 100 feet. This
alternative includes the same land uses, height limits and site location, and Evacuation
Plan compared to the project. This alternative would include a traffic control plan during
construction and include West lilac Road improvement phasing so the roadway would be
open to through traffic during construction. Thus, this Road Design Alternative would
have less than significant impacts related to emergency response and evacuation plans
similar to the project.

Issue 4: Wildland Fires (Significant Mitigated Impact)

This Road Design Alternative would be exposed to the same existing fire risk as the
project, and would also include the same land uses, fire safety features, and fire service
options as the project (see Chapter 1.0 and subchapter 2.7). The alternative would
include fire safe design features similar to the project, including project FMZs; ignition
resistant  building _materials;  protection of non-residential _ structures; fire
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apparatus/secondary emergency access roads, and adequate water supply for fire
hydrants. The increase in this segment of West Lilac Road would not alter wildland fire
risk or the ability to provide adequate protection from wildfires. As with the project, this
alternative_would have a potentially significant impact (Impact HZ-1) related to brush
management that would be reduced to below a level of significance by mitigation
measure M-HZ-1 that requires a 100-foot brush management zone around structures or
equivalent fire protection.

Issue 5: Vectors (Less than Significant Impact)

The West Lilac Road Along Northern Project Boundary, Road Design Alternative would
include the same land uses as the project, and would have the same potential to pose
as a vector source. As discussed for the project in subchapter 2.7.2, this alternative
would include a Vector Management Plan and BMPs as a part of project design. This
would reduce the potential vector issues associated with the WRF, hydromodification
basins, and wetlands. Similar to the project, the West Lilac Road Along Northern Project
Boundary, Road Design Alternative impacts related to vectors would be less than

significant.

Noise

In_ summary, the West Lilac Road Along Northern Project Boundary, Road Design
Alternative noise impacts would be similar to the project. Traffic noise generated under
this_alternative would be the same as the project, as this alternative would have the
same_traffic_generation, traffic distribution, and roadway centerlines as the project.
Construction _noise and vibration impacts of this alternative would be similar to the
project as well. Stationary noise from this alternative would be the same as the project,
as the land uses would be the same. Thus, this alternative would have significant
noisel/vibration impacts related to traffic, stationary, and construction noise sources
similar to the project. As with the project, all noise impacts would be mitigated with the
exception of cumulative traffic noise impacts.

Issue 1: Traffic Generated Noise (Significant and Unmitigated Impact)

The West Lilac Road Along Northern Project Boundary, Road Design Alternative would
have the same traffic conditions and roadways as the project with the exception of a
segment_of West Lilac Road. Under this road design alternative, the nearest two
residences would be removed. The alternative would have the same traffic generated
noise impacts as the project, including exterior NSLU impacts (Impact N-1), interior
residential noise impacts (Impact N-2), off-site residences on Covey Lane and Lilac Hills
Ranch Road (Impacts N-3). As with the project, these noise Impacts N-1 and N-2 would
be reduced to below a level of significance through mitigation measures M-N-1 and M-N-
2 that require noise analysis and associated attenuation measures to ensure compliance
with the County General Plan Noise Element and County interior noise standards.
However, Impact N-3 would potentially remain _significant and unmitigated since
providing a continuous noise barrier or other methods to reduce traffic noise may be
infeasible. Refer to subchapter 2.8.6.1 for additional information.

This alternative would also have the significant cumulative traffic noise impacts of the
project (cumulative traffic (Impacts N-17 and N-18). As with the project, these
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cumulatively significant traffic noise impacts would remain significant and unmitigated
(see subchapter 2.8.6.4).

Issue 2: Stationary and Construction Noise (Significant Mitigated Impact)

Stationary

As the same land uses would be located in the same location as the project, stationary
noise impacts of the West Lilac Road Along Northern Project Boundary, Road Design
Alternative would be the same the project (see subchapter 2.8.6.2). This includes the
potentially significant stationary noise impacts associated with HVAC equipment (Impact
N-4), non-emergency generators (Impact N-5), parking lots (Impact N-6), loading docks
(Impact N-7), dog park (Impact N-8), WRF (Impact N-9), and RF (Impact N-10). As with
the project, mitigation measures M-N-3 to M-N-7 would reduce these stationary noise
impacts to below a level of significance. See subchapter 2.8.5.2 and 2.8.6.2 for
additional details.

Construction

The construction noise of this road design alternative would be the same as the project
(see subchapter 2.8.2.2), except the additional noise that would occur from the
additional widening of West Lilac Road, between the Along the northern project
boundary. This includes direct noise Impacts N-11 to N-14, and cumulative noise
Impacts N-19 and N-20. As described for the project, mitigation measures M-N-8 to M-
N-11 would reduce these impacts to below a level of significance (see subchapters
2.8.6). While the noise levels may be an annoyance to residences in the area, the noise
levels would be below the County’s Noise Ordinance 75 dB(A) L., limit. As stated in the
project analysis, “average hourly roadway construction noise levels would be
approximately 75 dB(A) L, at the edge of the roadways.” Thus, impacts to NSLU from
widening West Lilac Road, Along the northern project boundary, to standard would be
less than significant, similar to the project.

Issue 3: Vibration (Significant Mitigated Impact)

The vibration impacts of this alternative would be the same the project (refer to
subchapter 2.8.6.2, Impacts N-15 and N-16), except for the construction of West Lilac
Road, along the northern project boundary. As discussed for the project, vibration levels
may exceed County thresholds (0.004 inches per second RMS) if grading occurs within
150 feet of a residence. While this alternative would involve demolition of the two
residences closest to this segment and would therefore avoid vibration impacts to those
residences, both the project and the alternative would potentially result in_potentially
significant vibration impacts to other residences within 150 feet of grading. As with the
project (see subchapter 2.8.6.3), significant vibration impacts N-15 and N-16 would be
reduced to below a level of significance through mitigation that requires a blasting and
monitoring plan to ensure compliance with County vibration regulations (M-N-11) and
monitoring, and, if needed, limitations on heavy equipment within 150 feet of residences
to attenuate vibration to acceptable levels (M-N-12).
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Less than Significant Impacts

Geology and Soils

The West Lilac Road Along Northern Project Boundary, Road Design Alternative
geology and soil-related impacts would be the same as the project. As the site is the
same _under both the project and this alternative, the underlying geology and soils are
also _the same and pose the same potential environmental impacts. The only
development footprint difference is the additional widening of West Lilac Road along the
northern project boundary, and the geology and soils conditions in that area are the
same as addressed for the project. As with the project, this alternative would have less
than significant impacts related to seismic hazards, soil erosion, soil stability, expansive
soils, wastewater disposal systems, and unigue geologic features (see subchapter

Greenhouse Gases

The West Lilac Road Along Northern Project Boundary, Road Design Alternative
greenhouse gas impacts would be similar to the project. While this alternative would
slightly increase the GHG emissions relative to the project due to additional roadway
improvements, the percent reduction from 2020 emissions would be the same
considering the inclusion of the same GHG-reducing features and this alternative would
be consistent with the County’'s performance threshold. Thus, this alternative would
have a less than significant impact related to GHG emissions and conformance to
applicable plans, policies or requlations (see subchapter 3.1.2).

Hydrology and Water Quality

The West Lilac Road Along Northern Project Boundary, Road Design Alternative
hydrology and water quality impacts would be similar to the project. The changes to
roadway design would have a negligible effect on hydrology and water quality
considering the general location of the project would remain the same and both the
project and this alternative would be required to comply with plans, policies and
regulations. As with the project, this alternative would have less than significant impacts
related to water gquality standards, and requirements, groundwater, erosion/siltation,
flooding, dam inundation, seiche, tsunami, and mudflow (see subchapter 3.1.3).

Land Use Planning

The land uses included in the West Lilac Road Along Northern Project Boundary, Road
Design_Alternative would be the same as the project. Implementation of either the
project or this alternative would involve GPAs and Rezones that would be consistent
with _applicable land use plans as detailed in subchapter 3.1.4. Thus, the land use
impacts of this alternative would be similar to the project, and would be less than

significant.

Public Services

The West Lilac Road Along Northern Project Boundary, Road Design Alternative public
service impacts would be similar to the project as the proposed land uses would be the
same. As with the project, public service impacts (school, law enforcement, fire
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protection, and library) of this alternative would be less than significant (see subchapter

Recreation

The West Lilac Road Along Northern Project Boundary, Road Design Alternative
recreation impacts would be the same as the project, as the land uses and site would be
the same. Specifically, this alternative would have less than significant impacts related
to the deterioration of recreational facilities, and the construction of new recreational
facilities. See subchapter 3.1.6 for additional information.

Utilities and Service Systems

The West Lilac Road Along Northern Project Boundary, Road Design Alternative utilities
and service systems impacts would be the same as the project, as the land uses, site,
and infrastructure improvements would be the same. Specifically, this alternative would
have less than significant impacts related to wastewater treatment, water and
wastewater facilities, stormwater facilities, and water supply. See subchapter 3.1.7 for
additional information.

Energy Use and Conservation

The land uses included in the Road Design Alternative would result in the same
operational energy and water use, as well as the same vehicle trips, as the project. This
alternative would also include the same design measures, as detailed in Table 1-3, to
reduce energy use, water use, and vehicle trips. Therefore, this alternative would avoid
the inefficient, wasteful and unnecessary consumption of energy, and impacts would be
less than significant, like the project.

Conclusion

Impacts _of the West Lilac Road Along Northern Project Boundary, Road Design
Alternative would result in additional impacts relative to visual resources and biological
resources and would not reduce any significant impact of the project. This alternative
would meet all the main project objectives. As noted in the introduction, this alternative
is intended to disclose the impacts that would occur if the project road modification for
West Lilac Road along the northern project boundary, is not approved.

4.8.1.6 Road Design Alternative 6: West Lilac Road - East of Easterly
Roundabout to Project Boundary

The project’s proposed road design for this road segment corresponds to Road
Exception Request #6, as submitted to the County.

The road design analyzed under this alternative is the construction of West Lilac Road
east of the easterly roundabout to the project boundary as a County Light Collector road
2.2F (see Figure 4-11). This requires 28 feet of road surfacing width within a 52-foot
right-of-way, a 2-foot shoulder, and 12-foot parkway, with a minimum design speed of 40
mph (compared to Exception Request #6 which would allow the construction of a new
roundabout, with 24 feet of pavement, no shoulder, and 12-foot parkway on the south
only). This alternative would require additional 0.27 acre of grading, resulting in
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approximately 50 feet of fill and 440 cy of additional cut to the create manufactured
slopes up to 10 feet in height (from 6 feet compared to the project). This alternative
would require widening and additional 0.03 acre of right-of-way acquisition _along with
power pole relocation.

Comparison of the Effects of the Road Design Alternative to the Project

Visual Resources

In summary, this alternative would have the same visual impacts as the project except
along the West Lilac Road segment from the eastern roundabout to the project
boundary. The alternative road designs for this segment would result in a wider roadway
with a more urbanized character relative to the project, but would not alter the
conclusions of the project’s visual resource analysis. As with the project, this road
design alternative would result in significant unmitigated character and quality impacts,
and less than significant scenic vistas, scenic_resources, light, glare, and plan
consistency impacts. Refer to the analysis below and subchapter 2.1, Aesthetics, for
additional information.

Issue 1: Scenic Vistas (Less Than Significant Impact)

No designated state scenic_highway or scenic vista is within _the project viewshed;
however, a segment of [-15 within the viewshed is identified as a County Scenic
Highway. There are very steep, high slopes on both sides of I-15 that preclude views of
West Lilac Road. Thus, the Road Design Alternative changes to West Lilac Road are
not visible from the 1-15. The visual impacts of this alternative would be the same as the
project (see subchapter 2.1.2.1). Therefore, this alternative would result in less than
significant impacts to scenic vistas, similar to the project.

Issue 2: Scenic Resources (Less Than Significant Impact)

The scenic resource impacts of this Road Design Alternative would be similar to the
project. This alternative would include an additional impact area (0.27 acre), but would
not impact any additional RPO slopes or native vegetation. As with the project, graded
areas outside of the proposed pavement would revegetated/landscaped so that visual
impacts would not be detected from public viewpoints or degrade visual quality. Overall,
impacts to scenic resources (i.e., slopes and native vegetation) would be the same as
those described for the project in subchapter 2.1.2.2. Therefore, this alternative would
result in less than significant impacts to scenic resources, similar to the project.

Issue 3: Visual Character or Quality (Significant and Unavoidable Impact)

This Road Design Alternative would have the same visual character as the project
except at the West Lilac Road segment from the eastern roundabout to the project
boundary. The additional widening under this road design alternative would result in a
slightly more urbanized feel than the project. Considering the overall character and
quality with the proposed land uses in conjunction with infrastructure improvements, the
road design alternative and project would result in a similar significant visual character
and gquality impact. As with the project (subchapter 2.1.2.3), this alternative would affect
visual character/quality as viewed from West Lilac Road (Impact V-1), as viewed from
surrounding residences (Impact V-2), and as viewed on a cumulative level within the
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entire viewshed (Impact V-4). Construction phase temporary impacts to visual character
and quality would also be significant (Impact V-3). As with the project, these visual
impacts would remain significant and unmitigated under this alternative (see subchapter

2.1.2.3).

Issues 4 and 5: Light and Glare (Less Than Significant Impact)

This Road Design Alternative _would include the Lilac Hills Ranch Specific Plan
requirements to_minimize new sources of substantial light and to conform to the San
Diego Light Pollution Code (Sections 59.108-59.110 51.201-51.209). The lighting along
the West Lilac Road along the from the eastern roundabout to the project boundary, as
well as all the other proposed lighting would be the same as the project. Therefore, this
alternative would result in the same less than significant light and glare impacts as the
project (see subchapter 2.1.2.4).

Issue 6: Consistency with Applicable Policies and Planning Documents (Less Than
Significant Impact)

Approval of this alternative would allow implementation of the land use plan as described
in_Chapter 1.0. All aspects of the development would be consistent with applicable
policies and planning documents related to visual resources as discussed in subchapter
2.1.2.6. Identical to the project, no consistency impact would result from the
implementation of this alternative.

Air Quality

In_ summary, the implementation of West Lilac Road, East of Easterly Roundabout to
Project Boundary, Road Design Alternative would have air quality impacts similar to the
project, which are identified in _subchapter 2.2. The additional grading (0.27 acre)
required under Phase 1 of this alternative would slightly increase construction emissions
relative to the project, but the increase would be negligible and would be reduced to
below a level of significance through the mitigation measures identified for the project.
This alternative would have less than significant impacts related to sensitive receptors
and odors similar to the project. Refer to the analysis below and subchapter 2.2, Air
Quality, for additional information.

Issue 1: Conformance to Regional Air Quality Strategy (Significant and Unavoidable
Impact

As the land uses and densities would be the same as the project under this alternative,
the impacts associated with conformance to the RAQs would be the same. As
described for the project in subchapter 2.2.2.1, this alternative would include a General
Plan Amendment that would increase density beyond that currently allowed on the
project site. This would lead to an inconsistency with the RAQs assumptions and would
result in_direct Impact AQ-1 and cumulative impact (Impact AQ-5). Mitigation Measure
M-AQ-1, detailed in subchapter 2.2.5, requires the County provide a revised housing
forecast to SANDAG to ensure that any revisions to the population and employment
projects are considered. The provision of housing information would assist SANDAG in
revising the housing forecast; however, until the anticipated growth is included in the
emission estimates of the RAQS the direct and cumulative impacts (Impacts AQ-1 and
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AQ-5) associated with this alternative would be significant and unavoidable identical to
the project.

Issue 2: Conformance to Federal and State Ambient Air Quality Standards (Significant
and Unavoidable Impact)

This alternative would have the same air emissions as the project, except for the
additional construction emissions associated with West Lilac Road improvements. While
this_alternative would result in_additional grading and construction associated with the
roadway improvements necessary to County standards, the air quality impact of this
alternative _would be the same as the project. The additional grading under this
alternative (441 cy of cut and 48 cy of fill) would represent less than a 1 percent increase
relative to the project grading (4.0 million cubic yards of cut and fill) and would minimally
alter emissions. This alternative would implement project design features (see Table 1-
3) that reduce air emissions the same as the project. As with the project, this alternative
would have significant _air _quality impacts (Impact AQ-2) and would require
implementation of mitigation measures (M-AQ-2, M-AQ-3, and M-AQ-4; see subchapter
2.2.5) to reduce construction emissions to below a level of significance.

The West Lilac Road, East of Easterly Roundabout to Project Boundary, Road Design
Alternative operational impacts would be the same as the project operational impacts
described in subchapter 2.2.2.2. Land uses and project features to reduce air emissions
(see Table 1-3) under either project would be the same. The road design changes not
alter the number of trips generated or stationary source emissions, and would have no
impact on operational air quality emissions. As such, the operational emissions
generated by either would be similar and operational impacts (Impact AQ-3) and
mitigation (M-AQ-6 and M-AQ-7) would be the same as the project (see subchapters
2.2.2.2 and 2.2.5).

Issue 3: Cumulatively Considerable Net Increase of Criteria Pollutants (Significant and
Unavoidable Impact)

This_alternative_would have the same air emissions as the project, except for the
additional construction _emissions associated with West Lilac Road improvements.
Construction of this segment of West Lilac Road would occur in Phase 1 when no other
phases in operation or construction. Thus, the construction emission changes would not
result in any additional cumulative effect beyond that discussed for the project. All other
phases of this alternative would be the same as the project, and would result in the
same_impacts (Impact AQ-4). As described in subchapter 2.2.6 for the project, this
design alterative would result in_a significant and unavoidable (Impact AQ-4) and a
cumulatively considerable significant impact (Impact AQ-6).

Issue 4: Impacts to Sensitive Receptors (Less than Significant Impact)

This West Lilac Road Roadway Design Alternative would result in the same traffic
volumes and distribution as the project. Thus, the alternative would not result in a new
CO or PMy, hot spot beyond any identified for the project. As with the project, CO and
PM,o_hot spot impacts would be less than significant under this alternative (see
subchapter 2.2.2.4).
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Issue 5: Odor Impacts (Less than Significant Impact)

The West Lilac Road, East of Easterly Roundabout to Project Boundary, Road Design
Alternative includes options for the treatment of wastes as discussed in Chapter 1.0,
including the construction of an on-site WRF. Approval of this alternative would allow
implementation of measures as detailed in subchapter 2.2.2.5. Specifically, the WRF
would be designed to reduce any potential odor impacts to the surrounding areas. These
design measures include odor control units using activated carbon towers, which would
trap volatile organic compounds that are corrosive or odorous. With the inclusion of the
carbon towers, this alternative would not result in a substantial increase in odor levels at
nearby sensitive receptors. Odor impacts would be less than significant, similar to the

project.

Transportation/Traffic

In_ summary, the West Lilac Road, East of Easterly Roundabout to Project Boundary,
Road Design Alternative_would have the same transportation/traffic_impacts as the
project. This includes direct and cumulative circulation system impacts to roadway
segments, intersections, and freeways. Also similar to the project, the traffic hazard and
public transit, bicycle and pedestrian facility impacts of this Road Design Alternative
would be less than significant. The roadway design changes at West Lilac Road,
Easterly Roundabout to Project Boundary would not alter the overall transportation/traffic
impact conclusions identified for the project because the capacity of this roadway would
remain the same as analyzed for the project and no changes related to trip generation or
distribution would occur (see Appendix E). As with the project, this alternative design
would not result in a significant safety issue. Refer to the analysis below and subchapter
2.3, Transportation/Traffic, for additional information.

Issue 1: Circulation System Operations and Congestion Management (Significant and
Unavoidable Impact)

Construction

The West Lilac Road, East of Easterly Roundabout to Project Boundary, Road Design
Alternative_would generate construction traffic_similar to the project and would also
include project traffic control plan as a project feature (see subchapter 2.3.2.2). West
Lilac Road improvements would be phased in a manner so the roadway would not be
closed during construction. Similar to the project, construction-related traffic impacts
would be less than significant.

Project Trip Generation and Distribution

The individual phase trip generation and total trip generation for the West Lilac Road,
East of Easterly Roundabout to Project Boundary, Road Design Alternative would be the
same as the project (see Table 2.3-9). The distribution of traffic for this alternative would
be the same as the project considering the land uses and access would be identical.
The phasing of this alternative would also be the same as the project.

Existing Plus Roadway Design Alternative

As the roadway design would not alter capacity and the trip generation and distribution
would be the same, the Existing Plus Roadway Design Alternative traffic analysis would
be the same as the Existing Plus Project traffic analysis completed for the project in
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subchapter 2.3.2.1. As with the project, this Roadway Design Alternative would result in
direct Impacts TR-1 to TR-9, and would implement Mitigation Measures M-TR-1 to M-
TR-5. As with the project (see subchapter 2.3.6.1), Impacts TR-1, TR-2, and TR-5 to
TR-9 would be mitigated to below a level of significance by these improvements that
increase capacity, while Impacts TR-3 and TR-4 would remain significant and
unmitigated since they are under the jurisdiction of Caltrans.

Cumulative Impact Analysis

This road design alternative would result in the same cumulative traffic impacts as the
project (see subchapter 2.3.3.1), as it would not alter capacity, trip generation or trip
distribution. As with the project, the road design alternative would result in_significant
cumulative Impacts TR-10 to TR-37.

To mitigate cumulative impacts, this alternative would implement project mitigation
measures M-TR-2 to M-TR-9, which require various roadway improvements and
payment towards the TIF program (see subchapter 2.3.5). This would mitigate all
impacts to roadways and intersections except where facilities are under Caltrans
jurisdiction (Impacts TR-20, TR-21, and TR-30 to TR-37), and where mitigation is
infeasible (Impact TR-12 and TR-16) due to the mitigation not being proportional to
project impacts. Refer to subchapter 2.3.6 for additional information.

Issue 2: Transportation Hazard (Less than Significant Impact)

The potential transportation hazards of this alternative would be identical to the project
(see subchapter 2.3.2.3) with the exception of West Lilac Road, Easterly Roundabout to
Project Boundary. The project would include modifications to avoid additional impacts to
properties to the north of the roadway and provide a transition to the roundabout, such
as reduced pavement (24-foot), eliminated shoulder, eliminated northern parkway, and
reduced graded right-of-way (38-foot). Constructing this roadway to standard would
include a wider roadway (28-foot), and 2-foot shoulders on both sides, and sidewalks on
both sides, and a 52-foot graded right-of-way. Both this alternative and the project have
been designated to provide adequate ingress and egress for residents as well as
emergency access, safe pedestrian system, and conform to Goal M-4 of the General
Plan Mobility Element. Therefore, impacts associated with transportation hazards would
be less than significant, similar to the project.

Issue 3: Public Transit, Bicycle, and Pedestrian Facilities (Less than Significant Impact)

The public transit, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities of this alternative would be the same
as the project (see subchapter 2.3.2.4), with the exception of the West Lilac Road, from,
Easterly Roundabout to Project Boundary. The construction of this segment of West
Lilac Road to County Road standards would include standard sidewalks on both sides of
the roadway instead of just on the south like proposed by the project to avoid impacts to
the properties to the north. Both this Road Design Alternative and the project would
provide alternative transportation opportunities and would be consistent with County
Mobility Element Goals 8 and 11 and associated policies. Overall, neither the project
nor this alternative _would result in a negative effect to public transit, bicyclists or
pedestrians. Impacts associated with transit, bicycle and pedestrian facilities would be
less than significant, similar to the project.
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Agricultural Resources

As described further in the analysis below, the West Lilac Road, East of Easterly
Roundabout to Project Boundary, Road Design Alternative agricultural resource impacts
would be similar to the project (see subchapter 2.4). The West Lilac Road
improvements included in this alternative would affect additional orchards (0.1 acre), but
that area does not meet Prime Farmland or Farmland of Statewide Importance soil
quality requirements. As such, the acreage of this alternative’s significant agricultural
resource impact would be the same as identified for the project. As this alternative
would not change any proposed land uses, the potentially significant adjacency/land
uses conflicts between residential and agricultural uses would be the same as the
project. Like the project, this alternative would have less than significant impacts related
to land use conflicts, and significant mitigated impacts related to direct conversion of
agricultural land and indirect conversion of agricultural uses due to agricultural
adjacency issues. Refer to the analysis below for additional information.

Issue 1: Direct Conversion of Agricultural Resources (Significant Mitigated Impact)

As with the project, this alternative would result in a significant impact related to the
direct conversion of agricultural resources. The West Lilac Road improvements included
in_this alternative would impact additional orchards (0.1 acre), but the soils would not
meet Prime Farmland or Farmland of Statewide Importance. Thus, this alternative
would have the same agricultural resource impact as identified for the project (direct
Impact AG-1 and cumulative Impact AG-16; see subchapter 2.4.2.1). As with the
project, M-AG-1 would mitigate the agricultural resource impacts of this alternative to
below a level of significance (see subchapter 2.4.5 and 2.4.6).

Issue 2: Land Use Conflicts (Less than Significant Impact)

The agricultural land use conflict analysis of the West Lilac Road, East of Easterly
Roundabout to Project Boundary, Road Design Alternative would be identical to that
described for the project in subchapter 2.4.2.2 considering all the proposed on-site land
uses would be identical and that roadways are considered compatible with agricultural
uses. This alternative would include the same land use plan and General Plan
Amendments as discussed for the project in _Chapter 1.0. Under this alternative,
approval of the General Plan Amendment would allow agricultural uses to be allowed to
continue within the project site. Approval of this alternative would implement the Lilac
Hills Ranch Specific Plan, which creates a village compatible with the rural/agricultural
nature of Valley Center. Therefore, impacts related to the Specific Plan or required
rezoning under this alternative would be less than significant. As with the project, this
alternative_does not include and is not adjunct to Williamson Act contracted lands or
Agricultural Preserves. As with the project, impacts would be less than significant.

Issue 3: Indirect Conversion of Agricultural Resources (Significant Mitigated Impact)

As with the project, this alternative would result in potential conflicts with off-site
agricultural operations (see Figure 2.4-7) due to land use/agricultural interface issues
where residential development neighbors agricultural operations (Impacts AG-2 through
AG-15; see subchapter 2.4.2.3). This Road Design Alternative would not result in any
additional indirect conversion of agricultural uses over that identified for the project.
While the West Lilac Road, Easterly Roundabout to Project Boundary segment is
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located adjacent to orchards, roads are considered compatible with agricultural uses. As
with the project, this alternative would implement Mitigation Measures M-AG-2 through
M-AG-5 (subchapter 2.4.5) that provide adequate buffers and interim agricultural uses to
reduce significant impacts at the agricultural interface locations to below a level of

significance.

Biological Resources

In_ summary, the West Lilac Road, East of Easterly Roundabout to Project Boundary,
Road Design Alternative biological resource impacts would be similar to the project.
Like the project, this alternative would have significant impacts related to special status
species (raptors), riparian habitat _or_sensitive natural community; and jurisdictional
waters and waterways that would be mitigated to below a level of significance. No
additional sensitive habitat would be impacted by this alternative. This alternative would
have less than significant impacts related to wildlife_ movement and nursery sites; and
local policies, ordinances, and adopted plans, similar to the project.

Issue 1 and 2: Special Status Species, Riparian Habitat or Sensitive Natural Community
(Significant Mitigated Impact)

This alternative would result in no additional impact to sensitive habitat and would have
the same sensitive habitat impacts identified for the project (see subchapter 2.5.2.2, and
Impact BIO-2). However, this alternative would result in additional impacts to raptor
foraging habitat (0.1 acre of orchards) above those identified for the project (see Table
4-5). The additional area impacted by this alternative would not alter the severity of the
raptor foraging impact described for the project, as the project impact is 538.29 acres of
raptor foraging and the additional area impacted by this alternative would represent a
less than 1 percent increase in impact. Thus, this alternative would have a similar raptor
foraging impact (Impact BIO-1) as the project. All other sensitive habitat impacts of this
Road Design Alternative _would be identical to those described for the project in
subchapter 2.5.

As with the project, this alternative would result in indirect impacts to the preserved or
restored sensitive habitat areas from increased human access, domestic animals,
invasive plants, drainage, noise, and night time lighting. This alternative would include
the same project features to reduce these impacts, including buffers, limited building
zones, fencing, and signage. Likewise, this alternative would comply with lighting, water
quality/hydrology, and noise. Potential indirect impacts to sensitive_habitat areas within
open space would be less than significant (see subchapter 2.5.2.2).

This alternative would implement mitigation M-BIO-1 through M-BIO-3 to reduce impacts
to_sensitive habitat and raptor foraging, as detailed in subchapter 2.5.5. As with the
project, this alternative project would require the development of a Revegetation Plan
(Mitigation Measure M-BIO-4) and a Resource Management Plan (M-BIO-2) to manage
the preserved areas. Ultimately, this alternative would mitigate for impacts to special
status _species, riparian _habitat and sensitive natural community as the project (see
subchapters 2.5.6.1 and 2.5.6.2).
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Issue 3: Jurisdictional Waters and Waterways (Significant Mitigated Impact)

As with the project, the West Lilac Road, East of Easterly Roundabout to Project
Boundary, Road Design Alternative would impact 4.22 acres of ACOE jurisdictional area
6.55 acres of CDFW/RWOQCB jurisdictional area, and 2.23 acres of County wetlands
located on-site (see subchapter 2.5.2.3, Impact BIO-3). No additional jurisdictional
impacts would occur under this alternative (see Table 4-7). Jurisdictional waters impacts
(Impact BIO-3) would be mitigated by M-BIO-3 and M-BlIO-4, which include habitat
mitigation at ratios designed to result in no net loss of wetlands.

Issue 4: Wildlife Movement and Nursery Sites (Less than Significant Impact)

Similar to the discussion in subchapter 2.5.2.4, this alternative would not impact regional
wildlife corridor or linkage widths. Local wildlife corridors/linkages being preserved on-
site would be set back from the adjacent development by a wetland buffer and limited
building zones that would reduce the potential for any significant indirect impacts and
maintain the visual continuity of these local corridors. No additional wildlife movement or
nursery sites would be impacted by widening the West Lilac Road, Easterly Roundabout
to Project Boundary segment, as the roadway already exists. The impact to localized
wildlife movement would be the same as the project, and less than significant.

Issues 5 and 6: Local Policies, Ordinances, Adopted Plans (Less than Significant
Impact

The analysis detailed in subchapter 2.5.2.5 would apply to this alternative. The West
Lilac Road, East of Easterly Roundabout to Project Boundary, Road Design Alternative
would be required to obtain all relevant permits, and mitigate impacts pursuant to
appropriate ratios consistent with the NCCP _and County biological ordinances. As with
the project, the West Lilac Road, East of Easterly Roundabout to Project Boundary,
Road Design Alternative would result in less than significant impacts related to local
policies, ordinances, and adopted plans pertaining to biological resources.

Cultural Resources

As described further in the analysis below, the West Lilac Road, East of Easterly
Roundabout to Project Boundary, Road Design Alternative cultural resource impacts
would be similar to the project. While the alternative West Lilac Road roadway
improvements completed by this alternative would affect additional area (0.27 acre)
where there is potential for unknown subsurface cultural resources, the overall impact
area acreage would be similar to the project and, accordingly, the potential impact would
be similar to the project. Thus, this alternative would result in_significant mitigated
impacts related to archeological sites; less than significant impacts to historical sites and
human remains; and no impact to County RPO cultural resources similar to the project.

Issue 1: Historical Sites (Less than Significant Impact)

As discussed in subchapter 2.6.2.1, there are no significant historical resources located
on the project site. No additional buildings beyond those already identified for the
project would be impacted by this Road Design Alternative. Thus, the West Lilac Road,
East of Easterly Roundabout to Project Boundary, Road Design Alternative would have
a less than significant historical resource impact, similar to the project.
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Issue 2: Archeological Sites (Significant Mitigated Impact)

As the impact area of this alternative is the same as the project except for the West Lilac
Road area, the archeological site impacts would be the same as the project except for
the additional West Lilac Road improvement area. No known cultural resources exist
within the West Lilac Road improvement area, but 0.27 acre of impacted area would
have a potential for unknown significant subsurface cultural resources considering the
known resources in the community.

As described for the project in subchapter 2.6.5.1, this alternative would potentially have
significant impacts to: one archeological site that is not protected in proposed dedicated
open space (Impact CR-1); unknown subsurface archeological resources within on and
off-site_areas (Impacts CR-2 and CR-4); and one off-site archeological site due to
Gopher Canyon Road improvements (Impact CR-3). The additional area of potential
impact to unknown subsurface cultural resources that would occur due to the additional
West Lilac Road improvements would not change the impact relative to the project
considering this change would represent less than 1 percent change to the overall
impact _area. Mitigation _measures M-CR-1, M-CR-2, and M-CR-3 identified for the
project would also reduce the potential archeological site impacts of this alternative to
below a level of significance (see subchapter 2.6.5.1).

Issue 3: Human Remains (Less than Significant Impact)

As discussed in subchapter 2.6.2.3, there are no known human remains on the project
site or off-site areas. Human remains are also not expected within the additional West
Lilac Road improvement area that is included in this alternative. If any accidental
discovery of human remains occurs under this alternative, the procedures identified in
California_Public Resources Code (Sec. 5097.98) and State Health and Safety Code
(Sec. 7050.5) shall be followed. Thus, the West Lilac Road, East of Easterly
Roundabout to Project Boundary, Road Design Alternative would have a less than
significant historical resource impact, similar to the project.

Issue 4: County RPO (Less than Significant Impact)

As described for the project in subchapter 2.6.2.4, there is one cultural site (CA-SDI-
18362) within this alternative that meets RPO criteria. As with the project, this
alternative_would preserve that site within dedicated open space and no impact to
County RPO cultural resources would occur. As no County RPO site exists within the
additional West Lilac Road improvement area included in this alternative, this Road
Design Alternative would have the same less than significant County RPO impact as the

project.

Hazards/Hazardous Materials

In_ summary, the West Lilac Road, East of Easterly Roundabout to Project Boundary,
Road Design Alternative hazards/hazardous materials would result in similar impacts as
the project. Hazardous substance handling, existing on-site contamination, emergency
response and evacuation plans, and vector impacts would be less than significant under
this_alternative. Wildland fire impacts of this alternative would be significant but
mitigated to below a level of significance identical to the project.
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Issue 1: Hazardous Substance Handling (Less than Significant Impact)

The West Lilac Road, East of Easterly Roundabout to Project Boundary, Road Design
Alternative would include the same land uses as the project, and would have the same
potential to involving hazardous substance handling. As discussed for the project in
subchapter 2.7.2, this alternative would be required to comply with local, state, and
federal reqgulations regarding the handling of hazardous materials, including CalARP.
The West Lilac Road, East of Easterly Roundabout to Project Boundary, Road Design
Alternative impacts related to hazardous substance handling use would be less than
significant, identical to the project.

Issue 2: Existing On-site Contamination (Less than Significant Impact)

The West Lilac Road, East of Easterly Roundabout to Project Boundary, Road Design
Alternative site and off-site areas would be the same as the project, and would include
the same existing contamination issues identified in _subchapter 2.7.2. As with the
project, this alternative would result in less than significant impacts related to existing
soil contamination due to agricultural uses, existing ACMs/LBP in buildings, and existing
septic _systems issues considering the alternative _would comply with applicable

requlations.

Issue 3: Emergency Response and Evacuation Plans (Less than Significant Impact)

As described for the project in subchapter 2.7.2.3, the alternative would be consistent
with the following plans: Operational Area Emergency Plan and Multi-Jurisdictional
Hazard Mitigation Plan, San Diego County Nuclear Power Station Emergency Response
Plan, Oil Spill Contingency Element, Emergency Water Contingencies Annex and
Energy Shortage Response Plan, and Structure or Tower Greater than 100 feet. This
alternative includes the same land uses, height limits and site location, and Evacuation
Plan compared to the project. This alternative would include a traffic control plan during
construction and include West lilac Road improvement phasing so the roadway would be
open to through traffic during construction. Thus, this Road Design Alternative would
have less than significant impacts related to emergency response and evacuation plans
similar to the project.

Issue 4: Wildland Fires (Significant Mitigated Impact)

This Road Design Alternative would be exposed to the same existing fire risk as the
project, and would also include the same land uses, fire safety features, and fire service
options as the project (see Chapter 1.0 and subchapter 2.7). The alternative would
include fire safe design features similar to the project, including project FMZs; ignition
resistant _ building _materials; protection _of non-residential _ structures; fire
apparatus/secondary emergency access roads, and adequate water supply for fire
hydrants. The increase in this segment of West Lilac Road would not alter wildland fire
risk or the ability to provide adequate protection from wildfires. As with the project, this
alternative_ would have a potentially significant impact (Impact HZ-1) related to brush
management that would be reduced to below a level of significance by mitigation
measure M-HZ-1 that requires a 100-foot brush management zone around structures or
equivalent fire protection.
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Issue 5: Vectors (Less than Significant Impact)

The West Lilac Road, East of Easterly Roundabout to Project Boundary, Road Design
Alternative would include the same land uses as the project, and would have the same
potential to pose as a vector source. As discussed for the project in subchapter 2.7.2,
this alternative would include a Vector Management Plan and BMPs as a part of project
design. This would reduce the potential vector issues associated with the WRF,
hydromodification basins, and wetlands. Similar to the project, the West Lilac Road, East
of Easterly Roundabout to Project Boundary, Road Design Alternative impacts related to
vectors would be less than significant.

Noise

In summary, the West Lilac Road, East of Easterly Roundabout to Project Boundary,
Road Design Alternative noise impacts would be similar to the project. Traffic noise
generated under this alternative would be the same as the project, as this alternative
would have the same traffic generation, traffic distribution, and roadway centerlines as
the project. Construction noise and vibration impacts of this alternative would be similar
to the project as well. Stationary noise from this alternative would be the same as the
project, as the land uses would be the same. Thus, this alternative would have
significant_noise/vibration impacts related to traffic, stationary, and construction noise
sources similar to the project. As with the project, all noise impacts would be mitigated
with the exception of cumulative traffic noise impacts.

Issue 1: Traffic Generated Noise (Significant and Unmitigated Impact)

The West Lilac Road, East of Easterly Roundabout to Project Boundary, Road Design
Alternative would have the same traffic conditions and roadways as the project with the
exception of a segment of West Lilac Road. Under this road design alternative, the
nearest residence would be 100 feet away. At this distance, the traffic noise impact
would be less than significant. The alternative would have the same traffic generated
noise impacts as the project, including exterior NSLU impacts (Impact N-1), interior
residential noise impacts (Impact N-2), off-site residences on Covey Lane and Lilac Hills
Ranch Road (Impacts N-3). As with the project, these noise Impacts N-1 and N-2 would
be reduced to below a level of significance through mitigation measures M-N-1 and M-N-
2 that require noise analysis and associated attenuation measures to ensure compliance
with the County General Plan Noise Element and County interior noise standards.
However, Impact N-3 would potentially remain _significant and unmitigated since
providing a continuous noise barrier or other methods to reduce traffic noise may be
infeasible. Refer to subchapter 2.8.6.1 for additional information.

This alternative would also have the significant cumulative traffic noise impacts of the
project (cumulative traffic (Impacts N-17 and N-18). As with the project, these
cumulatively significant traffic noise impacts would remain significant and unmitigated
(see subchapter 2.8.6.4).

Issue 2: Stationary and Construction Noise (Significant Mitigated Impact)

Stationary

As the same land uses would be located in the same location as the project, stationary
noise impacts of the West Lilac Road, East of Easterly Roundabout to Project Boundary,
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Road Design Alternative would be the same as the project (see subchapter 2.8.6.2).
This includes the potentially significant stationary noise impacts associated with HVAC
equipment (Impact N-4), non-emergency generators (Impact N-5), parking lots (Impact
N-6), loading docks (Impact N-7), dog park (Impact N-8), WRF (Impact N-9), and RF
(Impact N-10). As with the project, mitigation measures M-N-3 to M-N-7 would reduce
these stationary noise impacts to below a level of significance. See subchapter 2.8.5.2
and 2.8.6.2 for additional details.

Construction

The construction noise of this road design alternative would be the same the project (see
subchapter 2.8.2.2), except the additional noise that would occur from the additional
widening of West Lilac Road, between the easterly roundabout to project boundary,
segment. This includes direct noise Impacts N-11 to N-14, and cumulative noise
Impacts N-19 and N-20. As described for the project, mitigation measures M-N-8 to M-
N-11 would reduce these impacts to below a level of significance (see subchapters
2.8.6). The nearest residence to the West Lilac Road, between the easterly roundabout
to_project boundary, segment would be 100 feet. While the noise levels may be an
annoyance to residences in the area, the noise levels would be below the County’'s
Noise Ordinance 75 dB(A) Le, limit. As stated in the project analysis, “average hourly
roadway construction noise levels would be approximately 75 dB(A) L., at the edge of
the roadways.” Thus, impacts to NSLU from widening West Lilac Road, Easterly
Roundabout to Project Boundary, to standard would be less than significant, similar to

the project.

Issue 3: Vibration (Significant Mitigated Impact)

The vibration impacts of this alternative would be the same the project (refer to
subchapter 2.8.6.2, Impacts N-15 and N-16). As discussed for the project, vibration
levels would exceed the County thresholds (0.004 inches per second RMS) where
grading occurs within 150 feet of a residence. As with the project, a residence is located
within 150 feet of the West Lilac Road roadway improvement area. Both the project and
the alternative would potentially result in potentially significant vibration impacts to
residences within 150 feet of grading. As with the project (see subchapter 2.8.6.3),
significant_vibration impacts N-15 and N-16 would be reduced to below a level of
significance through mitigation that requires a blasting and monitoring plan to ensure
compliance with County vibration requlations (M-N-11) and monitoring, and, if needed,
limitations on_heavy equipment within 150 feet of residences to attenuate vibration to
acceptable levels (M-N-12).

Less than Significant Impacts

Geology and Soils

The West Lilac Road, East of Easterly Roundabout to Project Boundary, Road Design
Alternative geology and soil-related impacts would be the same as the project. As the
site is the same under both the project and this alternative, the underlying geology and
soils are also the same and pose the same potential environmental impacts. The only
development footprint difference is the additional widening of West Lilac Road, Easterly
Roundabout to Project Boundary, and the geology and soils conditions in that area are
the same as addressed for the project. As with the project, this alternative would have
less than significant impacts related to seismic hazards, soil erosion, soil stability,
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expansive soils, wastewater disposal systems, and unique geologic features (see
subchapter 3.1.1).

Greenhouse Gases

The West Lilac Road, East of Easterly Roundabout to Project Boundary, Road Design
Alternative _greenhouse gas impacts would be similar to the project. While this
alternative_would slightly increase the GHG emissions relative to the project due to
additional roadway improvements, the percent reduction from 2020 emissions would be
the same considering the inclusion of the same GHG-reducing features and this
alternative_would be consistent with the County’'s performance threshold. Thus, this
alternative_would have a less than significant impact related to GHG emissions and
conformance to applicable plans, policies or regulations (see subchapter 3.1.2).

Hydrology and Water Quality

The West Lilac Road, East of Easterly Roundabout to Project Boundary, Road Design
Alternative_hydrology and water gquality impacts would be similar to the project. The
changes to roadway design would have a negligible effect on hydrology and water
quality considering the general location of the project would remain the same and both
the project and this alternative would be required to comply with plans, policies and
regulations. As with the project, this alternative would have less than significant impacts
related to water gquality standards, and requirements, groundwater, erosion/siltation,
flooding, dam inundation, seiche, tsunami, and mudflow (see subchapter 3.1.3).

Land Use Planning

The land uses included in the West Lilac Road, East of Easterly Roundabout to Project
Boundary, Road Design Alternative would be the same as the project. Implementation
of either the project or this alternative would involve GPAs and Rezones that would be
consistent with applicable land use plans as detailed in subchapter 3.1.4. Thus, the land
use impacts of this alternative would be similar to the project, and would be less than

significant.

Public Services

The West Lilac Road, East of Easterly Roundabout to Project Boundary, Road Design
Alternative public service impacts would be similar to the project as the proposed land
uses would be the same. As with the project, public service impacts (school, law
enforcement, fire protection, and library) of this alternative would be less than significant
(see subchapter 3.1.5).

Recreation

The West Lilac Road, East of Easterly Roundabout to Project Boundary, Road Design
Alternative recreation impacts would be the same as the project, as the land uses and
site would be the same. Specifically, this alternative would have less than significant
impacts related to the deterioration of recreational facilities, and the construction of new
recreational facilities. See subchapter 3.1.6 for additional information.
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Utilities and Service Systems

The West Lilac Road, East of Easterly Roundabout to Project Boundary, Road Design
Alternative utilities and service systems impacts would be the same as the project, as
the land uses, site, and infrastructure improvements would be the same. Specifically,
this alternative would have less than significant impacts related to wastewater treatment,
water and wastewater facilities, stormwater facilities, and water supply. See subchapter
3.1.7 for additional information.

Energy Use and Conservation

The land uses included in the Road Design Alternative would result in the same
operational energy and water use, as well as the same vehicle trips, as the project. This
alternative would also include the same design measures, as detailed in Table 1-3, to
reduce energy use, water use, and vehicle trips. Therefore, this alternative would avoid
the inefficient, wasteful and unnecessary consumption of energy, and impacts would be
less than significant, like the project.

Conclusion

Impacts of the West Lilac Road, East of Easterly Roundabout to Project Boundary, Road
Design Alternative would result the same impacts as the project and would meet all the
main_project objectives. As noted in the introduction, this alternative is intended to
disclose the impacts that would occur if the project road modification for West Lilac
Road, easterly roundabout to project boundary, is not approved.

4.8.1.7 Road Design Alternative 7: Mountain Ridge Road - Reduced Design
Speed

The project’'s proposed road design for this road segment corresponds to Road
Exception Request #7, as submitted to the County.

The road design analyzed under this alternative is the construction of Mountain Ridge
Road from Circle R Drive north to the project boundary with 24 feet of paved private
roadway width within _a 28-foot graded road easement (40-foot right-of-way), with a
design speed of 30 mph (compared to Exception Request #7 which would retain the
existing 15 mph design speed with additional paving added to achieve 28 feet of grading
with 25-feet of pavement). The increase in design speed, under this alternative, to
30 mph would require the road to be redesigned, existing power poles would need to be
relocated and the existing vertical curves would need to be lengthened. This would result
in_about ten existing driveways no longer being accessible since they are at the sag or
peak of the existing curves. These driveways would need to be redesigned and rebuilt,
while maintaining access to the properties. In addition, this alternative would encroach
into_the existing footprint of three single-family residences and three existing culverts
would need to be lengthened compared to the project. Construction of this road segment
would require an additional 2.74 acres of grading relative to the project, including an
additional 15,662 cy of cut and 11,691 cy of fill (see Figure 4-12). Grading would
necessitate the creation of manufactured slopes up to 30 feet in height, which is double
the height required for the project.
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Comparison of the Effects of the Road Design Alternative to the Project

Visual Resources

In summary, this alternative would have the same visual impacts as the project except
along the Mountain Ridge Road segment. The alternative road designs for this segment
would result in a wider and flatter road with more urbanized character relative to the
project, but would not alter the conclusions of the project’'s visual resource analysis. As
with the project, this road design alternative would result in_significant _unmitigated
character and quality impacts, and less than significant scenic vistas, scenic resources,
light, glare, and plan consistency impacts. Refer to the analysis below and subchapter
2.1, Aesthetics, for additional information.

Issue 1: Scenic Vistas (Less Than Significant Impact)

No designated state scenic _highway or scenic vista is within the project viewshed;
however, a segment of 1-15 within the viewshed is identified as a County Scenic
Highway. Motorist on [-15 do not have views of Mountain Ridge Road due to topography
and distance. Thus, the Road Design Alternative changes to Mountain Ridge Road are
not visible from the 1-15. The visual impacts of this alternative would be the same the
project (see subchapter 2.1.2.1). Therefore, this alternative would result in less than
significant impacts to scenic vistas, similar to the project.

Issue 2: Scenic Resources (Less Than Significant Impact)

The scenic resource impacts of the Mountain Ridge Road Design Alternative would be
similar to the project. This alternative would include an additional impact area (2.74
acres), with an additional impact to 0.14 acre of native habitat. This additional impact
would not increase the scenic resource impact described for the project. As with the
project, graded areas outside of the proposed pavement would revegetated/landscaped
so _that visual impacts would not be detected from public viewpoints or degrade visual
quality. Overall, impacts to scenic resources (i.e., vegetation) would be the same as
those described for the project in subchapter 2.1.2.2. Therefore, this alternative would
result in less than significant impacts to scenic resources, similar to the project.

Issue 3: Visual Character or Quality (Significant and Unavoidable Impact)

This Road Design Alternative would have the same visual character as the project
except at the Mountain Ridge Road segment. The additional widening, manufactured
slopes and flattening of the topography under this road design alternative would result in
a slightly more urbanized feel than the project. Considering the overall character and
quality with the proposed land uses in conjunction with infrastructure improvements, the
road design alternative and project would result in a similar significant visual character
and gquality impact. As with the project (subchapter 2.1.2.3), this alternative would affect
visual character/quality as viewed from West Lilac Road (Impact V-1), as viewed from
surrounding residences (Impact V-2), and as viewed on a cumulative level within the
entire viewshed (Impact V-4). Construction phase temporary impacts to visual character
and quality would also be significant (Impact V-3). As with the project, these visual
impacts would remain significant and unmitigated under this alternative (see subchapter

2.1.2.3).
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Issues 4 and 5: Light and Glare (Less Than Significant Impact)

This Road Design Alternative would include the Lilac Hills Ranch Specific Plan
requirements to_minimize new sources of substantial light and to conform to the San
Diego Light Pollution Code (Sections 59.108-59.110 51.201-51.209). The lighting along
the Mountain Ridge Road, as well as all the other proposed lighting would be the same
as the project. Therefore, this alternative would result in the same less than significant
light and glare impacts as the project (see subchapter 2.1.2.4).

Issue 6: Consistency with Applicable Policies and Planning Documents (Less Than
Significant Impact)

Approval of this alternative would allow implementation of the land use plan as described
in_Chapter 1.0. All aspects of the development would be consistent with applicable
policies and planning documents related to visual resources as discussed in subchapter
2.1.2.6. Identical to the project, no consistency impact would result from the
implementation of this alternative.

Air Quality

In summary, the implementation of Mountain Ridge Road Design Alternative would have
air_quality impacts similar to the project, which are identified in subchapter 2.2. The
additional grading (2.74 acres) required under Phase 5 of this alternative would slightly
increase construction _emissions relative to the project, but the increase would be
negligible and would be reduced to below a level of significance through the mitigation
measures identified for the project. This alternative would have less than significant
impacts related to sensitive receptors and odors similar to the project. Refer to the
analysis below and subchapter 2.2, Air Quality, for additional information.

Issue 1: Conformance to Regional Air Quality Strategy (Significant and Unavoidable
Impact

As the land uses and densities would be the same as the project under this alternative,
the impacts associated with conformance to the RAQs would be the same. As
described for the project in subchapter 2.2.2.1, this alternative would include a General
Plan Amendment that would increase density beyond that currently allowed on the
project site. This would lead to an inconsistency with the RAQs assumptions and would
result in direct Impact AQ-1 and cumulative impact (Impact AQ-5). Mitigation Measure
M-AQ-1, detailed in subchapter 2.2.5, requires the County provide a revised housing
forecast to SANDAG to ensure that any revisions to the population and employment
projects are considered. The provision of housing information would assist SANDAG in
revising the housing forecast; however, until the anticipated growth is included in the
emission estimates of the RAQS the direct and cumulative impacts (Impacts AQ-1 and
AQ-5) associated with this alternative would be significant and unavoidable identical to

the project.

Issue 2: Conformance to Federal and State Ambient Air Quality Standards (Significant
and Unavoidable Impact)

This alternative would have the same air emissions as the project, except for the
additional construction emissions associated with Mountain Ridge Road improvements.
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While this alternative would result in additional grading and construction associated with
the roadway improvements necessary to County standards, the air guality impact of this
alternative_would be the same as the project. The additional grading under this
alternative (15,662 cy of cut and 11,691 cy of fill) would represent a 3.4 percent increase
relative to the project grading (4.0 million cubic yards of cut and fill) and would minimally
alter emissions. This alternative would implement project design features (see Table 1-
3) that reduce air emissions the same as the project. As with the project, this alternative
would have significant _air quality impacts (Impact AQ-2) and would require
implementation of mitigation measures (M-AQ-2, M-AQ-3, and M-AQ-4:; see subchapter
2.2.5) to reduce construction emissions to below a level of significance.

The Mountain Ridge Road Design Alternative operational impacts would be the same as
the project operational impacts described in subchapter 2.2.2.2. Land uses and project
features to reduce air emissions (see Table 1-3) under either project would be the same.
The road design changes not alter the number of trips generated or stationary source
emissions, and would have no impact on operational air quality emissions. As such, the
operational emissions _generated by either would be similar and operational impacts
(Impact AQ-3) and mitigation (M-AQ-6 and M-AQ-7) would be the same as the project
(see subchapters 2.2.2.2 and 2.2.5).

Issue 3: Cumulatively Considerable Net Increase of Criteria Pollutants (Significant and
Unavoidable Impact)

This_alternative_would have the same air emissions as the project, except for the
additional construction emissions associated with Mountain Ridge Road improvements.
Construction of this segment of Mountain Ridge Road would occur in Phase 5 when all
other phases are operational. The addition of construction emissions to the operational
emissions would result in an increase of cumulative emissions beyond those identified
for the project. All other phases (Phases 1-4) of this alternative would be the same as
the project, and would result in the same impacts (Impact AQ-4). As described in
subchapter 2.2.6 for the project, this design alterative would result in a significant and
unavoidable (Impact AQ-4) and a cumulatively considerable significant impact (Impact
AQ-6).

Issue 4: Impacts to Sensitive Receptors (Less than Significant Impact)

This Mountain Ridge Road Design Alternative would result in the same traffic volumes
and distribution as the project. Thus, this alternative would not result in a new CO or
PM,o hot spot beyond any identified for the project. As with the project, CO and PM;q hot
spot_impacts would be less than significant under this alternative (see subchapter

2.2.2.4).

Issue 5: Odor Impacts (Less than Significant Impact)

The Mountain Ridge Road Design Alternative includes options for the treatment of
wastes as discussed in Chapter 1.0, including the construction of an on-site WRF.
Approval of this alternative would allow implementation of measures as detailed in
subchapter 2.2.2.5. Specifically, the WRF would be designed to reduce any potential
odor _impacts to the surrounding areas. These design measures include odor control
units _using activated carbon towers, which would trap volatile organic compounds that
are corrosive or odorous. With the inclusion of the carbon towers, this alternative would
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not result in a substantial increase in odor levels at nearby sensitive receptors. Odor
impacts would be less than significant, similar to the project.

Transportation/Traffic

In_summary, the Mountain Ridge Road Design Alternative would have the same
transportation/traffic_impacts as the project. This includes direct and cumulative
circulation _system impacts to roadway segments, intersections, and freeways. Also
similar to the project, the traffic hazard and public transit, bicycle and pedestrian facility
impacts of this Road Design Alternative would be less than significant. The roadway
design changes at Mountain Ridge Road would not alter the overall transportation/traffic
impact conclusions identified for the project because the capacity of this roadway would
remain the same as analyzed for the project and no changes related to trip generation or
distribution would occur (see Appendix E). As with the project, this alternative design
would not result in a significant safety issue. Refer to the analysis below and subchapter
2.3, Transportation/Traffic, for additional information.

Issue 1: Circulation System Operations and Congestion Management (Significant and
Unavoidable Impact)

Construction

The Mountain Ridge Road Design Alternative would generate construction traffic similar
to the project and would also include project traffic control plan as a project feature (see
subchapter 2.3.2.2). Mountain Ridge Road improvements would be phased in a manner
so_the roadway would not be closed during construction. Similar to the project,
construction-related traffic impacts would be less than significant.

Project Trip Generation and Distribution

The individual phase trip generation and total trip generation for the Mountain Ridge
Road Design Alternative would be the same as the project (see Table 2.3-9). The
distribution of traffic for this alternative would be the same as the project considering the
land uses and access would be identical. The phasing of this alternative would also be
the same as the project.

Existing Plus Roadway Design Alternative

As the roadway design would not alter capacity and the trip generation and distribution
would be the same, the Existing Plus Roadway Design Alternative traffic analysis would
be the same as the Existing Plus Project traffic analysis completed for the project in
subchapter 2.3.2.1. As with the project, this Roadway Design Alternative would result in
direct Impacts TR-1 to TR-9, and would implement Mitigation Measures M-TR-1 to M-
TR-5. As with the project (see subchapter 2.3.6.1), Impacts TR-1, TR-2, and TR-5 to
TR-9 would be mitigated to below a level of significance by these improvements that
increase capacity, while Impacts TR-3 and TR-4 would remain _significant and
unmitigated since they are under the jurisdiction of Caltrans.

Cumulative Impact Analysis

This road design alternative would result in the same cumulative traffic impacts as the
project (see subchapter 2.3.3.1), as it would not alter capacity, trip _generation or trip
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distribution. As with the project, the road design alternative would result in_significant
cumulative Impacts TR-10 to TR-37.

To mitigate _cumulative impacts, this alternative would implement project mitigation
measures M-TR-2 to M-TR-9, which require various roadway improvements and
payment towards the TIF program (see subchapter 2.3.5). This would mitigate all
impacts _to roadways and intersections except where facilities are under Caltrans
jurisdiction (Impacts TR-20, TR-21, and TR-30 to TR-37), and where mitigation is
infeasible (Impact TR-12 and TR-16) due to the mitigation not being proportional to
project impacts. Refer to subchapter 2.3.6 for additional information.

Issue 2: Transportation Hazard (Less than Significant Impact)

The potential transportation hazards of this alternative would be identical to the project
(see subchapter 2.3.2.3) with the exception of Mountain Ridge Road. The project would
include a reduced speed on this roadway to avoid additional impacts to properties
adjacent to the roadway. To safely accommodate the increase in speed under this
alternative, this alternative includes a flatter, wider roadway as well as modifications to
existing driveways. With the inclusion of these features, this alternative roadway design
would provide adequate ingress and egress for residents as well as emergency access,
safe pedestrian system, and conform to Goal M-4 of the General Plan Mobility Element.
Therefore, as with the project, impacts associated with transportation hazards would be
less than significant.

Issue 3: Public Transit, Bicycle, and Pedestrian Facilities (Less than Significant Impact)

The public transit, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities of this alternative would be the same
as the project (see subchapter 2.3.2.4). As Mountain Ridge Road is currently a private
roadway with no sidewalks, and would be a private roadway with no sidewalks under
either the project or this alternative, no_impact to public transportation or pedestrian
facilities would occur under either this alternative or the project. Both this Road Design
Alternative and the project would provide alternative transportation opportunities on-site
and would be consistent with County Mobility Element Goals 8 and 11 and associated
policies. Overall, neither the project nor this alternative would result in a negative effect
to _public transit, bicyclists or pedestrians. Impacts associated with transit, bicycle and
pedestrian facilities would be less than significant, similar to the project.

Agricultural Resources

As described further in the analysis below, the Mountain Ridge Road Design Alternative
agricultural resource impacts would be similar to the project (subchapter 2.4). The
Mountain Ridge Road improvements included in this alternative would affect additional
orchards (2.14 acres), but that area does not meet Prime Farmland or Farmland of
Statewide Importance soil quality requirements. As such, the acreage of this
alternative’s significant agricultural resource impact would be the same as identified for
the project. As this alternative would not change any proposed land uses, the potentially
significant adjacency/land uses conflicts between residential and agricultural uses would
be the same as the project. Like the project, this alternative would have less than
significant impacts related to land use conflicts, and significant mitigated impacts related
to direct conversion of agricultural land and indirect conversion of agricultural uses due
to agricultural adjacency issues. Refer to the analysis below for additional information.
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Issue 1: Direct Conversion of Agricultural Resources (Significant Mitigated Impact)

As with the project, this alternative would result in a significant impact related to the
direct conversion of agricultural resources. The Mountain Ridge Road improvements
included in this alternative would impact additional orchards (2.14 acres), but the soils
would not meet Prime Farmland or Farmland of Statewide Importance. Thus, this
alternative would have the same agricultural resource impact as identified for the project
(direct Impact AG-1 and cumulative Impact AG-16; see subchapter 2.4.2.1). As with the
project, M-AG-1 would mitigate the agricultural resource impacts of this alternative to
below a level of significance (see subchapter 2.4.5 and 2.4.6).

Issue 2: Land Use Conflicts (Less than Significant Impact)

The agricultural land use conflict analysis of the Mountain Ridge Road Design
Alternative_would be identical to that described for the project in subchapter 2.4.2.2
considering all the proposed on-site land uses would be identical and that roadways are
considered compatible with agricultural uses. This alternative would include the same
land use plan and General Plan Amendments as discussed for the project in Chapter
1.0. Under this alternative, approval of the General Plan Amendment would allow
agricultural uses to be allowed to continue within the project site. Approval of this
alternative would implement the Lilac Hills Ranch Specific Plan, which creates a village
compatible with the rural/agricultural nature of Valley Center. Therefore, impacts related
to _the Specific Plan or required rezoning under this alternative would be less than
significant. As with the project, this alternative does not include and is not adjunct to
Williamson Act contracted lands or Agricultural Preserves. As with the project, impacts
would be less than significant.

Issue 3: Indirect Conversion of Agricultural Resources (Significant Mitigated Impact)

As with the project, this alternative would result in potential conflicts with off-site
agricultural operations (see Figure 2.4-7) due to land use/agricultural interface issues
where residential development neighbors agricultural operations (Impacts AG-2 through
AG-15; see subchapter 2.4.2.3). The Mountain Ridge Road Design Alternative would not
result in any additional indirect conversion of agricultural uses over that identified for the
project. While the Mountain Ridge Road segment is located adjacent to orchards, roads
are considered compatible with agricultural uses. As with the project, this alternative
would implement Mitigation Measures M-AG-2 through M-AG-5 (subchapter 2.4.5) that
provide adequate buffers and interim agricultural uses to reduce significant impacts at
the agricultural interface locations to below a level of significance.

Biological Resources

In summary, the Mountain Ridge Road Design Alternative biological resource impacts
would be similar to the project, except it would have greater impact acreages for
sensitive_habitat (0.14 acre) and jurisdictional habitat (0.29 acre). Like the project, this
alternative_would have significant impacts related to special status species (raptors),
riparian _habitat or sensitive natural community; and jurisdictional waters and waterways
that would be mitigated to below a level of significance. The additional sensitive habitat
impact would require additional mitigation. This alternative would have less than
significant impacts related to wildlife_ movement and nursery sites; and local policies,
ordinances, and adopted plans, similar to the project.
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Issue 1 and 2: Special Status Species, Riparian Habitat or Sensitive Natural Community
(Significant Mitigated Impact)

In_addition to the sensitive habitat impacts identified for the project (see subchapter
2.5.2.2, and Impact BIO-2), this alternative would result in an additional 0.17-acre of
sensitive _habitat impacts consisting of 0.03 acre of southern coastal live oak riparian
forest, and 0.11 acre of coast live oak woodland as a result of Mountain Ridge Road
improvements (Impact RD-BIO-1d; see Table 4-5). It is noted that a portion of this
impact along Mountain Ridge Road would occur within an open space easement and
would require easement vacation. Also, additional impacts to raptor foraging habitat
(2.14 acre of orchards plus the 0.14-acre of native habitat) would occur under this
alternative in addition to those identified for the project. The additional area impacted by
this alternative would not alter the severity of the raptor foraging impact described for the
project, as the project impact is 538.29 acres of raptor foraging and the additional area
impacted by this alternative would represent a less than 1 percent increase in impact.
Thus, this alternative would have a similar raptor foraging impact (Impact BIO-1) as the
project. All other sensitive habitat impacts of this Road Design Alternative would be
identical to those described for the project in subchapter 2.5.

As with the project, this alternative would result in_indirect impacts to the preserved or
restored sensitive habitat areas from increased human access, domestic animals,
invasive plants, drainage, noise, and night time lighting. This alternative would include
the same project features to reduce these impacts, including buffers, limited building
zones, fencing, and signage. Likewise, this alternative would comply with lighting, water
quality/hydrology, and noise. Potential indirect impacts to sensitive_habitat areas within
open space would be less than significant (see subchapter 2.5.2.2).

This alternative would implement mitigation M-BIO-1 through M-BIO-3 to reduce impacts
to sensitive habitat and raptor foraging, as detailed in subchapter 2.5.5. In addition, this
alternative_would be required to implement the following to mitigate for the additional
sensitive habitat impacts (see Table 4-6):

M-RD-BIO-1d: Prior _to issuance of a grading permit for the construction of Mountain
Ridge Road to the County’s private roadway standards, the following shall
be provided either on-site within the open space easement; off-site within
a _draft PAMA of the draft North County MSCP in Valley Center or
adjacent _communities; or through a mitigation bank, subject to the
approval of the County and appropriate wildlife agencies:

1. Impacts to 0.03 acre of southern coastal live oak riparian forest shall
be mitigated at a 3:1 ratio with 0.09 acre.

2. Impacts to 0.11 acre of coast live oak woodland shall be mitigated at a
3:1 ratio with 0.33 acre.

As with the project, this alternative project would require the development of a
Revegetation Plan (Mitigation Measure M-BlO-4) and a Resource Management Plan (M-
BIO-2) to manage the preserved areas. Ultimately, this alternative would mitigate for
impacts to special status species, riparian habitat and sensitive natural community as
the project (see subchapters 2.5.6.1 and 2.5.6.2).
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Issue 3: Jurisdictional Waters and Waterways (Significant Mitigated Impact)

As with the project, the Mountain Ridge Road Design Alternative would impact 4.22
acres of ACOE jurisdictional area 6.55 acres of CDFW/RWQCB jurisdictional area, and
2.23 acres of County wetlands located on-site (see subchapter 2.5.2.3, Impact BIO-3).
In addition, this alternative would impact 0.29 acre of County wetlands due to the larger
Mountain Ridge Road impact area (Impact RD-BIO-2a; see Table 4-7). No additional
ACOE/CDFW/RWQCB jurisdictional impacts would occur under this alternative.
Jurisdictional waters impacts (Impact BIO-3) would be mitigated by M-BIO-3 and M-BIO-
4, which include habitat mitigation at ratios designed to result in no net loss of wetlands.
The additional jurisdictional wetland impacts that occur under this alternative would be
mitigated by the following (Table 4-8):

M-RD-BIO-2a:Prior to the issuance of grading permits, County RPO wetland impacts
shall be mitigated at a ratio of 3:1, consisting of preservation,
enhancement, and/or _creation of wetlands. Mitigation of wetlands shall
include a 1:1 creation component (of the 3:1), to ensure no net loss of
wetlands.

1. County RPO jurisdiction: Permanent impacts to 0.29 acre of RPO
wetlands off-site shall be mitigated at a 3:1 ratio with 0.87 acre of
RPO wetlands enhancement/ preservation/ creation (1:1 creation

component).

Issue 4: Wildlife Movement and Nursery Sites (Less than Significant Impact)

Similar to the discussion in subchapter 2.5.2.4, this alternative would not impact regional
wildlife_corridor or linkage widths. Local wildlife corridors/linkages being preserved on-
site_ would be set back from the adjacent development by a wetland buffer and limited
building zones that would reduce the potential for any significant indirect impacts and
maintain the visual continuity of these local corridors. No additional wildlife movement or
nursery sites would be impacted by widening the Mountain Ridge Road, as the roadway
already exists and the additional widening would not significant alter existing wildlife
movement. The impact to localized wildlife movement would be the same as the project,
and less than significant.

Issues 5 and 6: Local Policies, Ordinances, Adopted Plans (Less than Significant
Impact

The analysis detailed in subchapter 2.5.2.5 would apply to this alternative. The Mountain
Ridge Road Design Alternative would be required to obtain all relevant permits, and
mitigate impacts pursuant to appropriate ratios consistent with the NCCP and County
biological ordinances. As with the project, the Mountain Ridge Road Design Alternative
would result in less than significant impacts related to local policies, ordinances, and
adopted plans pertaining to biological resources.

Cultural Resources

As described further in the analysis below, the Mountain Ridge Road Design Alternative
cultural resource impacts would be similar to the project. While the alternative Mountain
Ridge Road roadway improvements completed by this alternative would affect additional
area (2.74 acres) where there is potential for unknown subsurface cultural resources, the
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overall impact area acreage would be similar to the project and, accordingly, the
potential impact would be similar to the project. Thus, this alternative would result in
significant mitigated impacts related to archeological sites; less than significant impacts
to historical sites and human remains; and no impact to County RPO cultural resources
similar to the project.

Issue 1: Historical Sites (Less than Significant Impact)

As discussed in subchapter 2.6.2.1, there are no significant historical resources located
on the project site. The additional Mountain Ridge Road grading may encroach onto
residential properties next to Mountain Ridge Road, but the structures are expected to
remain. Thus, the Mountain Ridge Road Design Alternative would have a less than
significant historical resource impact, similar to the project.

Issue 2: Archeological Sites (Significant Mitigated Impact)

As the impact area of this alternative is the same as the project except for the Mountain
Ridge Road area, the archeological site impacts would be the same as the project
except for the additional Mountain Ridge Road improvement area. No known cultural
resources exist within the Mountain Ridge Road improvement area, but 2.74 acres of
impacted area _would have a potential for unknown significant subsurface cultural
resources considering the known resources in the community.

As described for the project in subchapter 2.6.5.1, this alternative would potentially have
significant impacts to: one archeological site that is not protected in proposed dedicated
open space (Impact CR-1); unknown subsurface archeological resources within on and
off-site_areas (Impacts CR-2 and CR-4); and one off-site archeological site due to
Gopher Canyon Road improvements (Impact CR-3). The additional area of potential
impact to unknown subsurface cultural resources that would occur due to the additional
Mountain Ridge Road improvements would not change the impact relative to the project
considering this change would represent less than 1 percent change to the overall
impact _area. Mitigation _measures M-CR-1, M-CR-2, and M-CR-3 identified for the
project would also reduce the potential archeological site impacts of this alternative to
below a level of significance (see subchapter 2.6.5.1).

Issue 3: Human Remains (Less than Significant Impact)

As discussed in subchapter 2.6.2.3, there are no known human remains on the project
site_or off-site_areas. Human remains are also not expected within the additional
Mountain Ridge Road improvement area that is included in this alternative. If any
accidental discovery of human remains occurs _under this alternative, the procedures
identified in California Public Resources Code (Sec. 5097.98) and State Health and
Safety Code (Sec. 7050.5) shall be followed. Thus, the Mountain Ridge Road Design
Alternative would have a less than significant historical resource impact, similar to the

project.

Issue 4: County RPO (Less than Significant Impact)

As described for the project in subchapter 2.6.2.4, there is one cultural site (CA-SDI-
18362) within this alternative that meets RPO criteria. As with the project, this
alternative_would preserve that site within dedicated open space and no _impact to
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County RPO cultural resources would occur. As no County RPO site exists within the
additional Mountain Ridge Road improvement area included in this alternative, this Road
Design Alternative would have the same less than significant County RPO impact as the

project.

Hazards/Hazardous Materials

In summary, the Mountain Ridge Road Design Alternative hazards/hazardous materials
would result in similar impacts as the project. Hazardous substance handling, existing
on-site_contamination, emergency response and evacuation plans, and vector impacts
would be less than significant under this alternative. Wildland fire impacts of this
alternative would be significant but mitigated to below a level of significance identical to

the project.

Issue 1: Hazardous Substance Handling (Less than Significant Impact)

The Mountain Ridge Road Design Alternative would include the same land uses as the
project, and would have the same potential to involving hazardous substance handling.
As discussed for the project in subchapter 2.7.2, this alternative would be required to
comply with local, state, and federal requlations regarding the handling of hazardous
materials, including CalARP. The Mountain Ridge Road Design Alternative impacts
related to hazardous substance handling use would be less than significant, identical to

the project.

Issue 2: Existing On-site Contamination (Less than Significant Impact)

The Mountain Ridge Road Design Alternative site and off-site areas would be the same
as the project, and would include the same existing contamination issues identified in
subchapter 2.7.2. As with the project, this alternative would result in less than significant
impacts related to existing soil contamination due to agricultural uses, existing
ACMSs/LBP in buildings, and existing septic_systems issues considering the alternative
would comply with applicable regulations.

Issue 3: Emergency Response and Evacuation Plans (Less than Significant Impact)

As described for the project in subchapter 2.7.2.3, the alternative would be consistent
with the following plans: Operational Area Emergency Plan and Multi-Jurisdictional
Hazard Mitigation Plan, San Diego County Nuclear Power Station Emergency Response
Plan, Oil Spill Contingency Element, Emergency Water Contingencies Annex and
Energy Shortage Response Plan, and Structure or Tower Greater than 100 feet. This
alternative includes the same land uses, height limits and site location, and Evacuation
Plan compared to the project. This alternative would include a traffic control plan during
construction and include Mountain Ridge Road improvement phasing so the roadway
would be open to through traffic during construction or alternative routes would be
provided. Thus, this Road Design Alternative would have less than significant impacts
related to emergency response and evacuation plans similar to the project.

Issue 4: Wildland Fires (Significant Mitigated Impact)

This Road Design Alternative would be exposed to the same existing fire risk as the
project, and would also include the same land uses, fire safety features, and fire service
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options as the project (see Chapter 1.0 and subchapter 2.7). The alternative would
include fire safe design features similar to the project, including project FMZs; ignition
resistant  building _materials;  protection of non-residential __ structures; fire
apparatus/secondary emergency access roads, and adequate water supply for fire
hydrants. The increase in this segment of Mountain Ridge Road would not alter wildland
fire risk or the ability to provide adequate protection from wildfires. As with the project,
this alternative would have a potentially significant impact (Impact HZ-1) related to brush
management that would be reduced to below a level of significance by mitigation
measure M-HZ-1 that requires a 100-foot brush management zone around structures or
equivalent fire protection.

Issue 5: Vectors (Less than Significant Impact)

The Mountain Ridge Road Design Alternative would include the same land uses as the
project, and would have the same potential to pose as a vector source. As discussed for
the project in subchapter 2.7.2, this alternative would include a Vector Management Plan
and BMPs as a part of project design. This would reduce the potential vector issues
associated with the WRF, hydromodification basins, and wetlands. Similar to the project,
the Mountain Ridge Road Design Alternative impacts related to vectors would be less
than significant.

Noise

As described further in the analysis below, the Mountain Ridge Road Design Alternative
noise impacts would be similar to the project. Traffic noise generated under this
alternative would be the same as the project, as this alternative would have the same
traffic__generation, traffic _distribution, and roadway centerlines as the project.
Construction _noise and vibration impacts of this alternative_would be similar to the
project as well. Stationary noise from this alternative would be the same as the project,
as the land uses would be the same. Thus, this alternative would have significant
noise/vibration impacts related to traffic, stationary, and construction noise sources
similar to the project. As with the project, all noise impacts would be mitigated with the
exception of cumulative traffic noise impacts.

Issue 1: Traffic Generated Noise (Significant and Unmitigated Impact)

The Mountain Ridge Road Design Alternative would have the same traffic conditions and
roadways as the project with the exception of a segment of Mountain Ridge Road.
Under this road design alternative, the nearest residence may experience a slightly
higher noise level due to the elevation changes associated with reducing the vertical
curve and increasing speed. None-the-less, the noise impact would be similar to the
project considering the amount of traffic generated by the project on this roadway would
be limited due to the proposed gates and the change in noise level would not likely be
perceptible (i.e., over 3 dB). The alternative would have the same traffic generated
noise impacts as the project, including exterior NSLU impacts (Impact N-1), interior
residential noise impacts (Impact N-2), off-site residences on Covey Lane and Lilac Hills
Ranch Road (Impact N-3). As with the project, these noise Impacts N-1 and N-2 would
be reduced to below a level of significance through mitigation measures M-N-1 and M-N-
2 that require noise analysis and associated attenuation measures to ensure compliance
with the County General Plan Noise Element and County interior noise standards.
However, Impact N-3 would potentially remain significant and unmitigated since
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providing a continuous noise barrier or other methods to reduce traffic noise may be
infeasible. Refer to subchapter 2.8.6.1 for additional information.

This alternative would also have the significant cumulative traffic noise impacts of the
project (cumulative traffic (Impacts N-17 and N-18). As with the project, these
cumulatively significant traffic noise impacts would remain significant and unmitigated
(see subchapter 2.8.6.4).

Issue 2: Stationary and Construction Noise (Significant Mitigated Impact)

Stationary

As the same land uses would be located in the same location as the project, stationary
noise impacts of the Mountain Ridge Road Design Alternative would be the same as the
project (see subchapter 2.8.6.2). This includes the potentially significant stationary noise
impacts associated with HVAC equipment (Impact N-4), non-emergency generators
(Impact N-5), parking lots (Impact N-6), loading docks (Impact N-7), dog park (Impact N-
8), WRF (Impact N-9), and RF (Impact N-10). As with the project, mitigation measures
M-N-3 to M-N-7 would reduce these stationary noise impacts to below a level of
significance. See subchapter 2.8.5.2 and 2.8.6.2 for additional details.

Construction

The construction noise of this road design alternative would be the same the project (see
subchapter 2.8.2.2), except for construction noise associated with Mountain Ridge Road
improvements. This includes direct noise Impacts N-11 to N-14, and cumulative noise
Impacts N-19 and N-20. As described for the project, mitigation measures M-N-8 to M-
N-11 would reduce these impacts to below a level of significance (see subchapters
2.8.6). Under this road design alternative, the nearest residence would be 10 feet from
the Mountain Ridge Road grading activities. While the noise levels may be an
annoyance to residences in the area, the noise levels would be below the County’'s
Noise Ordinance 75 dB(A) Le, limit. As stated in the project analysis, “average hourly
roadway construction noise levels would be approximately 75 dB(A) L.y, at the edge of
the roadways.” Thus, impacts to NSLU from widening Mountain Ridge Road, Easterly
Roundabout to Project Boundary, to standard would be less than significant, similar to

the project.

Issue 3: Vibration (Significant Mitigated Impact)

The vibration impacts of this alternative would be similar to the described for the project
(refer _to subchapter 2.8.6.2, Impacts N-15 and N-16). As discussed for the project,
vibration levels would exceed the County thresholds (0.004 inches per second RMS)
where grading occurs within 150 feet of a residence. As with the project, a residence is
located within 150 feet of the Mountain Ridge Road roadway improvement area. Both
the project and the alternative would potentially result in_potentially significant vibration
impacts to residences within 150 feet of grading. As with the project (see subchapter
2.8.6.3), significant vibration impacts N-15 and N-16 would be reduced to below a level
of significance through mitigation that requires a blasting and monitoring plan to ensure
compliance with County vibration requlations (M-N-11) and monitoring, and, if needed,
limitations on heavy equipment within 150 feet of residences to attenuate vibration to
acceptable levels (M-N-12).
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Less than Significant Impacts

Geology and Soils

The Mountain Ridge Road Design Alternative geology and soil-related impacts would be
the same as the project. As the site is the same under both the project and this
alternative, this Mountain Ridge Road Design Alternative underlying geology and soils
are_also the same and pose the same potential environmental impacts. The only
development footprint difference is the additional widening of Mountain Ridge Road, and
the geology and soils conditions in that area are the same as addressed for the project.
As with the project, this alternative would have less than significant impacts related to
seismic _hazards, soil erosion, soil stability, expansive soils, wastewater disposal
systems, and unigue geologic features (see subchapter 3.1.1).

Greenhouse Gases

The Mountain Ridge Road Design Alternative greenhouse gas impacts would be similar
to the project. While this alternative would slightly increase the GHG emissions relative
to the project due to additional roadway improvements, the percent reduction from 2020
emissions would be the same considering the inclusion of the same GHG-reducing
features and this alternative would be consistent with the County’'s performance
threshold. Thus, this alternative would have a less than significant impact related to
GHG emissions and conformance to applicable plans, policies or regulations (see
subchapter 3.1.2).

Hydrology and Water Quality

The Mountain Ridge Road Design Alternative hydrology and water quality impacts would
be similar to the project. The changes to roadway design would have a negligible effect
on_hydrology and water quality considering the general location of the project would
remain the same and both the project and this alternative would be required to comply
with plans, policies and requlations. As with the project, this alternative would have less
than _significant _impacts related to water quality standards, and requirements,
groundwater, erosion/siltation, flooding, dam inundation, seiche, tsunami, and mudflow
(see subchapter 3.1.3).

Land Use Planning

The land uses included in the Mountain Ridge Road Design Alternative would be the
same _as the project. Implementation of either the project or this alternative would
involve GPAs and Rezones that would be consistent with applicable land use plans as
detailed in subchapter 3.1.4. Thus, the land use impacts of this alternative would be
similar to the project, and would be less than significant.

Public Services

The Mountain Ridge Road Design Alternative public service impacts would be similar to
the project as the proposed land uses would be the same. As with the project, public
service impacts (school, law enforcement, fire protection, and library) of this alternative
would be less than significant (see subchapter 3.1.5).
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Recreation

The Mountain Ridge Road Design Alternative recreation impacts would be the same as
the project, as the land uses and site would be the same. Specifically, this alternative
would have less than significant impacts related to the deterioration of recreational
facilities, and the construction of new recreational facilities. See subchapter 3.1.6 for
additional information.

Utilities and Service Systems

The Mountain Ridge Road Design Alternative utilities and service systems impacts
would be the same as the project, as the land uses, site, and infrastructure
improvements would be the same. Specifically, this alternative would have less than
significant_impacts related to wastewater treatment, water and wastewater facilities,
stormwater facilities, and water supply. See subchapter 3.1.7 for additional information.

Energy Use and Conservation

The land uses included in the Road Design Alternative would result in the same
operational energy and water use, as well as the same vehicle trips, as the project. This
alternative would also include the same design measures, as detailed in Table 1-3, to
reduce energy use, water use, and vehicle trips. Therefore, this alternative would avoid
the inefficient, wasteful and unnecessary consumption of energy, and impacts would be
less than significant, like the project.

Conclusion

Impacts of the Mountain Ridge Road Design Alternative would result in additional
biological impacts, consisting of sensitive habitats and wetlands. This alternative would
meet all the main project objectives. As noted in the introduction, this alternative is
intended to disclose the impacts that would occur if the project road modification for
Mountain Ridge Road is not approved.

4.8.1.8 Road Design Alternative 8: Mountain Ridge Road at Circle R Road —
Taper

The project’s proposed road design for this road segment corresponds to Road
Exception Request #8, as submitted to the County.

The road design analyzed under this alternative is the construction of a taper on the
acute angle for right-turn movement from westbound Circle R Drive onto Mountain Ridge
Road as required per County standard (see Figure 4-13). The project’'s Exception
Request #8 would eliminate the required taper along westbound Circle R Drive, turning
onto _northbound Mountain Ridge. In lieu of providing a taper at the intersection of
Mountain Ridge Road and Circle R Drive, the project road design would add
approximately 8 feet of pavement along a short portion of the western side of Mountain
Ridge Road which would accommodate the turning moving of an SU-30 vehicle west-
bound on Circle R, turning north onto Mountain Ridge Road. This road design alternative
would construct the required taper to County standards, which involves acquiring 0.03
acre of additional right-of-way on an off-site parcel as well as the extension of an existing
culvert, and power pole relocation. It is noted that the County cannot condemn for a
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private road easement and this alternative may be infeasible. A total of 0.03 acre of
additional grading would be required, including 500 cy of cut and 500 cy of fill.

Comparison of the Effects of the Road Design Alternative to the Project

Visual Resources

In summary, this alternative would have the same visual impacts as the project except at
the Mountain Ridge Road/Circle R Drive intersection. The alternative road design for
this intersection would result in small area of the roadway being wider, but would not
alter the conclusions of the project’s visual resource analysis. As with the project, this
road design alternative would result in_significant unmitigated character and quality
impacts, and less than significant scenic vistas, scenic resources, light, glare, and plan
consistency impacts. Refer to the analysis below and subchapter 2.1, Aesthetics, for
additional information.

Issue 1: Scenic Vistas (Less Than Significant Impact)

No designated state scenic_highway or scenic vista is within _the project viewshed;
however, a segment of |-15 within the viewshed is identified as a County Scenic
Highway. Motorist on 1-15 do not have views of the Mountain Ridge Road/Circle R Drive
intersection _due to topography and distance. Thus, the Road Design Alternative
changes to Mountain Ridge Road are not visible from the 1-15. The visual impacts of
this alternative would be the same as the project (see subchapter 2.1.2.1). Therefore,
this alternative would result in less than significant impacts to scenic vistas, similar to the

project.

Issue 2: Scenic Resources (Less Than Significant Impact)

The scenic resource impacts of the Mountain Ridge Road at Circle R Drive Taper Road
Design Alternative would be similar to the project. This alternative would include an
additional impact area (0.03 acre), including 0.01 acre of native habitat. This additional
scenic resource impact would not increase the scenic resource impact described for the
project. As with the project, graded areas outside of the proposed pavement would
revegetated/landscaped so that visual impacts would not be detected from public
viewpoints or degrade visual quality. Overall, impacts to scenic resources (i.e.,
vegetation) would be the same as those described for the project in subchapter 2.1.2.2.
Therefore, this alternative would result in less than significant impacts to scenic
resources, similar to the project.

Issue 3: Visual Character or Quality (Significant and Unavoidable Impact)

This Road Design Alternative would have the same visual character as the project
except at the Mountain Ridge Road/Circle R Drive intersection. The small area of
widened roadway that would occur under this road design alternative would not alter the
visual character or quality of the area. Thus, this road design alternative would have the
same significant, unmitigated visual character and guality impacts as the project (Impact
V-1, V-2, V-3, and V-4; see subchapter 2.1.2.3).
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Issues 4 and 5: Light and Glare (Less Than Significant Impact)

This Road Design Alternative would include the Lilac Hills Ranch Specific Plan
requirements to_minimize new sources of substantial light and to conform to the San
Diego Light Pollution Code (Sections 59.108-59.110 51.201-51.209). The lighting at the
Mountain Ridge Road/Circle R Drive intersection, as well as all the other proposed
lighting would be the same as the project. Therefore, this alternative would result in the
same less than significant light and glare impacts as the project (see subchapter

2.1.2.4).

Issue 6: Consistency with Applicable Policies and Planning Documents (Less Than
Significant Impact)

Approval of this alternative would allow implementation of the land use plan as described
in_Chapter 1.0. All aspects of the development would be consistent with applicable
policies and planning documents related to visual resources as discussed in subchapter
2.1.2.6. Identical to the project, no consistency impact would result from the
implementation of this alternative.

Air Quality

In summary, the implementation of Mountain Ridge Road at Circle R Drive Taper Road
Design_Alternative would have air quality impacts similar to the project, which are
identified in subchapter 2.2. The additional grading (0.03 acre) required under Phase 5
of this alternative would negligibly increase construction emissions relative to the project
and construction emission impacts would still be reduced to below a level of significance
through the mitigation measures identified for the project. This alternative would have
less than significant impacts related to sensitive receptors and odors similar _to the
project. Refer to the analysis below and subchapter 2.2, Air Quality, for additional
information.

Issue 1: Conformance to Regional Air Quality Strategy (Significant and Unavoidable
Impact

As the land uses and densities would be the same as the project under this alternative,
the impacts associated with conformance to the RAQs would be the same. As
described for the project in subchapter 2.2.2.1, this alternative would include a General
Plan Amendment that would increase density beyond that currently allowed on the
project site. This would lead to an inconsistency with the RAQs assumptions and would
result in _direct Impact AQ-1 and cumulative impact (Impact AQ-5). Mitigation Measure
M-AQ-1, detailed in subchapter 2.2.5, requiresing the County provide a revised housing
forecast to SANDAG to ensure that any revisions to the population and employment
projects are considered. The provision of housing information would assist SANDAG in
revising the housing forecast; however, until the anticipated growth is included in the
emission estimates of the RAQS the direct and cumulative impacts (Impacts AQ-1 and
AQ-5) associated with this alternative would be significant and unavoidable identical to

the project.
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Issue 2: Conformance to Federal and State Ambient Air Quality Standards (Significant
and Unavoidable Impact)

This alternative would have the same air emissions as the project, except for the
additional construction emissions associated with Mountain Ridge Road/Circle R Drive
intersection improvements. While this alternative would result in additional grading and
construction associated with the intersection improvements, the air quality impact of this
alternative_would be the same as the project. The additional grading under this
alternative (500 cy of cut and 500 cy of fill) would represent a less than 1 percent
increase relative to the project grading (4.0 million cubic yards of cut and fill) and would
negligibly alter emissions. This alternative would implement project design features (see
Table 1-3) that reduce air emissions the same as the project. As with the project, this
alternative would have significant air quality impacts (Impact AQ-2) and would require
implementation of mitigation measures (M-AQ-2, M-AQ-3, and M-AQ-4; see subchapter
2.2.5) to reduce construction emissions to below a level of significance.

The Mountain Ridge Road at Circle R Drive Taper Road Design Alternative operational
impacts would be the same as the project operational impacts described in subchapter
2.2.2.2. Land uses and project features to reduce air emissions (see Table 1-3) under
either project would be the same. The road design changes not alter the number of trips
generated or stationary source emissions, and would have no impact on operational air
quality emissions. As such, the operational emissions generated by either would be
similar_and operational impacts (Impact AQ-3) and mitigation (M-AQ-6 and M-AQ-7)
would be the same the project (see subchapters 2.2.2.2 and 2.2.5).

Issue 3: Cumulatively Considerable Net Increase of Criteria Pollutants (Significant and
Unavoidable Impact)

This_alternative_would have the same air emissions as the project, except for the
additional construction emissions associated with Mountain Ridge Road/Circle R Drive
intersection_improvements. Construction of this Mountain Ridge Road/Circle R Drive
intersection improvement would occur in Phase 5 when all other phases are operational.
The addition of construction emissions to the operational emissions would result in a
negligible increase. All other phases (Phases 1-4) of this alternative would be the same
as the project, and would result in the same impacts (Impact AQ-4). As described in
subchapter 2.2.6 for the project, this design alterative would result in a significant and
unavoidable (Impact AQ-4) and a cumulatively considerable significant impact (Impact
AQ-6).

Issue 4: Impacts to Sensitive Receptors (Less than Significant Impact)

This Mountain Ridge Road at Circle R Drive Taper Road Design Alternative would result
in the same traffic volumes and distribution as the project. Thus, this alternative would
not result in a new CO or PM;, hot spot beyond any identified for the project. As with the
project, CO _and PM,o_hot spot impacts would be less than significant under _this
alternative (see subchapter 2.2.2.4).

Issue 5: Odor Impacts (Less than Significant Impact)

The Mountain Ridge Road at Circle R Drive Taper Road Design Alternative includes
options for the treatment of wastes as discussed in Chapter 1.0, including the
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construction of an on-site WRF. Approval of this alternative would allow implementation
of measures as detailed in subchapter 2.2.2.5. Specifically, the WRF would be designed
to reduce any potential odor impacts to the surrounding areas. These design measures
include odor control units using activated carbon towers, which would trap volatile
organic_compounds that are corrosive or _odorous. With the inclusion of the carbon
towers, this alternative would not result in a substantial increase in odor levels at nearby
sensitive receptors. Odor impacts would be less than significant, similar to the project.

Transportation/Traffic

In summary, the Mountain Ridge Road at Circle R Drive Taper Road Design Alternative
would have the same transportation/traffic impacts as the project. This includes direct
and cumulative circulation system impacts to roadway segments, intersections, and
freeways. Also similar to the project, the traffic hazard and public transit, bicycle and
pedestrian facility impacts of this Road Design Alternative would be less than significant.
The roadway design changes at Mountain Ridge Road/Circle R Drive overall
transportation/traffic impact conclusions identified for the project because the capacity of
this roadway would remain the same as analyzed for the project and no changes related
to trip generation or distribution would occur (see Appendix E). As with the project, this
alternative _design would not result in a significant safety issue. Refer to the analysis
below and subchapter 2.3, Transportation/Traffic, for additional information.

Issue 1: Circulation System Operations and Congestion Management (Significant and
Unavoidable Impact)

Construction

The Mountain Ridge Road at Circle R Drive Taper Road Design Alternative would
generate construction traffic similar to the project and would also include project traffic
control plan as a project feature (see subchapter 2.3.2.2). Mountain Ridge Road/Circle
R Drive intersection improvements would be phased in a manner so the roadway would
not be closed during construction. Similar to the project, construction-related traffic
impacts would be less than significant.

Project Trip Generation and Distribution

The individual phase trip generation and total trip generation for the Mountain Ridge
Road at Circle R Drive Taper Road Design Alternative would be the same as the project
(see Table 2.3-9). The distribution of traffic for this alternative would be the same as the
project considering the land uses and access would be identical. The phasing of this
alternative would also be the same as the project.

Existing Plus Roadway Design Alternative

As the roadway design would not alter capacity and the trip generation and distribution
would be the same, the Existing Plus Roadway Design Alternative traffic analysis would
be the same as the Existing Plus Project traffic analysis completed for the project in
subchapter 2.3.2.1. As with the project, this Roadway Design Alternative would result in
direct Impacts TR-1 to TR-9, and would implement Mitigation Measures M-TR-1 to M-
TR-5. As with the project (see subchapter 2.3.6.1), Impacts TR-1, TR-2, and TR-5 to
TR-9 would be mitigated to below a level of significance by these improvements that
increase capacity, while Impacts TR-3 and TR-4 would remain significant and
unmitigated since they are under the jurisdiction of Caltrans.
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Cumulative Impact Analysis

This road design alternative would result in the same cumulative traffic impacts as the
project (see subchapter 2.3.3.1), as it would not alter capacity, trip generation or trip
distribution. As with the project, the road design alternative would result in significant
cumulative Impacts TR-10 to TR-37.

To mitigate _cumulative impacts, this alternative would implement project mitigation
measures M-TR-2 to M-TR-9, which require various roadway improvements and
payment towards the TIF program (see subchapter 2.3.5). This would mitigate all
impacts to roadways and intersections except where facilities are under Caltrans
jurisdiction (Impacts TR-20, TR-21, and TR-30 to TR-37), and where mitigation is
infeasible (Impact TR-12 and TR-16) due to the mitigation not being proportional to
project impacts. Refer to subchapter 2.3.6 for additional information.

Issue 2: Transportation Hazard (Less than Significant Impact)

The potential transportation hazards of this alternative would be identical to the project
(see subchapter 2.3.2.3) with the exception of the Mountain Ridge Road/Circle R Drive
intersection. This alternative would add an 8-foot pavement area to the southbound
Mountain Ridge Road approach to Circle R Drive to provide adequate turning radius for
a SU-30 vehicle (e.g., cement truck, large rental truck, delivery truck). This additional
turn area would be an improvement to safety over the existing conditions and would not
cause a safety issue. Thus, this alternative would provide adequate ingress and egress
for residents as well as emergency access, safe pedestrian system, and conform to Goal
M-4 of the General Plan Mobility Element similar to the project. Therefore, as with the
project, impacts associated with transportation hazards would be less than significant.

Issue 3: Public Transit, Bicycle, and Pedestrian Facilities (Less than Significant Impact)

The public transit, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities of this alternative would be the same
as the project (see subchapter 2.3.2.4). As Mountain Ridge Road and Circle R Drive
currently have no sidewalks and would be retained as such under either the project or
this_alternative, no impact to public transportation or pedestrian facilities would occur
under either this alternative or the project. Both this Road Design Alternative and the
project would provide alternative transportation opportunities on-site_and would be
consistent _with County Mobility Element Goals 8 and 11 and associated policies.
Overall, neither the project nor this alternative would result in a negative effect to public
transit, bicyclists or pedestrians. Impacts associated with transit, bicycle and pedestrian
facilities would be less than significant, similar to the project.

Agricultural Resources

As described further in the analysis below, the Mountain Ridge Road at Circle R Drive
Taper Road Design Alternative agricultural resource impacts would be similar to the
project (subchapter 2.4). The Mountain Ridge Road/Circle R Drive intersection
improvements included in this alternative would affect additional orchards (0.01 acre),
but that area does not meet Prime Farmland or Farmland of Statewide Importance soil
quality requirements. As such, the acreage of this alternative’s significant agricultural
resource impact would be the same as identified for the project. As this alternative
would not change any proposed land uses, the potentially significant adjacency/land
uses conflicts between residential and agricultural uses would be the same as the
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project. Like the project, this alternative would have less than significant impacts related
to land use conflicts, and significant mitigated impacts related to direct conversion of
agricultural land and indirect conversion of agricultural uses due to agricultural
adjacency issues. Refer to the analysis below for additional information.

Issue 1: Direct Conversion of Agricultural Resources (Significant Mitigated Impact)

As with the project, this alternative would result in_a significant impact related to the
direct conversion of agricultural resources. The Mountain Ridge Road/Circle R Drive
intersection improvements included in this alternative would impact additional orchards
(0.01 acre), but the soils would not meet Prime Farmland or Farmland of Statewide
Importance. Thus, this alternative would have the same agricultural resource impact as
identified for the project (direct Impact AG-1 and cumulative Impact AG-16; see
subchapter 2.4.2.1). As with the project, M-AG-1 would mitigate the agricultural
resource impacts of this alternative to below a level of significance (see subchapter 2.4.5

and 2.4.6).

Issue 2: Land Use Conflicts (Less than Significant Impact)

The agricultural land use conflict analysis of the Mountain Ridge Road at Circle R Drive
Taper Road Design Alternative would be identical to that described for the project in
subchapter 2.4.2.2 considering all the proposed on-site land uses would be identical and
that roadways are considered compatible with agricultural uses. This alternative would
include the same land use plan and General Plan Amendments as discussed for the
project in Chapter 1.0. Under this alternative, approval of the General Plan Amendment
would allow agricultural uses to be allowed to continue within the project site. Approval
of this alternative would implement the Lilac Hills Ranch Specific Plan, which creates a
village compatible with the rural/agricultural nature of Valley Center. Therefore, impacts
related to the Specific Plan or required rezoning under this alternative would be less than
significant. As with the project, this alternative does not include and is not adjunct to
Williamson Act contracted lands or Agricultural Preserves. As with the project, impacts
would be less than significant.

Issue 3: Indirect Conversion of Agricultural Resources (Significant Mitigated Impact)

As with the project, this alternative would result in _potential conflicts with off-site
agricultural operations (see Figure 2.4-7) due to land use/agricultural interface issues
where residential development neighbors agricultural operations (Impacts AG-2 through
AG-15; see subchapter 2.4.2.3). The Mountain Ridge Road at Circle R Drive Taper
Road Design Alternative _would not result in_any additional indirect conversion of
agricultural uses over that identified for the project. While the Mountain Ridge
Road/Circle R Drive intersection is located adjacent to orchards, roads are considered
compatible with agricultural uses. As with the project, this alternative would implement
Mitigation Measures M-AG-2 through M-AG-5 (subchapter 2.4.5) that provide adequate
buffers and interim agricultural uses to reduce significant impacts at the agricultural
interface locations to below a level of significance.

Biological Resources

In summary, the Mountain Ridge Road at Circle R Drive Taper Road Design Alternative
biological resource impacts would be similar to the project, except it would have slightly
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greater _impact acreage for sensitive habitats (0.01 acre) and jurisdictional habitats
(0.004 acre). Like the project, this alternative would have significant impacts related to
special status species (raptors), riparian _habitat or sensitive natural community; and
jurisdictional waters and waterways that would be mitigated to below a level of
significance. The additional sensitive habitat impact would require additional mitigation.
This_alternative would have less than significant impacts related to wildlife_movement
and nursery sites; and local policies, ordinances, and adopted plans, similar to the

project.

Issue 1 and 2: Special Status Species, Riparian Habitat or Sensitive Natural Community
(Significant Mitigated Impact)

In_addition to the sensitive habitat impacts identified for the project (see subchapter
2.5.2.2, and Impact BIO-2), this alternative would result in an additional 0.01-acre of
sensitive_habitat impacts consisting of coast live oak woodland as a result of Mountain
Ridge Road/Circle R Drive intersection improvements (Impact RD-BIO-le; see
Table 4-5). Also, additional impacts to raptor foraging habitat (0.02 acre) would occur
under this alternative in addition to those identified for the project. The additional area
impacted by this alternative would not alter the severity of the raptor foraging impact
described for the project, as the project impact is 538.29 acres of raptor foraging and the
additional area impacted by this alternative would represent a less than 1 percent
increase in impact. Thus, this alternative would have a similar raptor foraging impact
(Impact BIO-1) as the project. All other sensitive habitat impacts of this Road Design
Alternative would be identical to those described for the project in subchapter 2.5.

As with the project, this alternative would result in indirect impacts to the preserved or
restored sensitive _habitat areas from increased human access, domestic _animals,
invasive plants, drainage, noise, and night time lighting. This alternative would include
the same project features to reduce these impacts, including buffers, limited building
zones, fencing, and signage. Likewise, this alternative would comply with lighting, water
quality/hydrology, and noise. Potential indirect impacts to sensitive habitat areas within
open space would be less than significant (see subchapter 2.5.2.2).

This alternative would implement mitigation M-BIO-1 through M-BIO-3 to reduce impacts
to sensitive habitat and raptor foraging, as detailed in subchapter 2.5.5. In addition, this
alternative_ would be required to implement the following to mitigate for the additional
sensitive habitat impacts (see Table 4-6):

M-RD-BIO-1e: Prior to issuance of a grading permit for the Mountain Ridge Road/Circle
R alternative road design improvements, the following shall be provided
either on-site within the open space easement; off-site within a draft
PAMA of the draft North County MSCP in Valley Center or _adjacent
communities; or through a mitigation bank, subject to the approval of the
County and appropriate wildlife agencies:

3. Impacts to 0.01 acre of coast live oak woodland shall be mitigated at a
3:1 ratio with 0.03 acre.

As with the project, this alternative project would require the development of a
Revegetation Plan (Mitigation Measure M-BIO-4) and a Resource Management Plan (M-
BIO-2) to manage the preserved areas. Ultimately, this alternative would mitigate for

4-142



4.0 Project Alternatives

impacts to special status species, riparian habitat and sensitive natural community as
the project (see subchapters 2.5.6.1 and 2.5.6.2).

Issue 3: Jurisdictional Waters and Waterways (Significant Mitigated Impact)

As with the project, the Mountain Ridge Road at Circle R Drive Taper Road Design
Alternative _would impact 4.22 acres of ACOE jurisdictional area 6.55 acres of
CDFW/RWQCRB jurisdictional area, and 2.23 acres of County wetlands located on-site
(see subchapter 2.5.2.3, Impact BIO-3). In addition, this alternative would impact 0.004
acre of ACOE/CDFW/RWQCB jurisdictional wetlands due to the larger Mountain Ridge
Road impact area (Impact RD-BIO-2b; see Table 4-7). No additional County RPO
wetland impacts would occur under_this alternative. Jurisdictional waters impacts
(Impact BIO-3) would be mitigated by M-BIO-3 and M-BIO-4, which include habitat
mitigation at ratios designed to result in no net loss of wetlands. The additional
jurisdictional wetland impacts that occur under this alternative would be mitigated by the
following (see Table 4-8):

M-RD-BIO-2b: Prior to the issuance of grading permits, ACOE/CDFW/RWQCB wetland
impacts _shall be mitigated at a ratio of 3:1, consisting of on-site
preservation, enhancement, and/or creation of wetlands. Mitigation of
wetlands shall include a 1:1 creation component (of the 3:1), to ensure no
net loss of wetlands.

1. ACOE/CDFW/RWQCB jurisdiction: Permanent impacts to 0.004 acre
of jurisdictional wetlands shall be mitigated at a 3:1 ratio with 0.012
acre of wetland enhancement/ preservation/ creation (1:1 creation

component).

Issue 4: Wildlife Movement and Nursery Sites (Less than Significant Impact)

Similar to the discussion in subchapter 2.5.2.4, this alternative would not impact regional
wildlife_corridor or linkage widths. Local wildlife corridors/linkages being preserved on-
site_ would be set back from the adjacent development by a wetland buffer and limited
building zones that would reduce the potential for any significant indirect impacts and
maintain the visual continuity of these local corridors. No additional wildlife movement or
nursery sites would be impacted by widening a small part of Mountain Ridge Road at the
Circle R Drive approach, as the roadway already exists and the additional widening
would not significant alter_existing wildlife_movement. The impact to localized wildlife
movement would be the same as the project, and less than significant.

Issues 5 and 6: Local Policies, Ordinances, Adopted Plans (Less than Significant
Impact

The analysis detailed in subchapter 2.5.2.5 would apply to this alternative. The Mountain
Ridge Road at Circle R Drive Taper Road Design Alternative would be required to obtain
all relevant permits, and mitigate impacts pursuant to appropriate ratios consistent with
the NCCP and County biological ordinances. As with the project, the Mountain Ridge
Road at Circle R Drive Taper Road Design Alternative would result in less than
significant impacts related to local policies, ordinances, and adopted plans pertaining to
biological resources.
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Cultural Resources

As described further in the analysis below, the Mountain Ridge Road at Circle R Drive
Taper Road Design Alternative cultural resource impacts would be similar to the project.
While the alternative Mountain Ridge Road/Circle R Drive intersection improvements
completed by this alternative would affect additional area (0.03 acre) where there is
potential for unknown subsurface cultural resources, the overall impact area acreage
would be similar to the project and, accordingly, the potential impact would be similar to
the project. Thus, this alternative would result in significant mitigated impacts related to
archeological sites; less than significant impacts to historical sites and human remains;
and no impact to County RPO cultural resources similar to the project.

Issue 1: Historical Sites (Less than Significant Impact)

As discussed in subchapter 2.6.2.1, there are no significant historical resources located
on the project site. The additional Mountain Ridge Road/Circle R Drive intersection
grading would not impact any existing structures. Thus, the Mountain Ridge Road at
Circle R Drive Taper Road Design Alternative would have a less than significant
historical resource impact, similar to the project.

Issue 2: Archeological Sites (Significant Mitigated Impact)

As the impact area of this alternative is the same as the project except for the Mountain
Ridge Road/Circle R Drive intersection area, the archeological site impacts would be the
same_as the project except for the additional Mountain Ridge Road/Circle R Drive
intersection improvement area. No known cultural resources exist within the Mountain
Ridge Road/Circle R Drive intersection improvement area, but 0.03 acre of impacted
area_would have a potential for unknown significant subsurface cultural resources
considering the known resources in the community.

As described for the project in subchapter 2.6.5.1, this alternative would potentially have
significant impacts to: one archeological site that is not protected in proposed dedicated
open space (Impact CR-1); unknown subsurface archeological resources within on and
off-site_areas (Impacts CR-2 and CR-4); and one off-site archeological site due to
Gopher Canyon Road improvements (Impact CR-3). The additional area of potential
impact to unknown subsurface cultural resources that would occur due to the additional
Mountain Ridge Road/Circle R Drive intersection improvements would not change the
impact relative to the project considering this change would represent less than 1
percent change to the overall impact area. Mitigation measures M-CR-1, M-CR-2, and
M-CR-3 identified for the project would also reduce the potential archeological site
impacts of this alternative to below a level of significance (see subchapter 2.6.5.1).

Issue 3: Human Remains (Less than Significant Impact)

As discussed in subchapter 2.6.2.3, there are no known human remains on the project
site_or_off-site_areas. Human remains are also not expected within the additional
Mountain Ridge Road/Circle R Drive intersection improvement area that is included in
this_alternative. If any accidental discovery of human_ remains occurs under this
alternative, the procedures identified in California Public Resources Code (Sec. 5097.98)
and State Health and Safety Code (Sec. 7050.5) shall be followed. Thus, the Mountain
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Ridge Road at Circle R Drive Taper Road Design Alternative would have a less than
significant historical resource impact, similar to the project.

Issue 4: County RPO (Less than Significant Impact)

As described for the project in subchapter 2.6.2.4, there is one cultural site (CA-SDI-
18362) within this alternative that meets RPO criteria. As with the project, this
alternative_would preserve that site within dedicated open space and no _impact to
County RPO cultural resources would occur. As no County RPO site exists within the
additional Mountain Ridge Road/Circle R Drive intersection improvement area included
in_this alternative, this Road Design Alternative would have the same less than
significant County RPO impact as the project.

Hazards/Hazardous Materials

As described further in the analysis below, the Mountain Ridge Road at Circle R Drive
Taper Road Design Alternative hazards/hazardous materials would result in_similar
impacts as the project. Hazardous substance handling, existing on-site contamination,
emergency response and evacuation plans, and vector impacts would be less than
significant_under _this alternative. Wildland fire _impacts of this alternative would be
significant but mitigated to below a level of significance identical to the project.

Issue 1: Hazardous Substance Handling (Less than Significant Impact)

The Mountain Ridge Road at Circle R Drive Taper Road Design Alternative would
include the same land uses as the project, and would have the same potential to
involving hazardous substance handling. As discussed for the project in subchapter
2.7.2, this alternative would be required to comply with local, state, and federal
regulations regarding the handling of hazardous materials, including CalARP. The
Mountain Ridge Road at Circle R Drive Taper Road Design Alternative impacts related
to_hazardous substance handling use would be less than significant, identical to the

project.

Issue 2: Existing On-site Contamination (Less than Significant Impact)

The Mountain Ridge Road at Circle R Drive Taper Road Design Alternative site and off-
site_areas would be the same as the project, and would include the same existing
contamination issues identified in subchapter 2.7.2. As with the project, this alternative
would result in less than significant impacts related to existing soil contamination due to
agricultural uses, existing ACMs/LBP in buildings, and existing septic_systems issues
considering the alternative would comply with applicable requlations.

Issue 3: Emergency Response and Evacuation Plans (Less than Significant Impact)

As described for the project in subchapter 2.7.2.3, the alternative would be consistent
with the following plans: Operational Area Emergency Plan and Multi-Jurisdictional
Hazard Mitigation Plan, San Diego County Nuclear Power Station Emergency Response
Plan, Oil Spill Contingency Element, Emergency Water Contingencies Annex and
Energy Shortage Response Plan, and Structure or Tower Greater than 100 feet. This
alternative includes the same land uses, height limits and site location, and Evacuation
Plan compared to the project. This alternative would include a traffic control plan during
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construction and include Mountain Ridge Road/Circle R Drive intersection improvement
phasing so the roadway would be open to through traffic during construction or
alternative routes would be provided. Thus, this Road Design Alternative would have
less than significant impacts related to emergency response and evacuation plans
similar to the project.

Issue 4: Wildland Fires (Significant Mitigated Impact)

This Road Design Alternative would be exposed to the same existing fire risk as the
project, and would also include the same land uses, fire safety features, and fire service
options as the project (see Chapter 1.0 and subchapter 2.7). The alternative would
include fire safe design features similar to the project, including project FMZs; ignition
resistant _ building _materials;  protection _of non-residential _ structures; fire
apparatus/secondary emergency access roads, and adequate water supply for fire
hydrants. The increase in the Mountain Ridge Road/Circle R Drive intersection would
not alter wildland fire risk or the ability to provide adequate protection from wildfires. As
with the project, this alternative would have a potentially significant impact (Impact HZ-1)
related to brush management that would be reduced to below a level of significance by
mitigation measure M-HZ-1 that requires a 100-foot brush management zone around
structures or equivalent fire protection.

Issue 5: Vectors (Less than Significant Impact)

The Mountain Ridge Road at Circle R Drive Taper Road Design Alternative would
include the same land uses as the project, and would have the same potential to pose
as a vector source. As discussed for the project in subchapter 2.7.2, this alternative
would include a Vector Management Plan and BMPs as a part of project design. This
would reduce the potential vector issues associated with the WRF, hydromodification
basins, and wetlands. Similar to the project, the Mountain Ridge Road at Circle R Drive
Taper Road Design Alternative impacts related to vectors would be less than significant.

Noise

In summary, the Mountain Ridge Road at Circle R Drive Taper Road Design Alternative
noise impacts would be similar to the project. Traffic noise generated under this
alternative would be the same as the project, as this alternative would have the same
traffic _generation, traffic distribution, and roadway centerlines as the project.
Construction _noise and vibration impacts of this alternative would be similar to the
project as well. Stationary noise from this alternative would be the same as the project,
as the land uses would be the same. Thus, this alternative would have significant
noisel/vibration impacts related to traffic, stationary, and construction noise sources
similar to the project. As with the project, all noise impacts would be mitigated with the
exception of cumulative traffic noise impacts.

Issue 1: Traffic Generated Noise (Significant and Unmitigated Impact)

The Mountain Ridge Road at Circle R Drive Taper Road Design Alternative would have
the same traffic_conditions and roadways as the project with the exception of the
Mountain Ridge Road/Circle R Drive intersection. Under this road design alternative, the
nearest residence to the northeast of the intersection would experience a similar noise
level as would occur under the project since the centerline and traffic volumes on this
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roadway would be the same. The alternative would have the same traffic generated
noise impacts as the project, including exterior NSLU impacts (Impact N-1), interior
residential noise impacts (Impact N-2), off-site residences on Covey Lane and Lilac Hills
Ranch Road (Impacts N-3). As with the project, these noise Impacts N-1 and N-2 would
be reduced to below a level of significance through mitigation measures M-N-1 and M-N-
2 that require noise analysis and associated attenuation measures to ensure compliance
with the County General Plan Noise Element and County interior noise standards.
However, Impact N-3 would potentially remain significant and unmitigated since
providing a continuous noise barrier or other methods to reduce traffic noise may be
infeasible. Refer to subchapter 2.8.6.1 for additional information.

This_alternative would also have the significant cumulative traffic noise impacts of the
project (cumulative traffic_(Impacts N-17 and N-18). As with the project, these
cumulatively significant traffic noise impacts would remain significant and unmitigated
(see subchapter 2.8.6.4).

Issue 2: Stationary and Construction Noise (Significant Mitigated Impact)

Stationary

As the same land uses would be located in the same location as the project, stationary
noise impacts of the Mountain Ridge Road at Circle R Drive Taper Road Design
Alternative would be the same as the project (see subchapter 2.8.6.2). This includes the
potentially significant stationary noise impacts associated with HVYAC equipment (Impact
N-4), non-emergency generators (Impact N-5), parking lots (Impact N-6), loading docks
(Impact N-7), dog park (Impact N-8), WRF (Impact N-9), and RF (Impact N-10). As with
the project, mitigation measures M-N-3 to M-N-7 would reduce these stationary noise
impacts to below a level of significance. See subchapter 2.8.5.2 and 2.8.6.2 for
additional details.

Construction

The construction noise of this road design alternative would be the same the project (see
subchapter 2.8.2.2), except for construction noise associated with Mountain Ridge
Road/Circle R Drive intersection improvements. This includes direct noise Impacts N-11
to N-14, and cumulative noise Impacts N-19 and N-20. As described for the project,
mitigation measures M-N-8 to M-N-11 would reduce these impacts to below a level of
significance (see subchapters 2.8.6). Under this road design alternative, the nearest
residence would be 5 feet from the Mountain Ridge Road/Circle R Drive intersection
grading activities. While the noise levels may be an annoyance to residences in the
area, the noise levels would be below the County’s Noise Ordinance 75 dB(A) Leg limit.
As stated in the project analysis, “average hourly roadway construction noise levels
would be approximately 75 dB(A) L., at the edge of the roadways.” Thus, impacts to
NSLU from widening the Mountain Ridge Road/Circle R Drive intersection, Easterly
Roundabout to Project Boundary, to standard would be less than significant, similar to

the project.

Issue 3: Vibration (Significant Mitigated Impact)

The vibration impacts of this alternative would be similar to the described for the project
(refer to subchapter 2.8.6.2, Impacts N-15 and N-16). As discussed for the project,
vibration levels would exceed the County thresholds (0.004 inches per second RMS)
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where grading occurs within 150 feet of a residence. As with the project, a residence is
located within 150 feet of the Mountain Ridge Road/Circle R Drive intersection
improvement area. Both the project and the alternative would potentially result in
potentially significant vibration impacts to residences within 150 feet of grading. As with
the project (see subchapter 2.8.6.3), significant vibration impacts N-15 and N-16 would
be reduced to below a level of significance through mitigation that requires a blasting
and _monitoring plan to ensure compliance with County vibration regulations (M-N-11)
and _monitoring, and, if needed, limitations on heavy equipment within 150 feet of
residences to attenuate vibration to acceptable levels (M-N-12).

Less than Significant Impacts

Geology and Soils

The Mountain Ridge Road at Circle R Drive Taper Road Design Alternative geology and
soil-related impacts would be the same as the project. As the site is the same under
both the project and this alternative, this Mountain Ridge Road at Circle R Drive Taper
Road Design Alternative underlying geology and soils are also the same and pose the
same potential environmental impacts. The only development footprint difference is the
additional widening of the Mountain Ridge Road/Circle R Drive intersection, and the
geology and soils conditions in that area are the same as addressed for the project. As
with the project, this alternative would have less than significant impacts related to
seismic _hazards, soil erosion, soil stability, expansive soils, wastewater disposal
systems, and unigue geologic features (see subchapter 3.1.1).

Greenhouse Gases

The Mountain Ridge Road at Circle R Drive Taper Road Design Alternative greenhouse
gas impacts would be similar to the project. While this alternative would slightly increase
the GHG emissions relative to the project due to additional roadway improvements, the
percent reduction from 2020 emissions would be the same considering the inclusion of
the same GHG-reducing features and this alternative would be consistent with the
County’s performance threshold. Thus, this alternative would have a less than
significant_impact related to GHG emissions and conformance to applicable plans,
policies or regulations (see subchapter 3.1.2).

Hydrology and Water Quality

The Mountain Ridge Road at Circle R Drive Taper Road Design Alternative hydrology
and water quality impacts would be similar to the project. The changes to roadway
design would have a negligible effect on hydrology and water quality considering the
general location of the project would remain the same and both the project and this
alternative would be required to comply with plans, policies and requlations. As with the
project, this alternative would have less than significant impacts related to water quality
standards, and requirements, groundwater, erosion/siltation, flooding, dam inundation,
seiche, tsunami, and mudflow (see subchapter 3.1.3).

Land Use Planning

The land uses included in the Mountain Ridge Road at Circle R Drive Taper Road
Design Alternative would be the same as the project. Implementation of either the
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project or this alternative would involve GPAs and Rezones that would be consistent
with applicable land use plans as detailed in subchapter 3.1.4. Thus, the land use
impacts of this alternative would be similar to the project, and would be less than

significant.

Public Services

The Mountain Ridge Road at Circle R Drive Taper Road Design Alternative public
service impacts would be similar to the project as the proposed land uses would be the
same. As with the project, public service impacts (school, law enforcement, fire
protection, and library) of this alternative would be less than significant (see subchapter

3.1.5).

Recreation

The Mountain Ridge Road at Circle R Drive Taper Road Design Alternative recreation
impacts would be the same as the project, as the land uses and site would be the same.
Specifically, this alternative would have less than significant impacts related to the
deterioration of recreational facilities, and the construction of new recreational facilities.
See subchapter 3.1.6 for additional information.

Utilities and Service Systems

The Mountain Ridge Road at Circle R Drive Taper Road Design Alternative utilities and
service systems impacts would be the same as the project, as the land uses, site, and
infrastructure improvements would be the same. Specifically, this alternative would have
less than significant impacts related to wastewater treatment, water and wastewater
facilities, stormwater facilities, and water supply. See subchapter 3.1.7 for additional
information.

Energy Use and Conservation

The land uses included in the Road Design Alternative would result in the same
operational energy and water use, as well as the same vehicle trips, as the project. This
alternative would also include the same design measures, as detailed in Table 1-3, to
reduce energy use, water use, and vehicle trips. Therefore, this alternative would avoid
the inefficient, wasteful and unnecessary consumption of energy, and impacts would be
less than significant, like the project.

Conclusion

Impacts of the Mountain Ridge Road at Circle R Drive Taper Road Design Alternative
would result in_additional biological impacts, including sensitive habitats and wetlands.
This alternative would meet all the main project objectives. As noted in the introduction,
this alternative is intended to disclose the impacts that would occur if the project road
modification for Mountain Ridge Road/Circle R Drive intersection is not approved.

4.8.1.9 Road Design Alternative 9: Street “C” (On-site)

The project’s proposed road design for this road segment corresponds to Road
Exception Request #9, as submitted to the County.
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The road design analyzed under this alternative is the construction of a new roadway,
Street “C” (approximately 500 feet in length), identified on the Implementing Tentative
Map as a 24 foot wide paved private road within a 28 foot right-of-way with a design
speed of 30 mph (see Figure 4-14) (compared to Exception Request #9 which would
reduce the design speed from 30 mph to 20 mph along a short, 500 foot long segment to
be more conducive to pedestrian and bike use which, is a goal of the project).

Comparison of the Effects of the Road Design Alternative to the Project

Visual Resources

In summary, this alternative would have the same visual impacts as the project except at
Street “C".  The alternative road design for this intersection would result in_a flatter
roadway with additional manufactured slope area, but would not alter the conclusions of
the project’s visual resource analysis. As with the project, this road design alternative
would result in_significant _unmitigated character and quality impacts, and less than
significant_scenic vistas, scenic resources, light, glare, and plan consistency impacts.
Refer to the analysis below and subchapter 2.1, Aesthetics, for additional information.

Issue 1: Scenic Vistas (Less Than Significant Impact)

No designated state scenic_highway or scenic vista is within _the project viewshed;
however, a segment of [-15 within the viewshed is identified as a County Scenic
Highway. Motorist on 1-15 would not have views of Street “C" due to topography and
distance. Thus, the Road Design Alternative changes to Street “C” are not visible from
the 1-15. The visual impacts of this alternative would be the same as the project (see
subchapter 2.1.2.1). Therefore, this alternative would result in less than significant
impacts to scenic vistas, similar to the project.

Issue 2: Scenic Resources (Less Than Significant Impact)

The scenic resource impacts of the Street “C” Road Design Alternative would be similar
to the project. This alternative would include an additional impact area that includes
native habitat. This additional impact would not increase the severity of the scenic
resource impact described for the project. As with the project, graded areas outside of
the proposed pavement would revegetated/landscaped so that visual impacts would not
be detected from public viewpoints or degrade visual quality. Overall, impacts to scenic
resources (i.e., vegetation) would be the same as those described for the project in
subchapter 2.1.2.2. Therefore, this alternative would result in less than significant
impacts to scenic resources, similar to the project.

Issue 3: Visual Character or Quality (Significant and Unavoidable Impact)

This Road Design Alternative would have identical visual character as the project except
at the 500-foot segment of Street “C". The additional grading, including manufactured
slopes and flattening of the topography, at Street “C” would result in_a slightly more
urbanized feel than the project. Considering the overall character and guality with the
proposed land uses in conjunction with infrastructure improvements, the road design
alternative_and project would result in_a similar_significant visual character and quality
impact. As with the project (subchapter 2.1.2.3), this alternative would affect visual
character/quality as viewed from West Lilac Road (Impact V-1), as viewed from
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surrounding residences (Impact V-2), and as viewed on a cumulative level within the
entire viewshed (Impact V-4). Construction phase temporary impacts to visual character
and quality would also be significant (Impact V-3). As with the project, these visual
impacts would remain significant and unmitigated under this alternative (see subchapter

2.1.2.3).

Issues 4 and 5: Light and Glare (Less Than Significant Impact)

This Road Design Alternative _would include the Lilac Hills Ranch Specific Plan
requirements to minimize new sources of substantial light and to conform to the San
Diego Light Pollution Code (Sections 59.108-59.110 51.201-51.209). The lighting at the
segment of Street “C”, as well as all the other proposed lighting would be the same as
the project. Therefore, this alternative would result in the same less than significant light
and glare impacts as the project (see subchapter 2.1.2.4).

Issue 6: Consistency with Applicable Policies and Planning Documents (Less Than
Significant Impact)

Approval of this alternative would allow implementation of the land use plan as described
in_Chapter 1.0. All aspects of the development would be consistent with applicable
policies and planning documents related to visual resources as discussed in subchapter
2.1.2.6. Identical to the project, no consistency impact would result from the
implementation of this alternative.

Air Quality

In summary, the implementation of Street “C” Road Design Alternative would have air
quality impacts similar to the project, which are identified in subchapter 2.2. The
additional grading required for this alternative would slightly increase construction
emissions relative to the project, but the increase would be negligible and would be
reduced to below a level of significance through the mitigation measures identified for
the project. This alternative would have less than significant impacts related to sensitive
receptors and odors similar to the project. Refer to the analysis below and subchapter
2.2, Air Quality, for additional information.

Issue 1: Conformance to Regional Air Quality Strategy (Significant and Unavoidable
Impact

As the land uses and densities would be the same as the project under this alternative,
the impacts associated with conformance to the RAQs would be the same. As
described for the project in subchapter 2.2.2.1, this alternative would include a General
Plan Amendment that would increase density beyond that currently allowed on the
project site. This would lead to an inconsistency with the RAQs assumptions and would
result in direct Impact AQ-1 and cumulative impact (Impact AQ-5). Mitigation Measure
M-AQ-1, detailed in subchapter 2.2.5, requires the County provide a revised housing
forecast to SANDAG to ensure that any revisions to the population and employment
projects are considered. The provision of housing information would assist SANDAG in
revising the housing forecast; however, until the anticipated growth is included in the
emission estimates of the RAQS the direct and cumulative impacts (Impacts AQ-1 and
AQ-5) associated with this alternative would be significant and unavoidable identical to

the project.
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Issue 2: Conformance to Federal and State Ambient Air Quality Standards (Significant
and Unavoidable Impact)

This alternative would have the same air emissions as the project, except for the
additional construction emissions associated with Street “C” improvements. While this
alternative_would result in _additional grading and construction associated with the
roadway improvements necessary to meet County standards, the air quality impact of
this_alternative would be the same as the project. The additional grading under this
alternative is expected to be less than a 1 percent increase relative to the project grading
(4.0 _million cubic yards of cut and fil) and would minimally alter emissions. This
alternative_would implement project design features (see Table 1-3) that reduce air
emissions the same as the project. As with the project, this alternative would have
significant_air_quality impacts (Impact AQ-2) and would require implementation of
mitigation measures (M-AQ-2, M-AQ-3, and M-AQ-4; see subchapter 2.2.5) to reduce
construction emissions to below a level of significance.

The Street “C” Road Design Alternative operational impacts would be the same as the
project operational impacts described in _subchapter 2.2.2.2. Land uses and project
features to reduce air emissions (see Table 1-3) under either project would be the same.
The road design changes not alter the number of trips generated or stationary source
emissions, and would have no impact on operational air quality emissions. As such, the
operational emissions _generated by either would be similar_and operational impacts
(Impact AQ-3) and mitigation (M-AQ-6 and M-AQ-7) would be the same as the project
(see subchapters 2.2.2.2 and 2.2.5).

Issue 3: Cumulatively Considerable Net Increase of Criteria Pollutants (Significant and
Unavoidable Impact)

This_alternative_would have the same air emissions as the project, except for the
additional construction _emissions _associated with the segment of Street “C”
improvements. Construction of this Street “C” improvement would occur in Phase 1
when no other phases are operational. The addition of construction emissions to the
operational emissions would therefore not combine with operations of other phases.
This alternative would have the same impacts as identified for the project, including
Impacts AQ-4 and AQ-6 (see subchapter 2.2.6).

Issue 4: Impacts to Sensitive Receptors (Less than Significant Impact)

This Street “C” Road Design Alternative would result in the same traffic volumes and
distribution as the project. Thus, this alternative would not result in a new CO or PMyg
hot spot beyond any identified for the project. As with the project, CO and PM;o_hot spot
impacts would be less than significant under this alternative (see subchapter 2.2.2.4).

Issue 5: Odor Impacts (Less than Significant Impact)

The Street “C” Road Design Alternative includes options for the treatment of wastes as
discussed in Chapter 1.0, including the construction of an on-site WRF. Approval of this
alternative would allow implementation of measures as detailed in subchapter 2.2.2.5.
Specifically, the WRF would be designed to reduce any potential odor impacts to the
surrounding areas. These design measures include odor control units using activated
carbon towers, which would trap volatile organic _compounds that are corrosive or
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odorous. With the inclusion of the carbon towers, this alternative would not result in a
substantial increase in odor levels at nearby sensitive receptors. Odor impacts would be
less than significant, similar to the project.

Transportation/Traffic

In _summary, the Street “C” Road Design Alternative would have the same
transportation/traffic_impacts as the project. This includes direct and cumulative
circulation _system impacts to roadway segments, intersections, and freeways. Also
similar to the project, the traffic hazard and public transit, bicycle and pedestrian facility
impacts of this Road Design Alternative would be less than significant. The roadway
design changes at Street “C” would not alter the overall transportation/traffic_impact
conclusions identified for the project because the capacity of this roadway would remain
the same as analyzed for the project and no changes related to trip generation or
distribution would occur (see Appendix E). As with the project, this alternative design
would not result in a significant safety issue. Refer to the analysis below and subchapter
2.3, Transportation/Traffic, for additional information.

Issue 1: Circulation System Operations and Congestion Management (Significant and
Unavoidable Impact)

Construction

The Street “C” Road Design Alternative would generate construction traffic similar to the
project and would also include project traffic control plan as a project feature (see
subchapter 2.3.2.2). Similar to the project, construction-related traffic impacts would be
less than significant.

Project Trip Generation and Distribution

The individual phase trip_generation and total trip _generation for the Street “C” Road
Design Alternative would be the same as the project (see Table 2.3-9). The distribution
of traffic for this alternative would be the same as the project considering the land uses
and access would be identical. The phasing of this alternative would also be the same

as the project.

Existing Plus Roadway Design Alternative

As the roadway design would not alter capacity and the trip generation and distribution
would be the same, the Existing Plus Roadway Design Alternative traffic analysis would
be the same as the Existing Plus Project traffic analysis completed for the project in
subchapter 2.3.2.1. As with the project, this Roadway Design Alternative would result in
direct Impacts TR-1 to TR-9, and would implement Mitigation Measures M-TR-1 to M-
TR-5. As with the project (see subchapter 2.3.6.1), Impacts TR-1, TR-2, and TR-5 to
TR-9 would be mitigated to below a level of significance by these improvements that
increase capacity, while Impacts TR-3 and TR-4 would remain _significant and
unmitigated since they are under the jurisdiction of Caltrans.

Cumulative Impact Analysis

This road design alternative would result in the same cumulative traffic impacts as the
project (see subchapter 2.3.3.1), as it would not alter capacity, trip_generation or trip
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distribution. As with the project, the road design alternative would result in_significant
cumulative Impacts TR-10 to TR-37.

To mitigate _cumulative impacts, this alternative would implement project mitigation
measures M-TR-2 to M-TR-9, which require various roadway improvements and
payment towards the TIF program (see subchapter 2.3.5). This would mitigate all
impacts _to roadways and intersections except where facilities are under Caltrans
jurisdiction (Impacts TR-20, TR-21, and TR-30 to TR-37), and where mitigation is
infeasible (Impact TR-12 and TR-16) due to the mitigation not being proportional to
project impacts. Refer to subchapter 2.3.6 for additional information.

Issue 2: Transportation Hazard (Less than Significant Impact)

The potential transportation hazards of this alternative would be identical to the project
(see subchapter 2.3.2.3) with the exception of the segment of Street “C". The project
would include a reduced speed on this roadway due to the short length of the segment
and to avoid impacts to wetlands. To safely accommodate the increase in speed under
this_alternative, this alternative includes additional flattening of the roadway. With the
inclusion of these vertical curve design features, this alternative roadway design would
provide adequate ingress and egress for residents as well as emergency access, safe
pedestrian_system, and conform to Goal M-4 of the General Plan Mobility Element.
Therefore, as with the project, impacts associated with transportation hazards would be
less than significant.

Issue 3: Public Transit, Bicycle, and Pedestrian Facilities (Less than Significant Impact)

The public transit, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities of this alternative would be the same
as the project (see subchapter 2.3.2.4), with the exception of the segment of Street “C”
that would be improved a 30 mph design speed. This change would not alter the transit,
bicycle or pedestrian features along the roadway. Both this Road Design Alternative and
the project would provide alternative transportation opportunities on-site_ and would be
consistent with County Mobility Element Goals 8 and 11 and associated policies.
Overall, neither the project nor this alternative would result in a negative effect to public
transit, bicyclists or pedestrians. Impacts associated with transit, bicycle and pedestrian
facilities would be less than significant, similar to the project.

Agricultural Resources

As described further in the analysis below, the Street “C” Road Design Alternative
agricultural resource impacts would be similar to the project (subchapter 2.4). The
segment of Street “C” improvements included in this alternative would affect additional
area, but that area contains native habitat and agricultural uses are restricted. As such,
the acreage of this alternative’s significant agricultural resource impact would be the
same as identified for the project. As this alternative would not change any proposed
land uses, the potentially significant adjacency/land uses conflicts between residential
and agricultural uses would be the same as the project. Like the project, this alternative
would have less than significant impacts related to land use conflicts, and significant
mitigated impacts related to direct conversion of agricultural land and indirect conversion
of agricultural uses due to agricultural adjacency issues. Refer to the analysis below for
additional information.
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Issue 1: Direct Conversion of Agricultural Resources (Significant Mitigated Impact)

As with the project, this alternative would result in a significant impact related to the
direct conversion of agricultural resources. The Street “C” improvements included in this
alternative would impact additional area that may include soils that meet Prime Farmland
or Farmland of Statewide Importance, but use of that area for agriculture is restricted
due to biological resources present. Thus, no additional agricultural resources would be
impacted by this alternative _and this alternative would have the same agricultural
resource impact as identified for the project (direct Impact AG-1 and cumulative Impact
AG-16; see subchapter 2.4.2.1). As with the project, M-AG-1 would mitigate the
agricultural resource impacts of this alternative to below a level of significance (see
subchapter 2.4.5 and 2.4.6).

Issue 2: Land Use Conflicts (Less than Significant Impact)

The agricultural land use conflict analysis of the Street “C" Road Design Alternative
would be identical to that described for the project in subchapter 2.4.2.2 considering all
the proposed on-site land uses would be identical and that roadways are considered
compatible with agricultural uses. This alternative would include the same land use plan
and General Plan Amendments as discussed for the project in Chapter 1.0. Under this
alternative, approval of the General Plan Amendment would allow agricultural uses to be
allowed to continue within the project site. Approval of this alternative would implement
the Lilac Hills Ranch Specific Plan, which creates a village compatible with the
rural/agricultural nature of Valley Center. Therefore, impacts related to the Specific Plan
or required rezoning under this alternative would be less than significant. As with the
project, this alternative does not include and is not adjunct to Williamson Act contracted
lands or Agricultural Preserves. As with the project, impacts would be less than

significant.

Issue 3: Indirect Conversion of Agricultural Resources (Significant Mitigated Impact)

As with the project, this alternative would result in_potential conflicts with off-site
agricultural operations (see Figure 2.4-7) due to land use/agricultural interface issues
where residential development neighbors agricultural operations (Impacts AG-2 through
AG-15; see subchapter 2.4.2.3). The Street “C” Road Design Alternative would not result
in_any additional indirect conversion of agricultural uses over that identified for the
project. While the segment of Street “C” is located adjacent to existing agricultural area,
roads are considered compatible with agricultural uses and most of the existing
agriculture would be removed by the alternative. As with the project, this alternative
would implement Mitigation Measures M-AG-2 through M-AG-5 (subchapter 2.4.5) that
provide adequate buffers and interim agricultural uses to reduce significant impacts at
the agricultural interface locations to below a level of significance.

Biological Resources

In summary, the Street “C” Road Design Alternative biological resource impacts would
be similar to the project, except it would have greater impact acreages for sensitive and
jurisdictional habitat (acreage unknown). Like the project, this alternative would have
significant impacts related to special status species (raptors), riparian habitat or sensitive
natural community; and jurisdictional waters and waterways that would be mitigated to
below a level of significance. The additional sensitive habitat impact would require
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additional mitigation. This alternative would have less than significant impacts related to
wildlife movement and nursery sites; and local policies, ordinances, and adopted plans,
similar to the project.

Issue 1 and 2: Special Status Species, Riparian Habitat or Sensitive Natural Community
(Significant Mitigated Impact)

In_addition to the sensitive habitat impacts identified for the project (see subchapter
2.5.2.2, and Impact BIO-2), this alternative would result in additional sensitive riparian
habitat impacts as a result of the Street “C” improvements (Impact RD-BIO-1f). Also, that
additional impact area is considered raptor foraging habitat. The additional area
impacted by this alternative would not alter the severity of the raptor foraging impact
described for the project, as the project impact is 538.29 acres of raptor foraging and the
additional area impacted by this alternative would represent a less than 1 percent
increase in impact. Thus, this alternative would have a similar raptor foraging impact
(Impact BIO-1) as the project. All other sensitive habitat impacts of this Road Design
Alternative would be identical to those described for the project in subchapter 2.5.

As with the project, this alternative would result in indirect impacts to the preserved or
restored sensitive _habitat areas from increased human access, domestic _animals,
invasive plants, drainage, noise, and night time lighting. This alternative would include
the same project features to reduce these impacts, including buffers, limited building
zones, fencing, and signage. Likewise, this alternative would comply with lighting, water
quality/hydrology, and noise. Potential indirect impacts to sensitive habitat areas within
open space would be less than significant (see subchapter 2.5.2.2).

This alternative would implement mitigation M-BIO-1 through M-BIO-3 to reduce impacts
to sensitive habitat and raptor foraging, as detailed in subchapter 2.5.5. In addition, this
alternative_would be required to implement the following to mitigate for the additional
sensitive habitat impacts:

M-RD-BIO-1f: Prior to issuance of a grading permit for the construction of Street “C” to
the County's roadway standards, mitigation shall be provided for sensitive
impacts at the same ratios identified for the project (see M-BIO-1) either
on-site within the open space easement; off-site within a draft PAMA of
the draft North County MSCP in Valley Center or adjacent communities;
or through a mitigation bank, subject to the approval of the County and
appropriate wildlife agencies.

As with the project, this alternative project would require the development of a
Revegetation Plan (Mitigation Measure M-BIO-4) and a Resource Management Plan (M-
BlIO-2) to manage the preserved areas. Ultimately, this alternative would mitigate for
impacts to special status species, riparian_habitat and sensitive natural community as
the project (see subchapters 2.5.6.1 and 2.5.6.2).

Issue 3: Jurisdictional Waters and Waterways (Significant Mitigated Impact)

As with the project, the Street “C” Road Design Alternative would impact 4.22 acres of
ACOE jurisdictional area 6.55 acres of ACOE/CDFW/RWOQCB jurisdictional area, and
2.23 acres of County wetlands located on-site (see subchapter 2.5.2.3, Impact BIO-3).
In_addition, this alternative would impact additional jurisdictional wetlands due to the
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additional grading required to meet County roadway design standards (Impact RD-BIO-
2c¢). Jurisdictional waters impacts (Impact BIO-3) would be mitigated by M-BIO-3 and M-
BIO-4, which include habitat mitigation at ratios designed to result in no net loss of
wetlands. The additional jurisdictional wetland impacts that occur under this alternative
would be mitigated by the following:

M-RD-BIO-2c:Prior to the issuance of grading permits for constructing Street “C” to
County’s roadway standards, additional wetland impacts shall be
mitigated at a ratio of 3:1, consisting of on-site preservation,
enhancement, and/or creation of wetlands. Mitigation of wetlands shall
include a 1:1 creation component (of the 3:1), to ensure no net loss of
wetlands. Any non-wetland jurisdictional impacts shall be mitigated at a
1:1 ratio with preservation, enhancement, and/or creation of habitat of
equivalent biological value.

Issue 4: Wildlife Movement and Nursery Sites (Less than Significant Impact)

Similar to the discussion in subchapter 2.5.2.4, this alternative would not impact regional
wildlife_corridor or linkage widths. Local wildlife corridors/linkages being preserved on-
site_ would be set back from the adjacent development by a wetland buffer and limited
building zones that would reduce the potential for any significant indirect impacts and
maintain _the visual continuity of these local corridors. The additional Street “C”
improvements may reduce those buffers; however, it is anticipated that the alternative
could be designed to retain adequate riparian corridor width to allow for local wildlife
movement. The impact to localized wildlife movement would be the same as the project,
and less than significant.

Issues 5 and 6: Local Policies, Ordinances, Adopted Plans (Less than Significant
Impact

The analysis detailed in subchapter 2.5.2.5 would apply to this alternative. The Street
“C” Road Design Alternative would be required to obtain all relevant permits, and
mitigate impacts pursuant to appropriate ratios consistent with the NCCP and County
biological ordinances. As with the project, the Street “C” Road Design Alternative would
result in less than significant impacts related to local policies, ordinances, and adopted
plans pertaining to biological resources.

Cultural Resources

As described further in the analysis below, the Street “C” Road Design Alternative
cultural resource impacts would be similar to the project. While the Street “C”
improvements completed by this alternative would affect additional area where there is
potential for unknown subsurface cultural resources, the overall impact area acreage
would be similar to the project and, accordingly, the potential impact would be similar to
the project. Thus, this alternative would result in significant mitigated impacts related to
archeological sites; less than significant impacts to historical sites and human remains;
and no impact to County RPO cultural resources similar to the project.
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Issue 1: Historical Sites (Less than Significant Impact)

As discussed in subchapter 2.6.2.1, there are no significant historical resources located
on _the project site. The additional Street “C” grading would not affect additional
structures. Thus, the Street “C” Road Design Alternative would have a less than
significant historical resource impact, similar to the project.

Issue 2: Archeological Sites (Significant Mitigated Impact)

As the impact area of this alternative is the same as the project except for the segment
of Street “C” area, the archeological site impacts would be the same as the project
except for the additional Street “C” improvement area impacts. No known cultural
resources exist within the Street “C” improvement area, but additional impact area would
have a potential for unknown significant subsurface cultural resources considering the
known resources in the community.

As described for the project in subchapter 2.6.5.1, this alternative would potentially have
significant impacts to: one archeological site that is not protected in proposed dedicated
open space (Impact CR-1); unknown subsurface archeological resources within on and
off-site_areas (Impacts CR-2 and CR-4); and one off-site archeological site due to
Gopher Canyon Road improvements (Impact CR-3). The additional area of potential
impact to unknown subsurface cultural resources that would occur due to the additional
Street “C” improvements would not change the impact relative to the project considering
this change would represent less than 1 percent change to the overall impact area.
Mitigation measures M-CR-1, M-CR-2, and M-CR-3 identified for the project would also
reduce the potential archeological site impacts of this alternative to below a level of
significance (see subchapter 2.6.5.1).

Issue 3: Human Remains (Less than Significant Impact)

As discussed in subchapter 2.6.2.3, there are no known human remains on the project
site or off-site areas, including the Street “C” area. If any accidental discovery of human
remains_occurs _under this alternative, the procedures identified in California Public
Resources Code (Sec. 5097.98) and State Health and Safety Code (Sec. 7050.5) shall
be followed. Thus, the Street “C" Road Design Alternative would have a less than
significant historical resource impact, similar to the project.

Issue 4: County RPO (Less than Significant Impact)

As described for the project in subchapter 2.6.2.4, there is one cultural site (CA-SDI-
18362) within this alternative that meets RPO criteria. As with the project, this
alternative_would preserve that site within dedicated open space and no impact to
County RPO cultural resources would occur. Thus, this Road Design Alternative would
have the same less than significant County RPO impact as the project.

Hazards/Hazardous Materials

In summary, the Street “C” Road Design Alternative hazards/hazardous materials would
result in similar impacts as the project. Hazardous substance handling, existing on-site
contamination, emergency response and evacuation plans, and vector impacts would be
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less than significant under this alternative. Wildland fire impacts of this alternative would
be significant but mitigated to below a level of significance identical to the project.

Issue 1: Hazardous Substance Handling (Less than Significant Impact)

The Street “C” Road Design Alternative would include the same land uses as the project,
and would have the same potential to involving hazardous substance handling. As
discussed for the project in subchapter 2.7.2, this alternative would be required to
comply with local, state, and federal requlations regarding the handling of hazardous
materials, including CalARP. The Street “C” Road Design Alternative impacts related to
hazardous substance handling use would be less than significant, identical to the

project.

Issue 2: Existing On-site Contamination (Less than Significant Impact)

The Street “C” Road Design Alternative site and off-site areas would be the same as the
project, and would include the same existing contamination issues identified in
subchapter 2.7.2. As with the project, this alternative would result in less than significant
impacts related to existing soil contamination due to agricultural uses, existing
ACMSs/LBP in buildings, and existing septic_systems issues considering the alternative
would comply with applicable regulations.

Issue 3: Emergency Response and Evacuation Plans (Less than Significant Impact)

As described for the project in subchapter 2.7.2.3, the alternative would be consistent
with the following plans: Operational Area Emergency Plan and Multi-Jurisdictional
Hazard Mitigation Plan, San Diego County Nuclear Power Station Emergency Response
Plan, Oil Spill Contingency Element, Emergency Water Contingencies Annex and
Energy Shortage Response Plan, and Structure or Tower Greater than 100 feet. This
alternative includes the same land uses, height limits and site location, and Evacuation
Plan compared to the project. Thus, this Road Design Alternative would have less than
significant impacts related to emergency response and evacuation plans similar to the

project.

Issue 4: Wildland Fires (Significant Mitigated Impact)

This Road Design Alternative would be exposed to the same existing fire risk as the
project, and would also include the same land uses, fire safety features, and fire service
options as the project (see Chapter 1.0 and subchapter 2.7). The alternative would
include fire safe design features similar to the project, including project FMZs; ignition
resistant  building _materials;  protection of non-residential __ structures; fire
apparatus/secondary _emergency access roads, and adequate water supply for fire
hydrants. The Street “C” improvements would not alter wildland fire risk or the ability to
provide adequate protection from wildfires. As with the project, this alternative would
have a potentially significant impact (Impact HZ-1) related to brush management that
would be reduced to below a level of significance by mitigation measure M-HZ-1 that
requires _a 100-foot brush management zone around structures or equivalent fire

protection.
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Issue 5: Vectors (Less than Significant Impact)

The Street “C” Road Design Alternative would include the same land uses as the project,
and would have the same potential to pose as a vector source. As discussed for the
project in subchapter 2.7.2, this alternative would include a Vector Management Plan
and BMPs as a part of project design. This would reduce the potential vector issues
associated with the WRF, hydromodification basins, and wetlands. Similar to the project,
the Street “C” Road Design Alternative impacts related to vectors would be less than

significant.

Noise

As described further in the analysis below, the Street “C” Road Design Alternative noise
impacts would be similar to the project. Traffic noise generated under this alternative
would be the same as the project, as this alternative would have the same traffic
generation, traffic distribution, and roadway centerlines as the project. Construction
noise and vibration impacts of this alternative would be similar to the project as well.
Stationary noise from this alternative would be the same as the project, as the land uses
would be the same. Thus, this alternative would have significant noise/vibration impacts
related to traffic, stationary, and construction noise sources similar to the project. As
with the project, all noise impacts would be mitigated with the exception of cumulative
traffic noise impacts.

Issue 1: Traffic Generated Noise (Significant and Unmitigated Impact)

The Street “C” Road Design Alternative would have the same traffic conditions and
roadways as the project. The road design changes to internal Street “C’ would not alter
the traffic noise impacts described for the project. This alternative would have the same
traffic generated noise impacts as the project, including exterior NSLU impacts (Impact
N-1), interior residential noise impacts (Impact N-2), off-site residences on Covey Lane
and Lilac Hills Ranch Road (Impacts N-3). As with the project, these noise Impacts N-1
and N-2 would be reduced to below a level of significance through mitigation measures
M-N-1 and M-N-2 that require noise analysis and associated attenuation measures to
ensure_compliance with the County General Plan Noise Element and County interior
noise standards. However, Impact N-3 would potentially remain _significant _and
unmitigated since providing a continuous noise barrier or other methods to reduce traffic
noise may be infeasible. Refer to subchapter 2.8.6.1 for additional information.

This alternative would also have the significant cumulative traffic noise impacts of the
project (cumulative traffic (Impacts N-17 and N-18). As with the project, these
cumulatively significant traffic noise impacts would remain significant and unmitigated
(see subchapter 2.8.6.4).

Issue 2: Stationary and Construction Noise (Significant Mitigated Impact)

Stationary

As the same land uses would be located in the same location as the project, stationary
noise impacts of the Street “C" Road Design Alternative would be the same as the
project (see subchapter 2.8.6.2). This includes the potentially significant stationary noise
impacts associated with HVAC equipment (Impact N-4), non-emergency generators
(Impact N-5), parking lots (Impact N-6), loading docks (Impact N-7), dog park (Impact N-
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8), WRF (Impact N-9), and RF (Impact N-10). As with the project, mitigation measures
M-N-3 to M-N-7 would reduce these stationary noise impacts to below a level of
significance. See subchapter 2.8.5.2 and 2.8.6.2 for additional details.

Construction

The construction noise of this road design alternative would be the same as the project
(see subchapter 2.8.2.2), as Street “C” is an internal roadway improvement. As stated in
the project analysis, “average hourly roadway construction noise levels would be
approximately 75 dB(A) L., at the edge of the roadways.” As with the project, this
alternative includes direct noise Impacts N-11 to N-14, and cumulative noise Impacts N-
19 and N-20. As described for the project, mitigation measures M-N-8 to M-N-11 would
reduce these impacts to below a level of significance (see subchapters 2.8.6).

Issue 3: Vibration (Significant Mitigated Impact)

The vibration impacts of this alternative would be similar to the project (refer to
subchapter 2.8.6.2, Impacts N-15 and N-16). As discussed for the project, vibration
levels would exceed the County thresholds (0.004 inches per second RMS) where
grading occurs within 150 feet of a residence. Both the project and the alternative would
potentially result in potentially significant vibration impacts to residences within 150 feet
of grading. As with the project (see subchapter 2.8.6.3), significant vibration impacts N-
15 and N-16 would be reduced to below a level of significance through mitigation that
requires_a blasting and monitoring plan to _ensure compliance with County vibration
regulations (M-N-11) and monitoring, and, if needed, limitations on _heavy equipment
within 150 feet of residences to attenuate vibration to acceptable levels (M-N-12).

Less than Significant Impacts

Geology and Soils

The Street “C” Road Design Alternative geology and soil-related impacts would be the
same as the project. As the site is the same under both the project and this alternative,
this Street “C” Road Design Alternative underlying geology and soils are also the same
and pose the same potential environmental impacts. The only development footprint
difference is the additional Street “C” improvements, and the geology and soils
conditions in that area are the same as addressed for the project. As with the project,
this alternative would have less than significant impacts related to seismic hazards, soil
erosion, soil stability, expansive soils, wastewater disposal systems, and unigue
geologic features (see subchapter 3.1.1).

Greenhouse Gases

The Street “C” Road Design Alternative greenhouse gas impacts would be similar to the
project. While this alternative would slightly increase the GHG emissions relative to the
project due to additional roadway improvements, the percent reduction from 2020
emissions would be the same considering the inclusion of the same GHG-reducing
features and this alternative would be consistent with the County’'s performance
threshold. Thus, this alternative would have a less than significant impact related to
GHG emissions _and conformance to applicable plans, policies or regulations (see
subchapter 3.1.2).
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Hydrology and Water Quality

The Street “C” Road Design Alternative hydrology and water quality impacts would be
similar to the project. The changes to roadway design would have a negligible effect on
hydrology and water quality considering the general location of the project would remain
the same and both the project and this alternative would be required to comply with
plans, policies and requlations. As with the project, this alternative would have less than
significant impacts related to water quality standards, and requirements, groundwater,
erosion/siltation, flooding, dam inundation, seiche, tsunami, and mudflow (see
subchapter 3.1.3).

Land Use Planning

The land uses included in the Street “C” Road Design Alternative would be the same as
the project. Implementation of either the project or this alternative would involve GPAs
and Rezones that would be consistent with applicable land use plans as detailed in
subchapter 3.1.4. Thus, the land use impacts of this alternative would be similar to the
project, and would be less than significant.

Public Services

The Street “C” Road Design Alternative public service impacts would be similar to the
project as the proposed land uses would be the same. As with the project, public service
impacts (school, law enforcement, fire protection, and library) of this alternative would be
less than significant (see subchapter 3.1.5).

Recreation

The Street “C” Road Design Alternative recreation impacts would be the same as the
project, as the land uses and site would be the same. Specifically, this alternative would
have less than significant impacts related to the deterioration of recreational facilities,
and the construction of new recreational facilities. See subchapter 3.1.6 for additional
information.

Utilities and Service Systems

The Street “C” Road Design Alternative utilities and service systems impacts would be
the same as the project, as the land uses, site, and infrastructure improvements would
be the same. Specifically, this alternative would have less than significant impacts
related to wastewater treatment, water and wastewater facilities, stormwater facilities,
and water supply. See subchapter 3.1.7 for additional information.

Energy Use and Conservation

The land uses included in the Road Design Alternative would result in the same
operational energy and water use, as well as the same vehicle trips, as the project. This
alternative would also include the same design measures, as detailed in Table 1-3, to
reduce energy use, water use, and vehicle trips. Therefore, this alternative would avoid
the inefficient, wasteful and unnecessary consumption of energy, and impacts would be
less than significant, like the project.
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Conclusion

Impacts of the Street “C” Road Design Alternative would result in additional biological
impacts, consisting of sensitive habitats and wetlands. This alternative would meet all
the main project objectives. As noted in the introduction, this alternative is intended to
disclose the impacts that would occur if the project road modification for Street “C” is not

approved.

4.8.1.10 Road Design Alternative 10: Street “E” (On-site)

The project’s proposed road design for this road segment corresponds to Road
Exception Request #10, as submitted to the County.

The road design analyzed under this alternative is the construction of Street “E”
(approximately 300 feet in length), a 24-foot-wide paved roadway within a 28-foot right-
of-way with a design speed of 30 mph (see Figure 4-15). This alternative would require
additional grading, manufactured slopes, and potentially retaining walls; however, no
additional area would be impacted. The project proposes a slower design speed
(25 mph) in this residential area, which is more conducive to pedestrian and bike use
consistent with the project goals. The project also proposes an increased paved with
(25 feet) and right-of-way (34 feet).

Comparison of the Effects of the Road Design Alternative to the Project

Visual Resources

In summary, this alternative would have the same visual impacts as the project except at
Street “E”.  The alternative road design for this intersection would result in _a flatter
roadway with additional manufactured slope area, but would not alter the conclusions of
the project’s visual resource analysis. As with the project, this road design alternative
would result in_significant _unmitigated character and quality impacts, and less than
significant_scenic vistas, scenic resources, light, glare, and plan consistency impacts.
Refer to the analysis below and subchapter 2.1, Aesthetics, for additional information.

Issue 1: Scenic Vistas (Less Than Significant Impact)

No designated state scenic highway or scenic vista is within the project viewshed;
however, a segment of |-15 within the viewshed is identified as a County Scenic
Highway. Motorist on 1-15 would not have views of Street “E” due to topography and
distance. Thus, the Road Design Alternative changes to Street “E” are not visible from
the 1-15. The visual impacts of this alternative would be the same as the project (see
subchapter 2.1.2.1). Therefore, this alternative would result in less than significant
impacts to scenic vistas, similar to the project.

Issue 2: Scenic Resources (Less Than Significant Impact)

The scenic resource impacts of the Street “E” Road Design Alternative would be the
same as the project. This alternative would not include any additional impacts to visual
resources and the scenic resource impact would be the same as the project. As with the
project, graded areas outside of the proposed pavement would revegetated/landscaped
so _that visual impacts would not be detected from public viewpoints or degrade visual
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quality. Overall, impacts to scenic resources (i.e., vegetation) would be the same as
those described for the project in subchapter 2.1.2.2. Therefore, this alternative would
result in less than significant impacts to scenic resources, similar to the project.

Issue 3: Visual Character or Quality (Significant and Unavoidable Impact)

This Road Design Alternative would have identical visual character as the project except
along Street “E”. The additional grading, including manufactured slopes and flattening of
the topography, at Street “E” would result in a similar_urbanized feel to the project.
Considering the overall character and quality with the proposed land uses in conjunction
with infrastructure improvements, the road design alternative and project would result in
a similar significant visual character and quality impact. As with the project (subchapter
2.1.2.3), this alternative would affect visual character/quality as viewed from West Lilac
Road (Impact V-1), as viewed from surrounding residences (Impact V-2), and viewed on
a_cumulative level within _entire viewshed (Impact V-4). Construction phase temporary
impacts to visual character and guality would also be significant (Impact V-3). As with
the project, these visual impacts would remain_significant and unmitigated under this
alternative (see subchapter 2.1.2.3).

Issues 4 and 5: Light and Glare (Less Than Significant Impact)

This Road Design Alternative would include the Lilac Hills Ranch Specific Plan
requirements to minimize new sources of substantial light and to conform to the San
Diego Light Pollution Code (Sections 59.108-59.110 51.201-51.209). The lighting at the
segment of Street “E”, as well as all the other proposed lighting would be the same as
the project. Therefore, this alternative would result in the same less than significant light
and glare impacts as the project (see subchapter 2.1.2.4).

Issue 6: Consistency with Applicable Policies and Planning Documents (Less Than
Significant Impact)

Approval of this alternative would allow implementation of the land use plan as described
in_Chapter 1.0. All aspects of the development would be consistent with applicable
policies and planning documents related to visual resources as discussed in subchapter
2.1.2.6. Identical to the project, no consistency impact would result from the
implementation of this alternative.

Air Quality

In summary, the implementation of Street “E” Road Design Alternative would have air
quality impacts similar _to the project, which are identified in subchapter 2.2. The
additional grading required for this alternative would slightly increase construction
emissions relative to the project, but the increase would be negligible and would be
reduced to below a level of significance through the mitigation measures identified for
the project. This alternative would have less than significant impacts related to sensitive
receptors and odors similar to the project. Refer to the analysis below and subchapter
2.2, Air Quality, for additional information.
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Issue 1: Conformance to Regional Air Quality Strategy (Significant and Unavoidable
Impact

As the land uses and densities would be the same as the project under this alternative,
the impacts associated with conformance to the RAQs would be the same. As
described for the project in subchapter 2.2.2.1, this alternative would include a General
Plan Amendment that would increase density beyond that currently allowed on the
project site. This would lead to an inconsistency with the RAQs assumptions and would
result in direct Impact AQ-1 and cumulative impact (Impact AQ-5). Mitigation Measure
M-AQ-1, detailed in subchapter 2.2.5, requires the County provide a revised housing
forecast to SANDAG to ensure that any revisions to the population and employment
projects are considered. The provision of housing information would assist SANDAG in
revising the housing forecast; however, until the anticipated growth is included in the
emission estimates of the RAQS the direct and cumulative impacts (Impacts AQ-1 and
AQ-5) associated with this alternative would be significant and unavoidable identical to

the project.

Issue 2: Conformance to Federal and State Ambient Air Quality Standards (Significant
and Unavoidable Impact)

This_alternative_would have the same air emissions as the project, except for the
additional construction emissions associated with Street “E” improvements. While this
alternative_would result in_additional grading and construction associated with the
roadway improvements necessary to meet County standards, the air quality impact of
this_alternative would be the same as the project. The additional grading under this
alternative is expected to be less than a 1 percent increase relative to the project grading
(4.0 _million _cubic vards of cut and fil) and would minimally alter emissions. This
alternative_would implement project design features (see Table 1-3) that reduce air
emissions the same as the project. As with the project, this alternative would have
significant_air _quality impacts (Impact AQ-2) and would require implementation of
mitigation measures (M-AQ-2, M-AQ-3, and M-AQ-4; see subchapter 2.2.5) to reduce
construction emissions to below a level of significance.

The Street “E” Road Design Alternative operational impacts would be the same as the
project operational impacts described in subchapter 2.2.2.2. Land uses and project
features to reduce air emissions (see Table 1-3) under either project would be the same.
The road design changes not alter the number of trips generated or stationary source
emissions, and would have no impact on operational air quality emissions. As such, the
operational emissions generated by either would be similar and operational impacts
(Impact AQ-3) and mitigation (M-AQ-6 and M-AQ-7) would be the same as the project
(see subchapters 2.2.2.2 and 2.2.5).

Issue 3: Cumulatively Considerable Net Increase of Criteria Pollutants (Significant and
Unavoidable Impact)

This alternative would have the same air emissions as the project, except for the
additional construction _emissions _associated with the segment of Street “E”
improvements. Construction of this Street “E” improvement would occur in Phase 1
when no other phases are operational. The addition of construction emissions to the
operational emissions would therefore not combine with operations of other phases.
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This alternative would have the same impacts as identified for the project, including
Impacts AQ-4 and AQ-6 (see subchapter 2.2.6).

Issue 4: Impacts to Sensitive Receptors (Less than Significant Impact)

This Street “E” Road Design Alternative would result in the same traffic volumes and
distribution as the project. Thus, this alternative would not result in a new CO or PMsq
hot spot beyond any identified for the project. As with the project, CO and PM;o_hot spot
impacts would be less than significant under this alternative (see subchapter 2.2.2.4).

Issue 5: Odor Impacts (Less than Significant Impact)

The Street “E” Road Design Alternative includes options for the treatment of wastes as
discussed in Chapter 1.0, including the construction of an on-site WRF. Approval of this
alternative would allow implementation of measures as detailed in subchapter 2.2.2.5.
Specifically, the WRF would be designed to reduce any potential odor impacts to the
surrounding areas. These design measures include odor control units using activated
carbon towers, which would trap volatile organic _compounds that are corrosive or
odorous. With the inclusion of the carbon towers, this alternative would not result in a
substantial increase in odor levels at nearby sensitive receptors. Odor impacts would be
less than significant, similar to the project.

Transportation/Traffic

In _summary, the Street “E” Road Design Alternative would have the same
transportation/traffic_impacts as the project. This includes direct and cumulative
circulation_system impacts to roadway segments, intersections, and freeways. Also
similar to the project, the traffic hazard and public transit, bicycle and pedestrian facility
impacts of this Road Design Alternative would be less than significant. The roadway
design changes at Street “E” would not alter the overall transportation/traffic_impact
conclusions identified for the project because the capacity of this roadway would remain
the same as analyzed for the project and no changes related to trip generation or
distribution would occur (see Appendix E). As with the project, this alternative design
would not result in a significant safety issue. Refer to the analysis below and subchapter
2.3, Transportation/Traffic, for additional information.

Issue 1: Circulation System Operations and Congestion Management (Significant and
Unavoidable Impact)

Construction

The Street “E” Road Design Alternative would generate construction traffic similar to the
project and would also include project traffic control plan as a project feature (see
subchapter 2.3.2.2). Similar to the project, construction-related traffic impacts would be
less than significant.

Project Trip Generation and Distribution

The individual phase trip generation and total trip generation for the Street “E” Road
Design Alternative would be the same as the project (see Table 2.3-9). The distribution
of traffic for this alternative would be the same as the project considering the land uses
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and access would be identical. The phasing of this alternative would also be the same
as the project.

Existing Plus Roadway Design Alternative

As the roadway design would not alter capacity and the trip generation and distribution
would be the same, the Existing Plus Roadway Design Alternative traffic analysis would
be the same as the Existing Plus Project traffic analysis completed for the project in
subchapter 2.3.2.1. As with the project, this Roadway Design Alternative would result in
direct Impacts TR-1 to TR-9, and would implement Mitigation Measures M-TR-1 to M-
TR-5. As with the project (see subchapter 2.3.6.1), Impacts TR-1, TR-2, and TR-5 to
TR-9 would be mitigated to below a level of significance by these improvements that
increase capacity, while Impacts TR-3 and TR-4 would remain _significant and
unmitigated since they are under the jurisdiction of Caltrans.

Cumulative Impact Analysis

This road design alternative would result in the same cumulative traffic impacts as the
project (see subchapter 2.3.3.1), as it would not alter capacity, trip generation or trip
distribution. As with the project, the road design alternative would result in_significant
cumulative Impacts TR-10 to TR-37.

To mitigate cumulative impacts, this alternative would implement project mitigation
measures M-TR-2 to M-TR-9, which require various roadway improvements and
payment towards the TIF program (see subchapter 2.3.5). This would mitigate all
impacts to roadways and intersections except where facilities are under Caltrans
jurisdiction (Impacts TR-20, TR-21, and TR-30 to TR-37), and where mitigation is
infeasible (Impact TR-12 and TR-16) due to the mitigation not being proportional to
project impacts. Refer to subchapter 2.3.6 for additional information.

Issue 2: Transportation Hazard (Less than Significant Impact)

The potential transportation hazards of this alternative would be identical to the project
(see subchapter 2.3.2.3) with the exception of the segment of Street “E". To
accommodate the increase in speed to meet the County roadway standards, this
alternative_would reduce the horizontal curve and provide a flatter road. With the
inclusion of these vertical curve design features, this alternative roadway design would
provide adequate ingress and egress for residents as well as emergency access, safe
pedestrian_system, and conform to Goal M-4 of the General Plan Mobility Element.
Therefore, as with the project, impacts associated with transportation hazards would be
less than significant.

Issue 3: Public Transit, Bicycle, and Pedestrian Facilities (Less than Significant Impact)

The public transit, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities of this alternative would be the same
as the project (see subchapter 2.3.2.4), with the exception of the segment of Street “E”
that would be improved a 30 mph design speed. This change would not alter the transit,
bicycle or pedestrian features along the roadway. Both this Road Design Alternative and
the project would provide alternative transportation opportunities on-site_ and would be
consistent with County Mobility Element Goals 8 and 11 and associated policies.
Overall, neither the project nor this alternative would result in a negative effect to public
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transit, bicyclists or pedestrians. Impacts associated with transit, bicycle and pedestrian
facilities would be less than significant, similar to the project.

Agricultural Resources

As described further in the analysis below, the Street “E” Road Design Alternative
agricultural resource impacts would be similar to the project (subchapter 2.4). The
segment _of Street “E” improvements included in this alternative would require no
additional area. As such, the acreage of this alternative’'s significant agricultural
resource impact would be the same as identified for the project. As this alternative
would not change any proposed land uses, the potentially significant adjacency/land
uses conflicts between residential and agricultural uses would be the same as the
project. Like the project, this alternative would have less than significant impacts related
to land use conflicts, and significant mitigated impacts related to direct conversion of
agricultural land and indirect conversion of agricultural uses due to agricultural
adjacency issues. Refer to the analysis below for additional information.

Issue 1: Direct Conversion of Agricultural Resources (Significant Mitigated Impact)

As with the project, this alternative would result in_a significant impact related to the
direct conversion of agricultural resources. The Street “E” improvements included in this
alternative would not impact any additional agricultural resources. Thus, this alternative
would have the same agricultural resource impact as identified for the project (direct
Impact AG-1 and cumulative Impact AG-16; see subchapter 2.4.2.1). As with the
project, M-AG-1 would mitigate the agricultural resource impacts of this alternative to
below a level of significance (see subchapter 2.4.5 and 2.4.6).

Issue 2: Land Use Conflicts (Less than Significant Impact)

The agricultural land use conflict analysis of the Street “E” Road Design Alternative
would be identical to that described for the project in subchapter 2.4.2.2 considering all
the proposed on-site land uses would be identical and that roadways are considered
compatible with agricultural uses. This alternative would include the same land use plan
and General Plan Amendments as discussed for the project in Chapter 1.0. Under this
alternative, approval of the General Plan Amendment would allow agricultural uses to be
allowed to continue within the project site. Approval of this alternative would implement
the Lilac Hills Ranch Specific Plan, which creates a village compatible with the
rural/agricultural nature of Valley Center. Therefore, impacts related to the Specific Plan
or required rezoning under this alternative would be less than significant. As with the
project, this alternative does not include and is not adjunct to Williamson Act contracted
lands or Agricultural Preserves. As with the project, impacts would be less than

significant.

Issue 3: Indirect Conversion of Agricultural Resources (Significant Mitigated Impact)

As with the project, this alternative would result in potential conflicts with off-site
agricultural operations (see Figure 2.4-7) due to land use/agricultural interface issues
where residential development neighbors agricultural operations (Impacts AG-2 through
AG-15; see subchapter 2.4.2.3). The Street “E” Road Design Alternative would not result
in_any additional indirect conversion of agricultural uses over that identified for the
project. While the segment of Street “E” is located adjacent to existing agricultural area,
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roads are considered compatible with agricultural uses and most of the existing
agriculture would be removed by the alternative. As with the project, this alternative
would implement Mitigation Measures M-AG-2 through M-AG-5 (subchapter 2.4.5) that
provide adequate buffers and interim agricultural uses to reduce significant impacts at
the agricultural interface locations to below a level of significance.

Biological Resources

In summary, the Street “E” Road Design Alternative biological resource impacts would
be the same as the project. Like the project, this alternative would have significant
impacts related to special status species (raptors), riparian habitat or sensitive natural
community; and jurisdictional waters and waterways that would be mitigated to below a
level of significance. No additional sensitive habitat would be impacted. This alternative
would have less than significant impacts related to wildlife movement and nursery sites;
and local policies, ordinances, and adopted plans, similar to the project.

Issue 1 and 2: Special Status Species, Riparian Habitat or Sensitive Natural Community
(Significant Mitigated Impact)

This alternative_would result in the same sensitive habitat impacts the project (see
subchapter 2.5.2.2, and Impact BIO-2) and raptor foraging impact as the project (Impact
BlO-1), as no_additional biological resources would be impacted by this alternative
relative to the project (see subchapter 2.5).

As with the project, this alternative would result in indirect impacts to the preserved or
restored sensitive habitat areas from increased human access, domestic _animals,
invasive plants, drainage, noise, and night time lighting. This alternative would include
the same project features to reduce these impacts, including buffers, limited building
zones, fencing, and signage. Likewise, this alternative would comply with lighting, water
quality/hydrology, and noise. Potential indirect impacts to sensitive habitat areas within
open space would be less than significant (see subchapter 2.5.2.2).

This alternative would implement mitigation M-BIO-1 through M-BIO-3 to reduce impacts
to_sensitive habitat and raptor foraging, as detailed in subchapter 2.5.5. As with the
project, this alternative project would require the development of a Revegetation Plan
(Mitigation Measure M-BIO-4) and a Resource Management Plan (M-BIO-2) to manage
the preserved areas. Ultimately, this alternative would mitigate for impacts to special
status species, riparian _habitat and sensitive natural community as the project (see
subchapters 2.5.6.1 and 2.5.6.2).

Issue 3: Jurisdictional Waters and Waterways (Significant Mitigated Impact)

As with the project, the Street “E” Road Design Alternative would impact 4.22 acres of
ACOE jurisdictional area 6.55 acres of ACOE/CDFW/RWQCB jurisdictional area, and
2.23 acres of County wetlands located on-site (see subchapter 2.5.2.3, Impact BIO-3).
Jurisdictional waters impacts (Impact BIO-3) would be mitigated by M-BIO-3 and M-BIO-
4, which include habitat mitigation at ratios designed to result in no net loss of wetlands.
No additional impacts to jurisdictional waters would occur.
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Issue 4: Wildlife Movement and Nursery Sites (Less than Significant Impact)

Similar to the discussion in subchapter 2.5.2.4, this alternative would not impact regional
wildlife_corridor or linkage widths. Local wildlife corridors/linkages being preserved on-
site_ would be set back from the adjacent development by a wetland buffer and limited
building zones that would reduce the potential for any significant indirect impacts and
maintain _the visual continuity of these local corridors. The additional Street “E”
improvements would not impact any additional area beyond that identified for the project.
The impact to localized wildlife movement would be the same as the project, and less
than significant.

Issues 5 and 6: Local Policies, Ordinances, Adopted Plans (Less than Significant
Impact

The analysis detailed in subchapter 2.5.2.5 would apply to this alternative. The Street “E”
Road Design Alternative would be required to obtain all relevant permits, and mitigate
impacts pursuant to appropriate ratios_consistent with the NCCP_and County biological
ordinances. As with the project, the Street “E” Road Design Alternative would result in
less than significant impacts related to local policies, ordinances, and adopted plans
pertaining to biological resources.

Cultural Resources

As described further in the analysis below, the Street “E” Road Design Alternative
cultural resource impacts would be the same as the project. Street “E” improvements
completed by this alternative would not affect additional area; thus, this alternative would
result in the same significant mitigated impacts related to archeological sites; less than
significant impacts to historical sites and human remains; and no impact to County RPO
cultural resources as the project.

Issue 1: Historical Sites (Less than Significant Impact)

As discussed in subchapter 2.6.2.1, there are no significant historical resources located
on the project site. The additional Street “E” grading would not affect additional
structures. Thus, the Street “E” Road Design Alternative would have a less than
significant historical resource impact, similar to the project.

Issue 2: Archeological Sites (Significant Mitigated Impact)

As the impact area of this alternative is the same as the project except for the segment
of Street “E” area, the archeological site impacts would be the same as the project. As
described for the project in subchapter 2.6.5.1, this alternative would potentially have
significant impacts to: one archeological site that is not protected in proposed dedicated
open space (Impact CR-1); unknown subsurface archeological resources within on and
off-site_areas (Impacts CR-2 and CR-4); and one off-site archeological site due to
Gopher Canyon Road improvements (Impact CR-3). Mitigation measures M-CR-1, M-
CR-2, and M-CR-3 identified for the project would also reduce the potential archeological
site impacts of this alternative to below a level of significance (see subchapter 2.6.5.1).
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Issue 3: Human Remains (Less than Significant Impact)

As discussed in subchapter 2.6.2.3, there are no known human remains on the project
site, including the Street “E” area. If any accidental discovery of human remains occurs
under this alternative, the procedures identified in California Public Resources Code
(Sec. 5097.98) and State Health and Safety Code (Sec. 7050.5) shall be followed.
Thus, the Street “E” Road Design Alternative would have a less than significant historical
resource impact the same as the project.

Issue 4: County RPO (Less than Significant Impact)

As described for the project in subchapter 2.6.2.4, there is one cultural site (CA-SDI-
18362) within this alternative that meets RPO criteria. As with the project, this
alternative_would preserve that site within dedicated open space and no impact to
County RPO cultural resources would occur. Thus, this Road Design Alternative would
have the same less than significant County RPO impact as the project.

Hazards/Hazardous Materials

In summary, the Street “E” Road Design Alternative hazards/hazardous materials would
result in similar impacts as the project. Hazardous substance handling, existing on-site
contamination, emergency response and evacuation plans, and vector impacts would be
less than significant under this alternative. Wildland fire impacts of this alternative would
be significant but mitigated to below a level of significance identical to the project.

Issue 1: Hazardous Substance Handling (Less than Significant Impact)

The Street “E” Road Design Alternative would include the same land uses as the project,
and would have the same potential to involving hazardous substance handling. As
discussed for the project in subchapter 2.7.2, this alternative would be required to
comply with local, state, and federal requlations regarding the handling of hazardous
materials, including CalARP. The Street “E” Road Design Alternative impacts related to
hazardous substance handling use would be less than significant, identical to the

project.

Issue 2: Existing On-site Contamination (Less than Significant Impact)

The Street “E” Road Design Alternative site and off-site areas would be the same as the
project, and would include the same existing contamination issues identified in
subchapter 2.7.2. As with the project, this alternative would result in less than significant
impacts related to existing soil contamination due to agricultural uses, existing
ACMSs/LBP in buildings, and existing septic_systems issues considering the alternative
would comply with applicable regulations.

Issue 3: Emergency Response and Evacuation Plans (Less than Significant Impact)

As described for the project in subchapter 2.7.2.3, the alternative would be consistent
with the following plans: Operational Area Emergency Plan and Multi-Jurisdictional
Hazard Mitigation Plan, San Diego County Nuclear Power Station Emergency Response
Plan, Oil Spill Contingency Element, Emergency Water Contingencies Annex and
Energy Shortage Response Plan, and Structure or Tower Greater than 100 feet. This
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alternative includes the same land uses, height limits and site location, and Evacuation
Plan compared to the project. Thus, this Road Design Alternative would have less than
significant impacts related to emergency response and evacuation plans similar to the

project.

Issue 4: Wildland Fires (Significant Mitigated Impact)

This Road Design Alternative would be exposed to the same existing fire risk as the
project, and would also include the same land uses, fire safety features, and fire service
options as the project (see Chapter 1.0 and subchapter 2.7). The alternative would
include fire safe design features similar to the project, including project FMZs; ignition
resistant _ building _materials;  protection of non-residential __ structures; fire
apparatus/secondary emergency access roads, and adequate water supply for fire
hydrants. The Street “E” improvements would not alter wildland fire risk or the ability to
provide adequate protection from wildfires. As with the project, this alternative would
have a potentially significant impact (Impact HZ-1) related to brush management that
would be reduced to below a level of significance by mitigation measure M-HZ-1 that
requires_a 100-foot brush management zone around structures or equivalent fire

protection.

Issue 5: Vectors (Less than Significant Impact)

The Street “E” Road Design Alternative would include the same land uses as the project,
and would have the same potential to pose as a vector source. As discussed for the
project in subchapter 2.7.2, this alternative would include a Vector Management Plan
and BMPs as a part of project design. This would reduce the potential vector issues
associated with the WRF, hydromodification basins, and wetlands. Similar to the project,
the Street “E” Road Design Alternative impacts related to vectors would be less than

significant.

Noise

As described further in the analysis below, the Street “E” Road Design Alternative noise
impacts would be similar to the project. Traffic noise generated under this alternative
would be the same as the project, as this alternative would have the same traffic
generation, traffic_distribution, and roadway centerlines as the project. Construction
noise and vibration impacts of this alternative would be similar to the project as well.
Stationary noise from this alternative would be the same as the project, as the land uses
would be the same. Thus, this alternative would have significant noise/vibration impacts
related to traffic, stationary, and construction noise sources similar to the project. As
with the project, all noise impacts would be mitigated with the exception of cumulative
traffic noise impacts.

Issue 1: Traffic Generated Noise (Significant and Unmitigated Impact)

The Street “E” Road Design Alternative would have the same traffic conditions and
roadways as the project. The road design changes to internal Street “C’ would not alter
the traffic noise impacts described for the project. This alternative would have the same
traffic generated noise impacts as the project, including exterior NSLU impacts (Impact
N-1), interior residential noise impacts (Impact N-2), off-site residences on Covey Lane
and Lilac Hills Ranch Road (Impacts N-3). As with the project, these noise Impacts N-1
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and N-2 would be reduced to below a level of significance through mitigation measures
M-N-1 and M-N-2 that require noise analysis and associated attenuation measures to
ensure_compliance with the County General Plan Noise Element and County interior
noise standards. However, Impact N-3 would potentially remain significant and
unmitigated since providing a continuous noise barrier or other methods to reduce traffic
noise may be infeasible. Refer to subchapter 2.8.6.1 for additional information.

This alternative would also have the significant cumulative traffic noise impacts of the
project (cumulative traffic (Impacts N-17 and N-18). As with the project, these
cumulatively significant traffic noise impacts would remain significant and unmitigated
(see subchapter 2.8.6.4).

Issue 2: Stationary and Construction Noise (Significant Mitigated Impact)

Stationary

As the same land uses would be located in the same location as the project, stationary
noise impacts of the Street “E” Road Design Alternative would be the same the project
(see subchapter 2.8.6.2). This includes the potentially significant stationary noise
impacts associated with HVAC equipment (Impact N-4), non-emergency generators
(Impact N-5), parking lots (Impact N-6), loading docks (Impact N-7), dog park (Impact N-
8), WRF (Impact N-9), and RF (Impact N-10). As with the project, mitigation measures
M-N-3 to M-N-7 would reduce these stationary noise impacts to below a level of
significance. See subchapter 2.8.5.2 and 2.8.6.2 for additional details.

Construction

The construction noise of this road design alternative would be the same as the project
(see subchapter 2.8.2.2), as Street “E” is an internal roadway improvement. As stated in
the project analysis, “average hourly roadway construction noise levels would be
approximately 75 dB(A) L., at the edge of the roadways.” As with the project, this
alternative includes direct noise Impacts N-11 to N-14, and cumulative noise Impacts N-
19 and N-20. As described for the project, mitigation measures M-N-8 to M-N-11 would
reduce these impacts to below a level of significance (see subchapters 2.8.6).

Issue 3: Vibration (Significant Mitigated Impact)

The vibration impacts of this alternative would be similar to the described for the project
(refer to subchapter 2.8.6.2, Impacts N-15 and N-16). As discussed for the project,
vibration levels would exceed the County thresholds (0.004 inches per second RMS)
where grading occurs within 150 feet of a residence. Both the project and the alternative
would potentially result in _potentially significant vibration impacts to residences within
150 feet of grading. As with the project (see subchapter 2.8.6.3), significant vibration
impacts N-15 and N-16 would be reduced to below a level of significance through
mitigation that requires a blasting and monitoring plan to ensure compliance with County
vibration regulations (M-N-11) and monitoring, and, if needed, limitations on heavy
equipment within 150 feet of residences to attenuate vibration to acceptable levels (M-N-

12).
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Less than Significant Impacts

Geology and Soils

The Street “E” Road Design Alternative geology and soil-related impacts would be the
same as the project. As the site is the same under both the project and this alternative,
this Street “E” Road Design Alternative underlying geology and soils are also the same
and pose the same potential environmental impacts. The only development footprint
difference is the additional Street “E” improvements, and the geology and soils
conditions in that area are the same as addressed for the project. As with the project,
this alternative would have less than significant impacts related to seismic hazards, soil
erosion, soil stability, expansive soils, wastewater disposal systems, and unigue
geologic features (see subchapter 3.1.1).

Greenhouse Gases

The Street “E” Road Design Alternative greenhouse gas impacts would be similar to the
project. While this alternative would slightly increase the GHG emissions relative to the
project due to additional roadway improvements, the percent reduction from 2020
emissions would be the same considering the inclusion of the same GHG-reducing
features and this alternative would be consistent with the County’'s performance
threshold. Thus, this alternative would have a less than significant impact related to
GHG emissions and conformance to applicable plans, policies or regulations (see
subchapter 3.1.2).

Hydrology and Water Quality

The Street “E” Road Design Alternative hydrology and water quality impacts would be
similar to the project. The changes to roadway design would have a negligible effect on
hydrology and water quality considering the general location of the project would remain
the same and both the project and this alternative would be required to comply with
plans, policies and requlations. As with the project, this alternative would have less than
significant impacts related to water quality standards, and requirements, groundwater,
erosion/siltation, flooding, dam inundation, seiche, tsunami, and mudflow (see
subchapter 3.1.3).

Land Use Planning

The land uses included in the Street “E” Road Design Alternative would be the same as
the project. Implementation of either the project or this alternative would involve GPAs
and Rezones that would be consistent with applicable land use plans as detailed in
subchapter 3.1.4. Thus, the land use impacts of this alternative would be similar to the
project, and would be less than significant.
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Public Services

The Street “E” Road Design Alternative public service impacts would be similar to the
project as the proposed land uses would be the same. As with the project, public service
impacts (school, law enforcement, fire protection, and library) of this alternative would be
less than significant (see subchapter 3.1.5).

Recreation

The Street “E” Road Design Alternative recreation impacts would be the same as the
project, as the land uses and site would be the same. Specifically, this alternative would
have less than significant impacts related to the deterioration of recreational facilities,
and the construction of new recreational facilities. See subchapter 3.1.6 for additional
information.

Utilities and Service Systems

The Street “E” Road Design Alternative utilities and service systems impacts would be
the same as the project, as the land uses, site, and infrastructure improvements would
be the same. Specifically, this alternative would have less than significant impacts
related to wastewater treatment, water and wastewater facilities, stormwater facilities,
and water supply. See subchapter 3.1.7 for additional information.

Energy Use and Conservation

The land uses included in the Road Design Alternative would result in the same
operational energy and water use, as well as the same vehicle trips, as the project. This
alternative would also include the same design measures, as detailed in Table 1-3, to
reduce energy use, water use, and vehicle trips. Therefore, this alternative would avoid
the inefficient, wasteful and unnecessary consumption of energy, and impacts would be
less than significant, like the project.

Conclusion

Impacts of the Street “E” Road Design Alternative would result the same impacts as the
project and would not reduce any significant project impacts. This alternative would
meet all the main project objectives. As noted in the introduction, this alternative is
intended to disclose the impacts that would occur if the project road modification for
Street “E” is not approved.
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4.9 Analysis of the Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative

4.9.1 Description and Setting

The Mountain _Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative was developed to analyze an
alternative that proposes to include a fire station within Phase 5, the southern portion of
the project site. This alternative also includes access changes to accommodate the
placement of a fire station within Phase 5. This alternative is analyzed such that it can be
used in the decision making process to provide the option of approving a permanent fire
station in Phase 5 and the associated changes as described herein.

This alternative would encompass the same 608-acre project site and would consist of
the same mix of residential, commercial, and institutional uses, along with parks, open
space and other project amenities, as the project (Figure 4-16). Like the project, the
residential component of this alternative would contain a maximum of 1,746 units. The
project proposes four options for fire services. Option 3 includes a fire station in Phase 3
at _the site designated as Community Purpose Facility. Under this alternative, a
permanent fire station would be constructed similar to Option 4, but the fire station would
be in Phase 5. To accommodate the fire station in the Phase 5 location, this alternative
includes improving Mountain Ridge Road to as a County public road and eliminating the
gates in the southern area of the site (i.e., in Phases 4 and 5). Brush management
measures consistent with the Consolidated Fire Code would be required along Mountain
Ridge Road. All other aspects of this alternative would be the same as the project and
would require_ a GPA, a Specific Plan, Rezone, Master Tentative Map, subsequent
implementing Tentative Maps, MUPs for the WRF and the public park (P-7), and Site
Plans for all private parks. Individual components of the Mountain Ridge Road Fire
Station Alternative that differ from the project are described below.

49.1.1 Fire Station

As mentioned above, the project fire service option 3 includes a fire station in Phase 3 at
the site designated as Community Purpose Facility. Instead of a fire station in Phase 3
or_the other project fire service options, the Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station
Alternative would locate a new permanent DSFPD fire station within a two-acre site in
Phase 5 (see Figure 4-16). Under the project, this 2-acre site would be designated as
SFS-6, which allows single- family senior housing units. The Mountain Ridge Road Fire
Station Alternative would designate the 2-acre portion of the SFS-6 site as Fire Station
instead and transfer the units to the remaining area of SFS-6 in Phase 5, as detailed
further in the residential component discussion below. The Specific Plan land uses
surrounding the proposed fire station site include institutional uses directly west and
south and SFS-5 across a roadway to the east and north.

The permanent station would consisting of 3,000 square feet of livable space
accommodating three fire fighters, with two dual-stacked engine bays equal to 1,500
square feet. The site would include a total of ten parking spaces. It would be a fully
functioning fire station similar to existing stations in other unincorporated County areas.
The station would be designed with the same architectural and landscaping style as the
project. The final design of the fire station would require a Site Plan and approval by the
DSEPD.
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As with the project, adequate fire service is available to the first 71%. In order to provide
fire service within the 5 minute response time after the 71% unit, either an agreement
could be made with CALFIRE to provide temporary service from Miller Station (located
adjacent to the project site along West Lilac Road), or a temporary fire station would be
provided in an on-site location that assures an average 5 minute response time to the
alternative. As with the project, fire stations are an allowed use within the residential,
commercial and institutional uses within the site. This temporary service period would
occur_after the construction of the 71% unit until the permanent fire station can be
constructed in Phase 5. The temporary fire station would be provided on-site in lieu of a
use that would generate 18 ADT or more. After the construction of the permanent fire
station in Phase 5, the temporary station would be converted back to its underlying
zoning allocation pursuant to the Specific Plan.

49.1.2 Residential

While the fire station included in this alternative would be located on a site designated as
SFES-6 by the project’s Specific Plan, the number of single- family senior housing units
would remain the same as the project. The entire 13.5-acre SFS-6 area in Phase 5 is
designated for 59 units by the project. Under this alternative, the approximately 9 units
that would have been included on the 2-acre site under the project would be transferred
to the remaining 11.5-acre SFS-5 area in Phase 5. Thus, like the project, this alternative
consists of 1,746 residential units composed of 903 traditional single-family detached
homes; 164 single-family attached homes; 211 residential units within the commercial
mixed-use areas; and 468 single-family detached age-restricted residential units within
the senior citizens neighborhood. Like the project, the residential component of the
alternative consists of 1,746 units with an overall density less than 2.9 dwelling units per

acre (du/ac).

4.9.1.3 Community Purpose Facility (CPF)

This alternative includes a CPF designation over a two 2-acre site in Phase 3 just like
the project. As the fire station would be located in Phase 5, this alternative does not
include an option to develop a portion of the CPF site with a fire station. Instead, that
entire_site would be developed with a 40,000 square-foot community recreation center.
Refer to Chapter 1.0 for additional details regarding the community recreation center
uses.

49.1.4 Circulation

The Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative would include the same transportation
network as the project, except for modifications related to Mountain Ridge Road and the
gates in Phases 4 and 5. This alternative includes access changes to accommodate the
placement of a fire station within Phase 5. These access changes are intended to allow
for fire trucks to utilize roadways in a manner that would provide guicker response times
to off-site locations. As described further below, these changes include the redesignation
of Mountain Ridge Road from a private road to a public Rural Residential Collector and
the elimination of the gates included in Phases 4 and 5 of the project.

Mountain Ridge Road is currently a private road with access easements for several
parcels in the vicinity and on-site parcels as shown in Table 4-9). The project would limit
Mountain Ridge Road access to these parcels with existing access easement rights via
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gates and the continued designation of the roadway as a private road. This alternative
would reclassify the roadway from a private road to a public Rural Residential Collector
and remove the gates to provide quicker access between the fire station and the area to
the south and southeast. These circulation changes would also allow the public,
including the proposed on-site uses and other existing residents in the area, full access
to Mountain Ridge Road. While this alternative would eliminate the project’s gates that
are_intended to restrict access to off-site_roadways, this alternative _may_still include
neighborhood entrance gates. The neighborhood entrance gates would restrict access
into proposed neighborhoods on-site but not to through roadways.

TABLE 4-9
MOUNTAIN RIDGE ROAD EXISTING ACCESS EASEMENTS
APN Access Easement Rights

129-300-31 to -35 All of Mountain Ridge Road

129-430-01t0 -18 All of Mountain Ridge Road

129-300-07 Middle and lower portion of Mountain Ridge Road

129-300-16 Middle and lower portion of Mountain Ridge Road

129-300-46 Middle and lower portion of Mountain Ridge Road

129-300-48 Middle and lower portion of Mountain Ridge Road

129-300-50 Middle and lower portion of Mountain Ridge Road

129-300-09 to -10 Lower portion of Mountain Ridge Road

(on-site)

129-390-18 Lower portion of Mountain Ridge Road
_129-390-38 to -41 Lower portion of Mountain Ridge Road

The project includes two road modification requests related to Mountain Ridge Road;
road modification requests #7 and #8 (see EIR Chapter 1.0). Those two roadway
modification requests would not be applicable under this alternative due to the
redesignation and the associated Mountain Ridge Road and Circle R Road intersection
improvements. However, this alternative would include a new Mountain Ridge Road
modification request option, as described further below.

The alternative includes two reclassification options; Option 1 would consist of
reclassification to a standard Rural Residential Collector and Option 2 would consist of
reclassification to Rural Residential Collector subject to a road exception request. The
purpose of the optional road modification request would be to reduce impacts to
biological resources that are located adjacent to the roadway, including impacts to
wetlands and a biological open space easement. The following is a description of these
two Mountain Ridge Road options:

Option 1: This option includes construction of Mountain Ridge Road to a
standard Rural Residential Collector, including a 28-foot paved
roadway within _a 48-foot graded right-of-way (Figure 4-17). Other
features include a 350-foot horizontal radius, 13.36 percent maximum
grade, and 130-foot angle of departure. The design speed for this
Rural Residential Collector would be 30 mph.
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Option 2: This option includes a road exception request for Mountain Ridge
Road to allow the 28-foot paved roadway to be within a 40-foot
graded right-of-way, instead of a standard 48-foot graded right-of-way
(Figure 4-18). This would reduce the graded right-of-way on both
sides of the roadway by 4 feet. The design speed for this option would
be 30 mph identical to Option 1. All other aspects of Mountain Ridge
Road Option 2 would also be the same as a standard Rural
Residential Collector, as described above under Option 1.

Construction of Mountain Ridge Road as a private road would require the acquisition of
0.01 acre (642 square feet) of right-of-way. Both the Mountain Ridge Road options
would require the acquisition of additional 2.37-acres of right-of-way. Lights would be
placed intermittently along Mountain Ridge Road, as required under the County Light
Ordinance and Road Design Manual.

The analysis of the Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative below addresses the
Mountain Ridge Road Option 1 in the detailed analysis, as this would be the worst-case
impact scenario. The impact difference between Option 2 is provided in the summary of
each issue area to disclose the impact of Option 2 and to provide the County the choice
of approving a road design exception request for the reduced right-of-way.

4.9.1.5 Infrastructure and Utilities

While the major water, wastewater, storm water, recycling, and electrical _infrastructure
included in this alternative would be the same as the project (see subchapter 1.2), minor
changes would be required due to the Mountain Ridge Road widening. These minor
changes include the relocation of several power poles and extending three existing
culverts.

49.1.6  Grading

Under the Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative, the permanent fire station
would be located in Phase 5 within the development footprint of the project. Thus, the
fire_station included in this alternative would not result in additional grading or impact
areas beyond that of the project.

The construction of Mountain Ridge Road as a Rural Residential Collector requires that
the existing hills and valleys of the roadway (a.k.a. vertical alignment) be minimized. In
other words, the valley low points would be raised and the hill high points would be
lowered to result in a flatter topography. Thus, the Mountain Ridge Road improvements
of this alternative would result in additional grading beyond the project.

The Mountain Ridge Road Option 1 grading would involve an additional 4.4-acre area,
and would include an additional 3,271 cubic yards of fill and 78,944 cubic yards of cut
above that required for the construction of Mountain Ridge Road as a private road under
the project. Manufactured slopes would be up to 35 feet high. As shown in Figure 4-17, a
portion of the additional grading would occur within an existing open space easement.
The easement is located along a drainage and is held by the County of San Diego to
preserve open space. In order to grade within the easement, this alternative would
reguire an open space easement vacation.
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Mountain Ridge Road Option 2 (see Figure 4-18) would eliminate 4 feet of grading along
both sides of the roadway. This change would reduce the additional graded area to 4.04
acres. Grading quantities of Option 2 would be similar to Option 1, as the majority of the
grading qguantities are generated by the need to flatten out the topography and are not
related to the graded right-of-way area. As with Option 1, Option 2 would result in
manufactured slopes up to 35 feet in height and an open space easement vacation.

49.1.7 Growth Inducement

As described for the project in subchapter 1.8, this alternative would potentially induce
growth due to improved fire and emergency services and the expansion of sewer and
water infrastructure. However, the environmental impacts that may result from growth
inducement are too speculative to address due to the unknown nature, design, and
timing of future projects. In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15145, such
impacts are not addressed further herein, but would be required to be addressed at the
time future projects are identified and processed.

4.9.2 Comparison of the Effects of the Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station
Alternative to the Project

While the CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(d) states “the significant effects of the
alternative shall be discussed, but in less detail than the significant effects of the project
as proposed”, the additional environmental impacts of this alternative are described
below in similar detail as the project to allow the County the option of adopting this
alternative without the need to complete additional subsequent environmental analysis.
Thus, the analysis below not only addresses each environmental factor (e.g., visual
resources, noise), but each associated issue question as well.

Due to the more in depth analysis completed, a summary is provided in the introduction
to each environmental factor. The summary table identifies the impacts of the project
and the alternative for each environmental issue. The summary text includes three
paragraphs; one that (1) identifies the resources utilized to complete the analysis, (2) the
difference between the alternative’s impacts and the project’'s impacts, and (3) the
change in impacts if Mountain Ridge Road Option 2 is implemented instead of Option 1.

The detailed analysis completed under each issue determines the impacts of the
Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative compared to the project. If the impact is
the same as the project, the analysis will state such and refer to the analysis completed
for the project. For example, the impacts of the fire station included in this alternative are
typically the same as those impacts already identified for the project since the fire station
would be located within an area already identified for development by the project. The
reader is then referred to the project analysis for additional information. If new impacts or
an increase in impact severity is identified for the alternative relative to the project, then
the analysis describes the impact in detail, identifies the additional impact utilizing the
“MRR-“ prefix, and identifies mitigation as feasible. For example, the Mountain Ridge
Road improvements included in this alternative result in _impacts to additional area
outside of the project’'s development footprint and, therefore, are typically addressed in
detail in the analysis below.

The impact analysis below focuses on the worst-case impact scenario associated with
the Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative, which is Mountain Ridge Road
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Option 1 (see Figure 4-17). Mountain Ridge Road Option 1 is considered the worst-case
since it has a 48-foot-wide graded right-of-way where Mountain Ridge Road Option 2
includes a reduced 40-foot-wide graded right-of-way. As mentioned above, the summary
of each environmental factor also provides a brief comparison of the impacts associated
with the construction of Mountain Ridge Road Option 2 versus the construction of
Mountain Ridge Road Option 1.

49.2.1 Visual Resources

The existing conditions, methodology and significance determination information for the
Visual Resources analysis below is the same as the project (see subchapter 2.1), Visual
Resources. The analysis below is based on information obtained for the project that is
applicable for the alternative, including site visits and a specific Mountain Ridge Road
Fire Station Alternative analysis included as Appendix V-1.

The Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative (with Mountain Ridge Road Option 1)
would have the same less than significant impacts related to scenic vistas, scenic
resources, light, glare, and consistency with applicable policies and planning documents.
The significant _and unavoidable impacts due to changes in the existing visual
environment as viewed from West Lilac Road and from surrounding residences that
would occur under the project would also occur as a result of this alternative (Impacts V-
1 to V-4). Refer to the analysis below for additional information.

The implementation of the Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative Option 2
(reduced Mountain Ridge Road right-of-way) would result in similar visual impacts as
Option 1. The elimination of 4 feet of grading on each side of Mountain Ridge Road
would negligibly affect I-15 scenic vistas, scenic resources, visual character and quality,
and have no effect on light and glare, and plan compliance.

Issue 1: Scenic Vistas (Less Than Significant Impact)

The project site is not visible from _a designated state scenic _highway or scenic vista;
however a portion of the project site is visible from a segment of the 1-15 that is
designated as a County Scenic Highway. As discussed in subchapter 2.1.2.1 for the
project, the view of the project site from I-15 is very distant and the project improvements
on-site would not be highly visible. Due to the distance, the view from the I-15 of the site
under the project and this alternative would be similar. The fire station and Mountain
Ridge Road features included in this alternative compared to the project features would
not be discernable from the |-15. Therefore, this alternative would result in less than
significant impacts to scenic vistas, similar to the project (see Appendix C).

Issue 2: Scenic Resources (Less Than Significant Impact)

The project site contains approximately 20 acres of steep slopes that are considered
scenic _resources under RPO. As with the project, this alternative would impact eight
percent of these slopes on-site and would be consistent with the RPO. The disturbance
and subseguent revegetation/landscaping of a relatively small area of steep slopes
would not be visibly detectable and would not degrade the visual quality of the remaining
on-site _steep slopes. The fire station included in this alternative would be within the
project’s impact footprint, and no additional impacts beyond those identified for the
project would occur. The construction of Mountain Ridge Road under this Alternative
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would impact additional area beyond the project site, but that area does not include
additional steep slopes. Mountain Ridge Road improvements included in this alternative
would result in the removal of a few oak trees, but that visual change would have no
impact to scenic value. Therefore, this alternative would result in less than significant
impacts to scenic resources, similar to the project (see Appendix C).

Issue 3: Visual Character or Quality (Significant and Unavoidable Impact)

This alternative_would result in_significant temporary visual impacts associated with
construction of the project site similar to the project. Impacts of this alternative would be
the same as identified for the project in the visual resources analysis for the Project
(subchapter 2.1.2.3), except for the additional Mountain Ridge Road improvement area.
The fire station would be located within the existing footprint and the visual appearance
of the fire station construction would be similar to the residential construction proposed
in the same location by the project. The Mountain Ridge Road additional impact area
would be 4.4 acres and would not increase the severity of the project impact. Thus, this
alternative would have the same construction impact (Impact V-3) as identified for the
project in subchapter 2.1.2.3. Although short term, construction related impacts would
remain_significant and unavoidable (see Appendix C). M-V-2 identified in_subchapter
2.1.5 would be infeasible considering grading of each phase is dependent upon the
infrastructure in another phase (see subchapter 2.1.6). Short term, construction-related
impacts would remain significant and unavoidable (see Appendix C).

The Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative would have the same significant direct
and cumulative visual impacts identified for the project along West Lilac Road,
surrounding _residences, and other roadways. These impacts identified in the
subchapter 2.1.2.3 include Impact V-1 (West Lilac Road), Impact V-2 (surrounding
residences) and Impact V-4 (cumulative impacts). This alternative project would include
design features similar to the project (see subchapter 2.1.2.3) intended to assist in the
reduction of potentially significant impacts (including transitional landscaping intended to
relate_to adjacent natural hillsides, riparian areas, and rural residential lots;
manufactured slope treatments that soften their manmade appearance; and light fixtures
with cut-off features to minimize light spillage beyond their intended target areas). As
with the project, Mitigation Measure M-V-1 that requires dense landscaping to screen
views would be infeasible due to the Consolidated Fire Code requirements. Like the
project, impacts to existing views under this alternative would remain _significant and
unavoidable. Impacts to existing views along West Lilac Road, and surrounding
residences under this alternative would remain significant and unavoidable similar to the
project (see Appendix C).

The additional on- and off-site improvements associated with the Mountain Ridge Road
Fire Station Alternative would change the quality of the visual environment along
Mountain Ridge Road and for surrounding properties. Currently Mountain Ridge Road is
a 24-foot-wide, paved private roadway that follows the undulating topography, contains
no regular pattern of street lighting, and has minimal traffic generated from nearby
properties. Under the project, Mountain Ridge Road would be retained as a private

roadway.

This alternative would improve Mountain Ridge Road to a Rural Residential Collector,
which would results in widening the roadway to 28 feet of pavement, the addition of
sidewalks, curb and qutter, street lighting, additional right-of-way grading, landscaping,
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and vegetation removal along the roadway, flattening the topography along the roadway,
and increased public traffic. Grading associated with this improvement would be
significant substantial and result in slopes up to approximately 50 feet in height. These
improvements would introduce new visual elements associated with suburban patterns
of development but, at the same time, would relate to elements currently found within the
viewshed such as asphalt paving, naturalized and native plantings, and other man-made
improvements. Existing utility poles, would be relocated and/or removed as overhead
utilities within the right-of-way would be undergrounded. The off-site Mountain Ridge
Road improvements included in this alternative would not significantly alter the
composition of the visual environment and would therefore not result in_significant
adverse visual impacts to views.

Motorists traveling along Mountain Ridge Road currently have brief expansive views
toward the project site between existing view-blocking vegetation, structures and
topography that confine views to the immediate vicinity. The brief distant views of the
project site exist on Mountain Ridge Road at the topography peaks and at the terminus
of the existing roadway. Existing views toward the site from these locations would
encompass wetlands, natural hillsides, estate and rural residences, agricultural activities,
graded slopes, domestic and transitional landscaping. The southern area of project site
(Phase 5 area) in the distant views includes agricultural uses consisting of greenhouses
and row crops. These views would remain under the project. With the implementation of
the project alternative, Mountain Ridge Road would have lower topography peaks and
less expansive views, and the distant views of the project site would be changed to
residential, fire station, and institutional structures.

Due to the flattening of the peaks along Mountain Ridge Road, and the changes to the
interior views of the project site, the views along Mountain Ridge Road would have
increased urbanized character. The visual portions of the project would be at a relative
scale and density that would contrast moderately with the composition of the existing
visual environment. Policies and guidelines required by implementation of the Specific
Plan, as described earlier, would minimize the contrast of the project with its
surroundings _to the greatest extent possible. The alternative would include project
design features including landscaping on slopes, along streets, and within HOA open
space areas, that would visually buffer and screen portions of the project from view while
providing visual context. As the project vegetation matures, it would increasingly screen
and buffer the project from view, enabling it, over time, to be increasingly integrated into
the existing visual environment to the dreatest extent possible. Therefore,
implementation of the project would not change the visually prominent peaks, ridgelines,
and habitat areas; and, project design measures would help reduce the contrast of the
project with the existing visual environment; and views along local roadways would be
brief _and highly constrained by intervening structures, vegetation, topography and
distance, there would not be a significant adverse impact to views from Mountain Ridge
Road.

Issues 4 and 5: Light and Glare (Less Than Significant Impact)

Approval of this alternative would result in the implementation of the same Lilac Hills
Ranch Specific Plan project design as the project. The Specific Plan would require all
lighting designed to minimize new sources of substantial light and would conform to the
San Diego Light Pollution Code (Sections 59.108-59.110 51.201-51.209). Additionally,
the Specific Plan would prohibit use of highly reflective construction materials, and
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restrict exterior surfaces of buildings to primarily stucco or concrete. The proposed fire
station and Mountain Ridge Road improvements would be required to comply with these
regulations. Therefore, this alternative would result in less than significant visual impacts
due to the light and glare, similar to the project.

Issue 6: Consistency with Applicable Policies and Planning Documents (Less Than
Significant Impact)

Approval of this alternative would allow implementation of the land use plan as described
in Chapter 1.0. The construction of a fire station in Phase 5 and the additional Mountain
Ridge Road improvements would not change the analysis completed for the project. All
aspects of the development would be consistent with applicable policies and planning
documents related to visual resources as discussed in subchapter 2.1.2.6. ldentical to
the project, no consistency impact would result from the implementation of this
alternative.

4.9.2.2 Air Quality

The existing conditions, methodology and significance determination information for the
air_quality analysis below is the same as the project (see subchapter 2.2, Air Quality).
The analysis below is based on the Air Quality Technical Report prepared by RECON in
2014 to specifically address this Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative. The
following section is a summary of that report, which can be found in its entirety in

Appendix V-2.

In summary, the implementation of Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative (with
Mountain Ridge Road Option 1) would have one additional significant and unavoidable
construction impact related to NO, emissions (Impact MRR-AQ-1). All other air quality
impacts of this alternative would be similar to the project (see subchapter 2.2), including
significant_and unavoidable impacts related to inconsistency with current regional air
quality strategies and standards (Impacts AQ-2 to AQ-4, and AQ-6). This alternative
would have less than significant impacts related to sensitive receptors and odors, similar
to the project. Refer to the analysis below for additional information.

The implementation of the Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative Option 2
(reduced Mountain Ridge Road right-of-way) would result in similar air quality impacts as
Option 1. The elimination of 4 feet of grading on each side of Mountain Ridge Road
would negligibly reduce construction emissions, and have no effect to the conclusions
regarding conformance with air quality plans, standards, sensitive receptors and odor.

Issue 1: Conformance to Regional Air Quality Strateqy (Significant and Unavoidable
Impact

As Since the overall land uses and densities under this alternative would be the same as
the project, the impacts associated with conformance to the RAQs would be the same.
As described for the project in subchapter 2.2.2.1, this alternative would include a
General Plan Amendment that would increase density beyond that currently allowed on
the project site. This would lead to an inconsistency with the RAQs assumptions and
would result in direct Impact AQ-1 and cumulative Impact AQ-5. Mitigation Measure M-
AQ-1, detailed in subchapter 2.2.5, would require the County provide a revised housing
forecast to SANDAG to ensure that any revisions to the population and employment

4-184



4.0 Project Alternatives

projects are considered. The provision of housing information would assist SANDAG in
revising the housing forecast; however, until the anticipated growth is included in the
emission estimates of the RAQS the direct and cumulative impacts (Impacts AQ-1 and
AQ-5) associated with this alternative would be significant and unavoidable identical to

the project.

Issue 2: Conformance to Federal and State Ambient Air Quality Standards (Significant
and Unavoidable Impact)

Construction

The conversion of Mountain Ridge Road under the Alternative to a Rural Residential
Collector roadway would result in additional construction emissions, as compared to the
proposed project. As shown in Table 4-10, the construction of Mountain Ridge Road
alone would not exceed the County’s thresholds. However, the construction of Mountain
Ridge Road in combination with other planned simultaneous on-site construction
activities associated with the project (Phases 3 and 5) would exceed County thresholds
for nitrogen oxides (NO,), PM,o, and particulate matter with a diameter of 2.5
micrometers or less (PM,s). Compared to the proposed project, the alternative would
result in a new significant NO, impact during construction of Phases 3 and 5 (Impact
MRR-AQ-1), and greater PM;, and PM, s impacts (Impact AQ-2) as emissions would be
higher due to the additional disturbance associated with the construction of Mountain

Ridge Road.

TABLE 4-10
COMPARISON OF UNMITIGATED CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS FOR THE PROPOSED
PROJECT AND MOUNTAIN RIDGE ROAD FIRE STATION ALTERNATIVE (Ibs/day)"

Source | ROG | NOyx | CO | SO | PMy | PMps

Proposed Project

Phases 3 and 5° 34.0 240.6 454.7 10.3 449.6 99.2

SLT 75 250 550 250 100 55

Significant Impact? No No No No Yes Yes
Alternative

Mountain Ridge Road 7.3 77.5 45.6 0.0 28.6 8.4

Phases 3 and 5° 34.0 240.6 454.7 10.3 449.6 99.2

Subtotal 41.3 318.1 500.3 10.3 478.2 107.6

SLT 75 250 550 250 100 55

Significant Impact? No Yes No No Yes Yes

ROG =reactive organic gases; NOx = oxides of nitrogen; CO = carbon monoxide; SO, = sulfur oxides;

PM;0 = suspended particulate matter; PM, s = fine particulate matter; SLT = Screening Level Threshold

'Emissions reported are maximum daily emissions from each construction scenario regardless of the
construction stage, e.g. maximum PM;io and NOx emissions occur during grading while maximum ROG
emissions occur during architectural coatings, but are reported in the table together for impact determination.

2Includes emissions from blasting activities.

As with the project, this alternative would implement all project design and mitigation
measures (M-AQ-2, M-AQ-3, and M-AQ-4; see subchapter 2.2.5) to reduce construction
emissions. The alternative’s mitigated construction emissions for ROG, CO, PM;,, and
PM; s would be below the screening level threshold (Table 4-11). However, NO, would
remain_above the screening level threshold after mitigation. There is no feasible
mitigation beyond what is included in the project to avoid this impact. Therefore, this NO,

4-185




4.0 Project Alternatives

impact _under the alternative would be significant _and unavoidable. All project
construction emission impacts would be reduced to below the screening level threshold
with the implementation of mitigation (subchapter 2.2.5). Thus, the alternative would
result in an additional significant and unavoidable construction phase NO, impact
(Impact MRR-AQ-1) compared to the project.

TABLE 4-11

COMPARISON OF MITIGATED CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS FOR THE PROPOSED

PROJECT AND MOUNTAIN RIDGE ROAD FIRE STATION ALTERNATIVE (Ibs/day)"

Source | ROG | NOy | CO | SOx | PMy | PMps

Project

Phases 3and 5 36.1 203.7 474.0 10.3 53.6 16.5

SLT 5 250 550 250 100 55

Significant Impact? No No No No No No
Alternative

Mountain Ridge Road 7.3 77.5 45.6 0.0 28.6 8.4

Phases 3 and 5 36.1 203.7 474.0 10.3 53.6 16.5

Subtotal 43.4 281.2 519.6 10.3 82.2 24.9

SLT 75 250 550 250 100 55

Significant Impact? No Yes NO No No No

ROG =reactive organic gases; NOx = oxides of nitrogen; CO = carbon monoxide; SOx = sulfur oxides;

PMq = suspended particulate matter; PM, s = fine particulate matter; SLT = Screening Level Threshold

'Emissions reported are maximum daily emissions from each construction scenario regardless of the
construction stage, e.g., maximum PM;o and NOx emissions occur during grading while maximum ROG
emissions occur during architectural coatings, but are reported in the table together for impact determination.

Operational

The Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative operational impacts would be similar
to the project operational impacts described in subchapter 2.2.2.2. Land uses under the
alternative would be the same as the project, except a fire station would be constructed
in Phase 5 rather than Phase 3. This would have little effect on emissions considering
both the project and the alternative would involve a temporary station as a part of
Phase 1 construction until the permanent station is constructed (i.e., the vehicle trips
under both projects and stationary sources would be similar to each other in all phases).
The Mountain _Ridge Road improvements would not change the number of trips
generated or stationary source emissions as compared to the project, and would have
no additional impacts on operational air quality emissions (see subchapter 4.9.2.3). As
such, the operational emissions generated by this alternative would be the same as the
project, and associated impacts (including significant Impact AQ-3) would be the same
as described for the project (see subchapter 2.2.2.2). As described for the project in
subchapter 2.2.6.3, mitigation (M-AQ-6 and M-AQ-7) would reduce the operational
impact but not to below a level of significance.

Issue 3: Cumulatively Considerable Net Increase of Criteria Pollutants (Significant and
Unavoidable Impact)

As described in subchapter 2.2.2.3 for the project analysis, this “cumulative” analysis
addresses overlapping phases of project construction and operation. This alternative
cumulative air analysis would be identical to the project except in Phase 5 when the
additional construction emissions related to Mountain Ridge Road occur. As indicated
above, the fire station construction and the operation of this alternative would not result
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in_increased emissions relative to the project. Thus, the “cumulative” analysis below
focuses on the overlapping construction of Phases 3 and 5 and the operation of Phases
1, 2 and 4 (Traffic Scenario C).

Construction of Mountain Ridge Road would occur in Phase 5 when other phases are in
differing stages of operation and construction. As shown in Table 4-11, when operation
emissions from previously completed phases (Traffic Scenario C [Phases 1, 2, and 4])
are combined with the construction of Mountain Ridge Road and on-going construction
in Phases 3 and 5, all pollutant emissions would exceed all the significance thresholds
except for SOx (Table 4-12). The project would also exceed the significance threshold for
all pollutants except SOx under the same scenario. While both this alternative and the
project would result in ROG, NOx, CO, PM,o, and PM,s_exceeding the significance
threshold in the combined construction and operational conditions (Impact AQ-4), the
alternative’'s _exceedance would be greater than the project due to the additional
construction emissions associated with Mountain Ridge Road.

TABLE 4-12
COMPARISON OF CONSTRUCTION + OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS FOR THE PROPOSED
PROJECT AND MOUNTAIN RIDGE ROAD FIRE STATION ALTERNATIVE"

Source | ROG | NOx | CO | SO, | PMy | PMys

Project

Traffic Scenario C + 156.2 3857 | 12272 | 115 | 589.7 | 109.3

Phases 3 and 5 e

Screening Level

Threshold 75 250 550 250 100 55

Significant Impact? Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes
Alternative

Traffic Scenario C + 163.5 4633 | 1272.8 115 | 6183 | 117.7

Phases 3 and 5 e

Screening Level

Threshold 1) 250 550 250 100 55

Significant Impact? Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes

ROG =reactive organic gases; NOx = oxides of nitrogen; CO = carbon monoxide; SO = sulfur dioxide;
PM;o = suspended particulate matter; PM, s = fine particulate matter
'Emissions reported are maximum daily emissions from all phases.

Table 4-13 includes mitigated combined construction and operational emissions_that
would occur at the same point in time. The table shows that even after the application of
all design considerations _and mitigation measures (M-AQ-2 to M-AQ-4) identified in
subchapter 2.2.5 for the project, this alternative would exceed the significance threshold
for all criteria pollutants except SO, and PM,s. Thus, the significant PM, s impact would
be mitigated but ROG, NO,, CO, and PM;, would remain significant. Total emissions
(i.e., emissions from overlapping phases of construction and operation) under the
alternative_would be greater than the project in Phase 5 due to the additional
construction activities associated with Mountain Ridge Road. As described for the
project in subchapter 2.2.6, total emission impacts to cumulative air quality would remain
significant and unavoidable (Impact AQ-4).
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TABLE 4-13

COMPARISON OF MITIGATED CONSTRUCTION + OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS FOR THE

PROPOSED PROJECT AND MOUNTAIN RIDGE ROAD FIRE STATION ALTERNATIVE

(Ibs/day)”
Source ROG | NOx | co | sox | PMy | PMs

Project

Traffic Scenario C + 157.0 3481 | 12352 @ 115 | 167.2 | 215

Phases 3and 5

SLT 5 250 550 250 100 55

Significant Impact? Yes Yes Yes No Yes No
Alternative

Traffic Scenario C +

Phases 3and 5 164.4 423.3 1277.4 11.5 218.7 34.8

SLT 75 250 550 250 100 55

Significant Impact? Yes Yes Yes No Yes No

ROG = reactive organic gases; NOx = oxides of nitrogen; CO = carbon monoxide; SOx = sulfur oxides;
PM;o = suspended particulate matter; PM, s = fine particulate matter; SLT = Screening Level Threshold
'Emissions reported are maximum daily emissions from all phases.

As indicated above, even with the implementation of mitigation, the construction- and
operation-related emissions of the criteria pollutants under this alternative would exceed
the County’s screening level threshold for NOx during construction and ROG, NOy, CO,
and PM,, during the overlapping construction plus operation conditions. Therefore,
similar to the project, the Alternative would cause a cumulatively considerable significant
impact (Impact AQ-6). This alternative would result in_greater air impacts during
construction than the project, resulting in an increase in this cumulative emission impact
relative to the project.

Issue 4: Impacts to Sensitive Receptors (Less than Significant Impact)

Localized Hotspot Carbon Monoxide

According to the TIS for this alternative (see Appendix V-2), the Mountain Ridge
Road/Circle R intersection would be unsignalized and the volume of traffic during AM
and PM peak periods would be approximately 680 vehicles under the worst-case
cumulative condition. As that is well below the 3,000 peak hour vehicles criteria of the
County Guidelines, this alternative would not result in a new CO hot spots beyond any
identified for the project (subchapter 2.2.2.4). As with the project, CO hot spot impacts
would be less than significant under this alternative.

Localized Hotspot PM;o

This alternative would not result in a new _highway improvement project, and the volume
on 1-15 in this area ranges between 107,000 and 113,000 ADT (Caltrans 2011). Based
on the Caltrans traffic volume data for I-15 between Deer Springs Road and SR-76, the
diesel truck traffic, the primary source of diesel exhaust, represents approximately
7 percent of the total traffic volume (Caltrans 2011). This alternative would not result in
the degradation of any additional intersection beyond those analyzed in subchapter
2.2.2.4. Additionally, based on the Mountain Ridge Road Traffic Impact Study (see
Appendix V-2), the proposed Mountain Ridge Road intersection would operate at LOS C
or better. Thus, the alternative hotspot PM;, impact would be the same as analyzed for
the project in in subchapter 2.2.2.4, and would be less than significant.
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Diesel Particulate Matter (DPM)

As with the construction of the project, construction of this alternative would result in
short-term_diesel exhaust emissions from on-site _heavy-duty equipment during site
grading and earthmoving, trenching, asphalt paving, and other construction activities.
Other construction-related sources of DPM include material delivery trucks and
construction worker vehicles; however, these sources are minimal relative to
construction equipment. Particulate exhaust emissions from diesel-fueled engines
(DPM) are identified as a toxic air contaminant by CARB.

As with the analysis of the project, the DPM emissions for this alternative’s construction
were estimated using exhaust PM;,_values from annual emission estimates. Due to the
additional construction associated with Mountain Ridge Road, this alternative’s
concentration of exhaust PM;o would be 0.2058 micrograms per square meter relative to
the project’s 0.191 micrograms per square meter. Maintaining all other factors used in
the project analysis (e.g., best emission-control technologies such as AQ-DC-3), this
would result in _a cancer risk of 7.49 in one million at the point of maximum
concentration, which is above the project’'s 6.95 in a million cancer risk. While the cancer
risk would increase relative to the project, this alternative’s modeled cancer risks would
not exceed the County’s significance threshold of 10 in 1 million. Therefore, as with the
project, this alternative’s construction-related TAC impacts to sensitive receptors would
be less than significant.

Additionally, DPM has chronic (i.e., long-term) non-cancer health impacts. To determine
those chronic health impacts, OEHHA threshold was utilized. Per that threshold,
ambient DPM concentrations below 5 pg/m® would have no adverse health effects. The
non-cancer risk from DPM exposure for this alternative is 0.04116 pg/m®. This DPM
concentration for the project is below the OEHHA threshold and is under the County’s
more stringent significance threshold of 1 for non-cancer health impacts. Therefore, like
the project, the non-cancer health impacts associated with this alternative’s construction-
related TAC impacts to sensitive receptors would be less than significant.

Issue 5: Odor Impacts (Less than Significant Impact)

The Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative includes options for the treatment of
wastes as discussed in Chapter 1.0, including the construction of an on-site WRF.
Approval of the project design under this alternative would allow implementation of
measures as detailed in subchapter 2.2.2.5. Specifically, the WRF would be designed to
reduce any potential odor impacts to the surrounding areas. These design measures
include odor control units using activated carbon towers, which would trap volatile
organic_compounds that are corrosive or _odorous. With the inclusion of the carbon
towers, this alternative would not result in a substantial increase in odor levels at nearby
sensitive _receptors. A fire station and widening Mountain Ridge Road would not
generate substantial odors. Odor impacts would be less than significant, similar to the

project.

4.9.2.3 Transportation/Traffic

The existing conditions, methodology and significance determination information for the
Transportation/Traffic analysis below is the same as the project (see subchapter 2.3),
Transportation/Traffic. The analysis below is based on the Traffic Impact Study for Lilac
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Hills Ranch, Mountain Ridge Fire Station Traffic Study prepared by Chen Ryan in 2014
and the report is included as Appendix V-3.

In_ summary, the Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative (with Mountain Ridge
Road Option 1) would have the same significant mitigated circulation system and
congestion management impacts as the project (Impacts TR-1 to TR-37). Also similar to
the project, the traffic hazard and public transit, bicycle and pedestrian facility impacts of
the Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative would be less than significant. The
change in trip distribution, removal of gated access in Phases 4 and 5, and the Mountain
Ridge Road reclassification that occur under this alternative, would not alter the overall
transportation/traffic impact conclusions identified for the project. Refer to the analysis
below for additional information.

The implementation of the Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative Option 2
(reduced Mountain _Ridge Road _right-of-way) would result in_the same
transportation/traffic impacts as Option 1. The elimination of 4 feet of grading on each
side of Mountain Ridge Road would have no effect on the amount of vehicular traffic on
Mountain Ridge Road or roadway operations. Removing grading along the site of the
road would also not affect public transit, bicycle or pedestrian traffic.

Issue 1: Circulation System Operations and Congestion Management (Significant and
Unavoidable Impact)

Construction

The Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative would generate construction traffic
similar to the project and would also include project traffic control plan as a project
feature (see EIR subchapter 2.3.2.2). This alternative would result in_a temporary
increase in_construction traffic_on local area roadways; however, the amount of
temporary construction traffic would be less than the amount of permanent traffic
analyzed below. Similar to the project, a traffic control plan would be completed to
manage construction traffic and ensure impacts would be less than significant.

Project Trip Generation

The total trip generation for the Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative would be
identical to the project for Traffic Scenarios A, B, and C, as the land uses would be
identical (see Table 2.3-9). Under Traffic Scenarios D and E, the alternative would
generate 16 additional ADT relative to the project, as it would include a permanent fire
station in Phase 5 without reducing any other land uses. Thus, Traffic Scenario D with
the alternative would generate 12,942 ADT compared to the Traffic Scenario D plus
project’s 12,927 ADT. Traffic Scenario E for the alternative would generate 19,422 ADT,
while the Traffic Scenario D with the project would generate 19,406 ADT. Refer to
Appendix V-2 Section 4.3.1 for additional details, including the AM and PM peak hour
breakdowns and the determination of the fire station trip rate.

Project Traffic Distribution and Assignment

Like the analysis of the project as discussed in subchapter 2.3.2.1, the analysis of
Existing Plus Project impacts under this alternative is divided into five scenarios based
on the construction of project phases. Each construction phase includes additional land
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uses and circulation improvements. These scenarios are referred to as Traffic Scenarios
A (Phase 1), B (Phases 1 and 4), C (Phases 1, 2, and 4), D (Phases 1, 2, 4, and 5), and
E (Phases 1, 2, 3, 4, and b5). If the project construction did not follow this phasing order,
a specified number of equivalency dwelling units have been assigned to each Traffic
Scenario_that can be used to determine the appropriate mitigation, as detailed in

Appendix V-2.

The distribution of traffic for this alternative would be the same as the project for Traffic
Scenarios A to C, as the access would be the same and land uses would be in the same
locations. The traffic distribution for Traffic Scenario D and E for the alternative would
differ from the project, as the gates that are included in Phase 4 and 5 of the project
would be eliminated under this alternative. The elimination of the gates under the
alternative _would result in _a portion of the project-generated traffic shifting from
roadways to the north of the site to roadways to the south of the site. Generally, this
includes a reduction of project traffic on West Lilac Road and the increase of project
traffic on Circle R Road. Refer to Appendix V-2 Section 4.3.2 for additional details.

Existing Plus Project (Traffic Scenarios A to C)

Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative Traffic_Scenario A to C existing plus
project analysis would be identical to the proposed project, as the land uses, access and
all project features would be identical. Thus, refer to subchapter 2.3 Traffic Scenario A
to C for the detailed Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative Traffic Scenario A to
C analysis. In summary, the Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative would have
the following impacts in Traffic Scenarios A to C identical to the project:

Traffic Scenario A

Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative would have direct impacts to:

e Gopher Canyon Road, between E. Vista Way and 1-15 SB Ramps (Impact TR-1),
and
e E. Vista Way / Gopher Canyon Road (Impact TR-2).

Traffic Scenario B

Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative would have direct impacts to:

e Gopher Canyon Road, between E. Vista Way and 1-15 SB Ramps (Impact TR-1),
and
e E. Vista Way / Gopher Canyon Road (Impact TR-2).

e |15 SB Ramps/Gopher Canyon Road (Impact TR-3); and
e |-15 NB Ramps/Gopher Canyon Road (Impact TR-4).

Traffic Scenario C

Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative would have direct impacts to:

e Gopher Canyon Road, between E. Vista Way and 1-15 SB Ramps (Impact TR-1),
and
e E. Vista Way / Gopher Canyon Road (Impact TR-2).
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e [|-15 SB Ramps/Gopher Canyon Road (Impact TR-3);
e |-15 NB Ramps/Gopher Canyon Road (Impact TR-4);
e West Lilac Road from Old Highway 395 to Main Street (Impact TR-5);

e E. Vista Way from Gopher Canyon Road to Osborne Street (Impact TR-6); and
e Old Highway 395/West Lilac Road (Impact TR-7).

Traffic Scenario A to C Mitigation

As described for the project, the Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative would
implement mitigation M-TR-1 to M-TR-4 to mitigate impacts TR-1, TR-2, TR-5, TR-6,
and TR-7 to below a level of significance. Impacts TR-3 and TR-4 would remain
significant, as the improvements required to mitigate those impacts are under the
jurisdiction of Caltrans. Refer to subchapter 2.3.6 for additional details.

Existing Plus Project (Traffic Scenario D)

The Existing Plus Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative (Traffic Scenario D)
conditions would include the same existing traffic and the same improvements identified
under the project analysis in _subchapter 2.3.2.1. As mentioned above, this Traffic
Scenario D analysis differs from the project since it (1) includes a permanent fire station
in_addition to the land uses identified for the project, (2) eliminates the project’'s gates
that restrict access to roadways located the south and southeast of the site, and (3)
improves Mountain Ridge Road from a private road to a local public roadway.

Roadway Segments

As under the Traffic Scenario D plus project conditions, four roadway segments would
operate _at unacceptable levels under the Traffic Scenario D plus the alternative
conditions. Identical to the project, the alternative would have a significant impact to the
following roadways under Traffic Scenario D (Appendix V-2, Table 5.26):

e Gopher Canyon Road, between E. Vista Way and 1-15 SB Ramps — LOS F
(Impact TR-1);

e West Lilac Road, between Old Highway 395 and Main Street - LOS F
(Impact TR-5); and

e E. Vista Way, between Gopher Canyon Road and Osborne Street — LOS F
(Impact TR-6).

As with the project, the alternative’s (Traffic Scenario D) impacts to E. Vista Way,
between SR-76 and Gopher Canyon Road would be less than significant since the
project would add less than 200 ADT to this County segment operating at LOS E.

Intersections

As with the project, five intersections would operate at unacceptable levels under the
Traffic Scenario D plus alternative conditions. As with the project, the alternative would
have significant direct impacts to the following intersections under Traffic Scenario D
(Appendix V-2, Table 5.28):
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E. Vista Way / Gopher Canyon Road (LOS F during both the AM and PM peak
hours) (Impact TR-2);

e |-15 SB Ramps / Gopher Canyon Road (Caltrans) — LOS F during both the AM
and PM peak hours (Impact TR-3);

e [|-15 NB Ramps / Gopher Canyon Road (Caltrans) — LOS E during the AM peak
hour and LOS F during the PM peak hour (Impact TR-4);

e Old Highway 395/West Lilac Road (County) — LOS F during both the AM and
PM peak hours (Impact TR-7); and

e Old Highway 395/Circle R Drive (County) —LOS E during the AM peak hour and
LOS F during the PM peak hour (Impact TR-8).

Two-lane Highways and Freeways

As with the project, the alternative would have no_significant impact to two-lane
highways (see Appendix V-2, Table 5.29) or freeways since (see Appendix V-2,
Table 5.30) all such facilities would operate at acceptable levels in the Traffic Scenario D
plus alternative conditions.

Mitigation

As with the project, Mitigation Measures M-TR-1 to M-TR-5 identified in subchapter
2.3.5.1 would reduce impacts TR-1 and TR-2, and TR-5 to TR-8 to below a level of
significance by improving roadway capacity or by reducing intersection delay (see
subchapter 2.3.6.1 or Appendix V-2, Tables 5.26 to 5.28 and 5.32). However, Impacts
TR-3 and TR-4 would remain significant since the improvements required to mitigate the
impacts _are under the jurisdiction of Caltrans. Thus, the alternative would have the
same traffic impacts as the project under Traffic Scenario D.

Existing Plus Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative (Traffic Scenario E)

The Existing Plus Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative (Traffic Scenario E)
conditions would include the same existing traffic and the same improvements identified
under the project analysis in subchapter 2.3.2.1. As mentioned above, this Traffic
Scenario E analysis differs from the project since it (1) includes a permanent fire station
in_addition to the land uses identified for the project, (2) eliminates the project’'s gates
that restrict access to roadways located the south and southeast of the site, and (3)
improves Mountain Ridge Road from a private road to a local public roadway.

Roadway Segments

As with the project, three four roadway segments would operate at unacceptable levels
in the Traffic Scenario E plus alternative conditions. As with the project, the alternative
(Traffic Scenario E) would have a significant impact to the following roadway segments
(see Appendix V-2, Table 5.34):

e Gopher Canyon Road, between E. Vista Way and 1-15 SB Ramps — LOS F
(Impact TR-1);
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e West Lilac Road, between Old Highway 395 and Main Street - LOS F
(Impact TR-5);

e E. Vista Way, between Gopher Canyon Road and Osborne Street — LOS F
(Impact TR-6); and

e E. Vista Way, between SR-76 and Gopher Canyon Road — LOS E (Impact TR 9).
Intersections

As with the project, five intersections would operate at unacceptable levels in the
Existing Plus alternative (Traffic _Scenario E) conditions. As with the project, the
alternative (Traffic _Scenario E) would have significant impacts to the following
intersections (see Appendix V-2, Table 5.36):

e E. Vista Way / Gopher Canyon Road (LOS F during both the AM and PM peak
hours) (Impact TR-2);

e |-15 SB Ramps / Gopher Canyon Road (Caltrans) — LOS F during both the AM
and PM peak hours (Impact TR-3);

e [|-15 NB Ramps / Gopher Canyon Road (Caltrans) — LOS E during the AM peak
hour and LOS F during the PM peak hour (Impact TR-4);

e Old Highway 395/West Lilac Road (County) — LOS F during both the AM and
PM peak hours (Impact TR-7); and

e Old Highway 395/Circle R Drive (County) —LOS E during the AM peak hour and
LOS F during the PM peak hour (Impact TR-8).

Two-lane Highways and Freeways

As with the project, the alternative would have no_significant _impact to two-lane
highways (see Appendix V-2, Table 5.37) or freeways (see Appendix V-2, Table 5.38)
since all such facilities would operate at acceptable levels in the Traffic Scenario E plus
alternative conditions.

Mitigation

As with the project, Mitigation Measures M-TR-1 to M-TR-5 identified in subchapter
2.3.5.1 would reduce impacts TR-1 and TR-2, and TR-5 to TR-9 to below a level of
significance by improving roadway segment capacity and reducing intersection delay
(see subchapter 2.3.6.1, or Appendix V-2, Tables 5.34 to 5.36 and 5.40). However,
impacts TR-3 and TR-4 would remain _significant since the improvements required to
mitigate the impacts are under the jurisdiction of Caltrans. Thus, the alternative would
have the same traffic impacts as the project under Traffic Scenario E.

Cumulative Impact Analysis

As with the project analysis detailed in subchapter 2.3.3.1, the Mountain Ridge Road
Fire Station Alternative cumulative _impact analysis includes 171 cumulative projects
located within 7 miles of the site (see Table 1-6 and Figure 1-24). The Existing Plus
Cumulative Projects assumptions for this alternative would be identical to that described
in subchapter 2.3.3, but the project assumptions would differ. As previously mentioned,
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the alternative analysis differs from the project since it (1) includes a permanent fire
station in addition to the land uses identified for the project, (2) eliminates the project’s
gates that restrict access to roadways located the south and southeast of the site, and
(3) improves Mountain Ridge Road from a private road to a local public roadway.

Roadway Segments

Nine roadway segments would operate at unacceptable levels under the cumulative plus
project condition. As with the project (see subchapter 2.3.3.1), the Mountain Ridge
Road Fire Station Alternative would result in a significant cumulative impact to the
following nine roadway segments under the cumulative condition (see Appendix V-2,

Table 6.2):

e West Lilac Road between Old Highway 395 and Main Street — LOS F, and the
cumulative projects plus the proposed project would add more than 100 daily
trips (Impact TR-10).

e Camino Del Rey between Old River Road and West Lilac Road - LOS E, and the
cumulative projects plus the proposed project would add more than 200 daily
trips (Impact TR-11).

e Gopher Canyon Road between E. Vista Way to Little Gopher Canyon Road —
LOS F, and the cumulative projects plus the proposed project would add more
than 100 daily trips (Impact TR-12).

e Gopher Canyon Road between Little Gopher Canyon Road and I-15 SB Ramps
— LOS F, and the cumulative projects plus the proposed project would add more
than 100 daily trips (Impact TR-13).

e E. Vista Way between SR-76 and Gopher Canyon Road — LOS F, and the
cumulative projects plus the proposed project would add more than 100 daily
trips (Impact TR-14).

e E. Vista Way between Gopher Canyon Road and Osborne Street — LOS F, and
the cumulative projects plus the proposed project would add more than 100 daily
trips Impact (Impact TR-15).

e Pankey Road between Pala Mesa Drive and SR-76 - LOS F, and the cumulative
projects would add more than 100 daily trips (Impact TR-16).

e Lilac Road between Old Castle Road and Anthony Road - LOS E, and the
cumulative projects plus the proposed project would add more than 200 daily
trips (Impact TR-17).

e Cole Grade Road, between Fruitvale Road and Valley Center Road - LOS E, and
the cumulative projects plus the proposed project would add more than 200 daily
trips (Impact TR-18).

Intersections

A total of 12 intersections would operate at unacceptable levels under the cumulative
plus alternative conditions. As with the project, the Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station
Alternative _would result in _a significant cumulative impact to the following 11
intersections under the cumulative condition (see Appendix V-2, Table 6.3):
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E. Vista Way/Gopher Canyon Road (County) (LOS F — AM and PM peak hours)
(Impact TR-19);

e SR-76/0Ild Highway 395 (Caltrans) (LOS F - AM and PM peak hours) (Impact
TR-20);

e SR-76/Pankey Road (Caltrans) (LOS F - AM and PM peak hours) (Impact TR-
21);

e Old Highway 395/E. Dulin Road (County) (LOS F - AM and PM peak hours)
(Impact TR-22);

e Old Highway 395/West Lilac Road (County) (LOS F - AM and PM peak hours)
(Impact TR-23);

e |-15 SB Ramps/Old Highway 395 (Caltrans) —LOS E during the AM peak hour
and LOS F during the PM peak hour (Impact TR-24);

e [-15 NB Ramps/Old Highway 395 (Caltrans) — LOS E during the PM peak hour
(Impact TR-25);

e Old Highway 395/Circle R Drive (County) (LOS F - AM and PM peak hours)
(Impact TR-26);

e [|-15 SB Ramps/Gopher Canyon Road (Caltrans) (LOS F - AM and PM peak
hours) (Impact TR-27);

e [|-15 NB Ramps/Gopher Canyon Road (Caltrans) (LOS F - AM and PM peak
hour) (Impact TR-28); and

e Miller Road/Valley Center Road (County) (LOS F - PM peak hour) (Impact TR-29).

The alternative and cumulative projects would add fewer than five peak hour trips to the
critical movement of the Old River Road/Camino Del Rey intersection and, therefore, the
cumulative impact would be less than significant.

Two-Lane Highways

As with the project, all segments along Old Highway 395 would operate at acceptable
levels in the cumulative condition and no significant cumulative impact would occur as a
result of the Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative (see Appendix V-2;

Table 6.4).

Freeway Segments

As with the project (subchapter 2.3.3.1), the Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station
Alternative would result in a significant cumulative impact to eight segments of the 1-15
(see Appendix V-2, Table 6.5):

e |-15, between Riverside County Boundary and Old Highway 395 (LOS F) (Impact
TR-30);

e |-15, between Old Highway 395 and SR-76 (LOS F) (Impact TR-31);

e |-15, between SR-76 and Old Highway 395 (LOS F) (Impact TR-32);
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e [-15, between Old Highway 395 and Gopher Canyon Road (LOS F) (Impact TR-

8

e |-15, between Gopher Canyon Road and Deer Springs Road (LOS F) (Impact TR-
4 .

w

e |-15, between Deer Springs Road and Centre City Parkway (LOS F) (Impact TR-
35);

e |-15, between Centre City Parkway and El Norte Parkway (LOS F) (Impact TR-36);
and

e |-15, between El Norte Parkway and SR-78 (LOS F) (Impact TR-37).

Mitigation

To mitigate cumulative impacts, this alternative would implement project mitigation
measures M-TR-2 to M-TR-9, which require various roadway improvements and
payment towards the TIF program (see subchapter 2.3.5). This would mitigate all
impacts to roadways and intersections (see Appendix V-2, Tables 6.2, 6.3, 6.7 and 6.8)
except where facilities are under Caltrans jurisdiction (Impacts TR-20, TR-21, and TR-30
to TR-37), and where mitigation is infeasible (Impact TR-12 and TR-16) due to the
mitigation not being proportional to project impacts. Refer to subchapter 2.3.6 for
additional information.

Issue 2: Transportation Hazard (Less than Significant Impact)

The Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative transportation improvements and land
uses would be the same as the project except for Mountain Ridge Road reclassification,
the removal of gates from Phases 4 and 5, and the change in location of the fire station.
The potential transportation hazards of this alternative would be similar to the project
(see subchapter 2.3.2.3) with the exception of those features. The widening of Mountain
Ridge Road and removal of gates from the southern area near that road would provide
additional public access and faster emergency services access from the site to the
south. The Mountain Ridge Road speed limit would be increased to 30 mph, but the
roadway would be designed to accommodate for the increase in speed. As with the
project, the Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative road network design would
provide adequate ingress and egress for residents as well as emergency access, safe
trail system, and conform to Goal M-4 of the General Plan Mobility Element. Therefore,
impacts associated with transportation hazards would be less than significant.

Issue 3: Public Transit, Bicycle, and Pedestrian Facilities (Less than Significant Impact)

The public transit, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities of this alternative would be the same
as the project (see subchapter 2.3.2.4), with the exception of the Mountain Ridge Road.
Mountain Ridge Road is currently a dirt road on-site and a paved road without sidewalks
off-site. Mountain Ridge Road would become a larger, more heavily travelled roadway
with sidewalks with the implementation of this alternative. This would improve the
pedestrian_and bicycle access. As with the project, the Mountain Ridge Road Fire
Station Alternative would provide alternative transportation opportunities and would be
consistent with County Mobility Element Goals 8 and 11 and associated policies.
Impacts associated with transit, bicycle and pedestrian facilities would be less than
significant, similar to the project.
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4.9.2.4 Agricultural Resources

The existing conditions, methodology and significance determination information for the
Agricultural Resources analysis below is the same as the project (see subchapter 2.4),
Agricultural Resources. The analysis below is based on the agricultural mapping and
analysis completed for the project in the Agricultural Resources Technical Report (see

Appendix F).

As described further below, the Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative
agricultural resource impacts would be similar to the project. The additional Mountain
Ridge Road improvements completed by this alternative would affect additional orchard
land, but this additional impact is not considered significant. The fire station would have
no new affects to agricultural resources, as it is included within the development footprint
of both the alternative and the project. Like the project, this alternative would have a
less than significant impact related to land use conflicts, and significant mitigated
impacts related to direct conversion of agricultural land (Impact AG-1) and indirect
conversion of agricultural uses (Impacts AG-2 to AG-15) due to agricultural adjacency
issues. Refer to the analysis below for additional information.

The implementation of the Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative Option 2
(reduced Mountain Ridge Road right-of-way) would result in similar impacts as Option 1.
The elimination of 4 feet of grading on each side of Mountain Ridge Road slightly reduce
the impact to orchard land, but this would not change the impact conclusions discussed
below.

Issue 1: Direct Conversion of Agricultural Resources (Less than Significant Impact)

As discussed in subchapter 2.4.2.1, pursuant to the County adopted guidelines including
reliance on the LARA Model, development of this project site would result in the direct
conversion of important agricultural resources. Improvement of Mountain Ridge Road to
a Rural Residential Collector would include the conversion of an additional 4.88 acres of
orchard land; however this impact would not be significant since it would not affect
agricultural land considered significant per the LARA model. The fire station would be
constructed within the project footprint and no additional direct agricultural impact would
occur. The permanent fire station in Phase 5 proposed by this alternative would be
located in the same development footprint analyzed in the project and would therefore
not result in any changes with respect to agricultural resource relative to project. Thus,
the Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative would result in the same significant
mitigated Impact AG-1 as the project. As with the project, this impact would be mitigated
through M-AG-1 that requires the preservation of Prime or Statewide Importance
agricultural resources at a 1 to 1 ratio.

Issue 2: Land Use Conflicts (Less than Significant Impact)

The Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative would include the same land uses
and footprint as the project, except for the location of a fire station within the Phase 5
footprint_and the additional Mountain Ridge Road improvements. The additional fire
station and roadway improvements would not result in additional conflicts with
surrounding agricultural uses, as the fire station would be located within the project
footprint_ and a roadway is generally compatible with agricultural uses. As with the
project, this alternative would allow some agricultural uses to continue within the project
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site_and would consist of a village development that would be compatible with the
rural/agricultural nature of Valley Center. This alternative would include agricultural
buffers like the project. Additionally, this alternative would not impact the Williamson Act
contracted lands to the north, or Agricultural Preserve Number 88 because these sites
properties are not adjacent to the project site and would not be limited in their activities.
Therefore, impacts would be less than significant, similar to the project.

Issue 3: Indirect Conversion of Agricultural Resources (Significant Mitigated Impact)

Approval of the Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative would allow the
implementation of the same land uses and require the same General Plan Amendments
as discussed in Chapter 1.0. Therefore, like the project, approval of the Mountain Ridge
Road Fire Station Alternative would result in potential conflicts with off-site agricultural
operations, in locations identified in Figure 2.4-7, due to land use/agricultural interface
issues _arising from dust, noise, liability concerns, trespassing, theft, competition for
water, traffic, pest introduction and conflicts with pesticide use which could occur when
residential developments neighbor agricultural operations. The Mountain Ridge Road
and fire station included in this alternative would be similar to the indirect conversion
impact analysis completed for the project, as a roadway is generally compatible with
agricultural uses regardless of width and the fire station would be within the project
footprint. The details of each potential impact of the project design under this alternative
are_the same as those detailed throughout in _subchapter 2.4.2.3. Specifically, this
alternative would result in the same potentially significant impacts identified in the EIR as
Impacts AG-2 through AG-15.

As with the project, agricultural impacts of this alternative would be reduced to below a
level of significance through mitigation. Like the project, this alternative would implement
Mitigation Measures M-AG-2 through M-AG-5 that are identified in subchapter 2.4.5. M-
AG-2 to M-AG-4 that require 50-foot-wide agricultural buffers, 6-foot-high fencing, and
dedication of a Limited Building Zone prohibiting habitable structures adjacent to
identified agricultural adjacency areas. The inclusion of these mitigation measures would
assure adequate buffering between off- and on-site uses, reducing significant impacts at
the agricultural interface locations to below a level of significance. Mitigation Measure M-
AG-5 ensures that interim agricultural uses, as the construction of the project under this
alternative is phased in over time, would not result in significant indirect impacts. Refer
to subchapters 2.4.5 and 2.4.6 for additional details.

4.9.2.5 Biological Resources

The existing conditions, methodology and significance determination information for the
Biological Resources analysis below is the same as the project (see subchapter 2.5,
Biological Resources). The analysis below is based on biological resource mapping,
surveys, and analysis completed in the Biological Resources Report (see Appendix G).

Like the project, this alternative would have significant impacts related to special status
species (raptors; Impact BIO-1), riparian habitat or sensitive natural community (Impact
BIO-2); and jurisdictional waters and waterways (Impact BIO-3) that would be mitigated
(by M-BIO-1 to M-BIO-3) to below a level of significance. In addition, this alternative
would result in _an additional sensitive habitat impact (Impact MRR-BIO-1a) and
jurisdictional habitat _impact (Impact MRR-BIO-2a) that would require additional
mitigation (M-MRR-BIO-1a and M-MRR-BIO-2a) to be reduced to below a level of

4-199




4.0 Project Alternatives

significance. This alternative would have less than significant impacts related to wildlife
movement and nursery sites; and local policies, ordinances, and adopted plans, similar

to the project.

The implementation of the Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative Option 2
(reduced Mountain Ridge Road right-of-way) would result in similar impacts as Option 1.
The elimination of 4 feet of grading on each side of Mountain Ridge Road would slightly
reduce the sensitive habitat and jurisdictional habitat acreage of Option 1, as described
further below.

Instead of the Option 1 impact MRR-BIO-1a described below, Mountain Ridge Road Fire
Station Alternative Option 2 would have the following reduced significant impact (Impact
MRR-BIO-1b) to sensitive habitats: southern coast live oak riparian woodland (0.01
acre), coast live oak woodland (0.28 acre), and open water (0.10 acre). To mitigate
impact MRR-BIO-1b, the following would be implemented:

M-MRR-BIO-1b: Prior to issuance of a grading permit for Mountain Ridge Road
improvements, the following shall be provided either on-site within the
open space easement; off-site within a draft PAMA of the draft North
County MSCP in Valley Center or adjacent communities; or through a
mitigation bank, subject to the approval of the County and appropriate
wildlife agencies:

1. Impacts to 0.01 acre of southern coast live oak riparian woodland
shall be mitigated at a 3:1 ratio with 0.03 acre.

2. Impacts to 0.28 acre of coast live oak woodland shall be mitigated
at a 3:1 ratio with 0.84 acre.

3. Impacts to 0.10 acre of open water shall be mitigated at a 3:1 ratio
with 0.30 acre.

Instead of the Option 1 impact MRR-BIO-2a described below, Mountain Ridge Road Fire
Station Alternative Option 2 would have the following reduced significant impact (Impact
MRR-BIO-2b) to jurisdictional habitats: 0.01 acre of County RPO wetlands, and 0.022
acre of wetlands under the jurisdiction of ACOE and CDFW/RWQCB. To mitigate
impact MRR-BIO-2b, the following would be implemented:

M-MRR-BIO-2b: Prior to _the issuance of grading permits, wetland impacts shall be
mitigated at a ratio of 3:1, consisting of on-site preservation, enhance-
ment, and/or creation of wetlands. Mitigation of wetlands shall include
a 1:1 creation _component (of the 3:1), to ensure no net loss of
wetlands. Non-wetland waters and streambed shall be mitigated at a
1:1 ratio consisting of preservation/enhancement. Mitigation
measures for impacts to ACOE, CDFW/RWQCB, and County RPO
wetlands are listed as follows:

1. ACOE/CDFW/RWQCB jurisdiction: Mountain Ridge Road
permanent impacts to 0.022 acre of wetlands shall be mitigated at
a 3:1 ratio with 0.066 acre of jurisdictional wetlands enhancement/
preservation/creation (1:1 creation component).
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2. County RPO jurisdiction: Mountain Ridge Road permanent
impacts to 0.01 acre of RPO wetlands shall be mitigated at a 3:1
ratio with 0.03 acre of RPO wetlands enhancement/ preservation/
creation (1:1 creation component).

Issue 1 and 2: Special Status Species, Riparian Habitat or Sensitive Natural Community
(Significant Mitigated Impact)

The Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative would result in _the special status
species and riparian_habitat or sensitive natural community impacts identified for the
project, as those detailed in subchapter 2.5.2.2. These impacts include the removal of
more than five percent of the raptor foraging habitat on-site (Impact BIO-1), and impacts
to riparian and sensitive natural communities (Impact BIO-2). In addition to the impacts
identified for the project, this alternative would result the following additional riparian and
sensitive_habitat impacts from the construction of Mountain Ridge Road: southern coast
live oak riparian woodland (0.01 acre), coast live oak woodland (0.31 acre), and open
water (0.11 acre). These additional sensitive habitat impacts would be significant (Impact
MRR-BIO-1a). The fire station included in this alternative would be located within the
project footprint, and would not result in_any additional species or sensitive habitat
impacts beyond those identified for project.

Similar to the project, Mitigation Measures M-BIO-1 through M-BIO-3 (see subchapter
2.5.5) would be implemented by this alternative to reduce Impacts BIO-1 and BIO-2 to
below a level of significance. In addition, this alternative would include the following
mitigation (M-MRR-BIO-1), to reduce the additional Mountain Ridge Road impacts to
below a level of significance:

M-MRR-BIO-1a: Prior to issuance of a grading permit for Mountain Ridge Road
improvements, the following shall be provided either on-site within the
open space easement; off-site within a draft PAMA of the draft North
County MSCP in Valley Center or adjacent communities; or through a
mitigation bank, subject to the approval of the County and appropriate
wildlife agencies:

1. Impacts to 0.01 acre of southern coast live oak riparian woodland
shall be mitigated at a 3:1 ratio with 0.03 acre.

2. Impacts to 0.31 acre of coast live oak woodland shall be mitigated
at a 3:1 ratio with 0.93 acre.

3. Impacts to 0.11 acre of open water shall be mitigated at a 3:1 ratio
with 0.33 acre.

As detailed in subchapter 2.5.6, the above mitigation ratios were designed to provide
adequate preservation of each habitat type within the unincorporated County and to
comply with the federal ESA, state ESA, and state NCCP. Implementation of these
mitigation _measures would reduce this alternative’'s impact to riparian habitat and
sensitive natural communities to below a level of significance.

As with the project, this alternative would include a Revegetation Plan as mitigation (see
Mitigation Measure M-BIO-4), to assure successful mitigation.
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An _open space easement for the protection of on-site riparian habitat totaling 104.1-
acres would be included in this alternative, identical to the project (see Figures 1-9 and
2.5-3a-c, and subchapter 2.5). Sources of indirect impacts to these sensitive habitat
areas could result from increased human access, potential increases in
predation/competition on native wildlife from domestic animals, potential increases in
invasive plant species or other domestic pests, alterations to natural drainage patterns,
potential noise effects, and potential effects on wildlife species due to increases in night
time lighting. This alternative, like the project, would include a minimum 50-foot wetland
buffer, permanent fencing/walls where lots are adjacent to open space and at trail heads
and staging areas, signage every 200 feet on trails along or in open space prohibiting
access to sensitive areas, and 100-foot limited building zones around open space areas
to reduce these edge effects (see subchapter 2.5.2.2). Likewise, this alternative would
comply with lighting, water gquality/hydrology, and noise. Potential indirect impacts to
sensitive habitat areas within open space would be less than significant.

It is noted that a portion of the Mountain Ridge Road improvements included in this
alternative_would impact area in_an open space easement. This alternative would be
required to complete obtain an open space easement vacation to remove the easement
prior to grading. As this easement was not created to mitigate an impact, no additional
mitigation beyond that identified above (M-MRR-BIO-la or M-MRR-BIO-1b) is
warranted.

Issue 3: Jurisdictional Waters and Waterways (Significant Mitigated Impact)

The Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative would impact 4.22 acres of ACOE
jurisdictional area 6.55 acres of CDFW/RWOQCB jurisdictional area, and 2.23 acres of
County wetlands located on-site the same as the project (see subchapter 2.5.2.3, Impact
BIO-3). Additional impacts to riparian_habitat and sensitive natural communities would
result from the widening and grading associated with Mountain Ridge Road
improvements proposed under this alternative. This includes southern coast live oak
riparian_woodland (0.01 acre), coast live oak woodland (0.31 acre), and open water
(0.11 acre). These impacts include an additional 0.0l-acre to habitat considered
sensitive_under the County RPO, and 0.024 acre under the jurisdiction of ACOE and
CDFW/RWQCB. These additional jurisdictional impacts would be significant (Impact
MRR-BIO-2a). The following mitigation (M-MRR-BIO-2a) would reduce this potential
impact to below a level of significance:

M-MRR-BIO-2a: Prior to the issuance of grading permits, wetland impacts shall be
mitigated at a ratio of 3:1, consisting of on-site preservation, enhance-
ment, and/or creation of wetlands. Mitigation of wetlands shall include
a 1:1 creation _component (of the 3:1), to ensure no net loss of
wetlands. Non-wetland waters and streambed shall be mitigated at a
1:1 ratio consisting of preservation/enhancement. Mitigation
measures for impacts to ACOE, CDFW/RWQCB, and County RPO
wetlands are listed as follows:

1. ACOE/CDFW/RWQCB jurisdiction: Mountain _Ridge Road
permanent impacts to 0.024 acre of wetlands shall be mitigated at
a 3:1 ratio with 0.072 acre of jurisdictional wetlands enhancement/
preservation/creation (1:1 creation component).
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2. County RPO jurisdiction: Mountain Ridge Road permanent
impacts to 0.01 acre of RPO wetlands shall be mitigated at a 3:1
ratio with 0.03 acre of RPO wetlands enhancement/ preservation/
creation (1:1 creation component).

Mitigation for impacts to CDFW/RWOQCB jurisdictional area fulfills the mitigation
requirements for impacts to ACOE jurisdictional and County wetlands. Ultimately, the
jurisdictional waters/wetland mitigation shall proceed in accordance with the permit and
certification requirements of the ACOE, CDFW/RWQCB, and County.

Issue 4: Wildlife Movement and Nursery Sites (Less than Significant Impact)

Similar to the discussion of the project in subchapter 2.5.2.4, this alternative would not
impact regional wildlife corridor or linkage widths. The additional Mountain Ridge Road
improvements completed under this alternative would not significantly alter wildlife
movement considering Mountain Ridge Road already exists, the pavement increase
(from 24 to 28 feet) would not change the amount of wildlife crossing the road, and that
the area adjacent to the road does not service as a wildlife corridor. The fire station
included in this alternative would be within the project footprint and, therefore, would not
result in_any additional wildlife_movement impact beyond the project. Local wildlife
corridors/linkages being preserved on-site would be set back from the adjacent
development by a wetland buffer and limited building zones that would reduce the
potential for any significant indirect impacts and maintain the visual continuity of these
local corridors. As with the project, this alternative’'s impact to localized wildlife
movement is considered less than significant.

Issues 5 and 6: Local Policies, Ordinances, Adopted Plans (Less than Significant
Impact

The analysis detailed in subchapter 2.5.2.5 would apply to this alternative. The Mountain
Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative would be required to obtain all relevant permits, and
mitigate_impacts pursuant to _appropriate ratios consistent with the NCCP _and County
biological ordinances. As with the project, the Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station
Alternative_would result in less than significant impacts related to local policies,
ordinances, and adopted plans pertaining to biological resources.

4.9.2.6  Cultural Resources

The existing conditions, methodology and significance determination information for the
Cultural Resources analysis below is the same as the project (see subchapter 2.6,
Cultural Resources). The analysis below is based on survey and analysis information
included in the Cultural Resources Inventory and Assessment (see Appendix H).

As described further below, the Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative cultural
resource impacts would be similar to the project. While the additional Mountain Ridge
Road improvements completed by this alternative would affect additional area where
there is potential for unknown subsurface cultural resources (Impact MRR-CR-1), it
would also avoid the project's potential unknown subsurface cultural resources impact
associated with the project’s Miller Fire Station expansion fire service option (Impact CR-
4). This alternative would result in significant mitigated impacts related to archeological
sites (Impact CR-1 to CR-3); less than significant impacts to historical sites and human
remains; and no impact to County RPO cultural resources similar to the project.

4-203




4.0 Project Alternatives

The implementation of the Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative Option 2
(reduced Mountain Ridge Road right-of-way) would result in similar impacts as Option 1.
The elimination of 4 feet of grading on each side of Mountain Ridge Road slightly reduce
the chance of uncovering unknown archeological sites, but this would not change the
impact conclusions discussed below.

Issue 1: Historical Sites (Less than Significant Impact)

As discussed in subchapter 2.6.2.1, there are no significant historical resources located
on the project site. There are also no known historical sites directly adjacent to Mountain
Ridge Road. Thus, the Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative would have a less
than significant historical resource impact similar to the project.

Issue 2: Archeological Sites (Significant Mitigated Impact)

No known cultural resources exist within the Mountain Ridge Road improvements
proposed by this alternative. However, unknown archeological sites have potential to
occur in_the Mountain Ridge Road area. Thus, the potential for unknown archeological
site impacts under this alternative is slightly increased relative to the project due to the
increase in impact area, but the impact would be similar to that described for the project
in subchapter 2.6.1.5 and summarized below.

The site includes seven archeological and two isolate sites as detailed in subchapter
2.6.1.5. As with the project, implementation of this alternative would result in potential
significant impacts to two archeological sites that meet the criteria for significance under
CEQA. While both archeological sites would be included within the limits of the open
space, but there would be potential for a significant impact if the open space is not
dedicated and preserved in perpetuity (Impact CR-1). Mitigation measure M-CR-1 would
require the dedication of the open space and, therefore, significant impacts to significant
archeological resources would be reduced to less than significant.

The project site is in an area with a great deal of archaeological and cultural sensitivity.
Therefore, implementation of this alternative would result in a potential for grading or
other ground-disturbing activity to impact undiscovered buried archaeological resources.
As discussed in subchapter 2.6.2.2, impacts to any unknown cultural resources would be
a_significant_impact (Impact CR-2). While this alternative would avoid the potential
impact to unknown subsurface cultural resources associated with the project option that
includes improvements to the Miller Fire Station (Impact CR-4), it would result in an
additional potential impact to unknown subsurface cultural resources due to the
additional grading required to improve Mountain Ridge Road (Impact MRR-CR-1). This
alternative would implement Mitigation Measure M-CR-2, detailed in subchapter 2.6.5.1.

Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-CR-2 requires an archaeological monitor to be
present for all grading activities, including the off-site Mountain Ridge Road
improvements included in this alternative. This measure assures that grading would be
halted or diverted should any discovery be made. The measure further assures that any
findings are recovered, evaluated, and documented. With the implementation of this
measure, potentially significant impacts (Impact CR-2 and Impact MRR-CR-1) would be
reduced to a level that is less than significant.
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The project design of this alternative would include the same off-site_improvements
identified in Chapter 1.0, including intersection improvements at Old Highway 395 and
Gopher Canyon Road. The proposed improvements are within the site boundary of a
known significant cultural resource site. Potential impacts to this site are identified as
Impact CR-3. Mitigation Measure M-CR-3, detailed in subchapter 2.6.5.1, would be
implemented under _this alternative. If trenching required for the placement of traffic
signals were to affect native soils, this mitigation measure would require the
development of a capping plan. Implementation of these mitigation measures would
reduce the potentially significant impacts to less than significant levels because they
would ensure that relevant information contained in the archaeological record, which is
important in understanding prehistory and history, is preserved.

Issue 3: Human Remains (Less than Significant Impact)

As discussed in subchapter 2.6.2.3, there are no known human remains on the project
site_or off-site _areas. If any accidental discovery of human remains occurs, the
procedures identified in California Public Resources Code (Sec. 5097.98) and State
Health and Safety Code (Sec. 7050.5) shall be followed. Thus, the Mountain Ridge Road
Fire Station Alternative would have a less than significant historical resource impact
similar to the project.

Issue 4: County RPO (Less than Significant Impact)

As indicated in subchapter 2.6.2.4, the cultural resource that meets RPO criteria is a
portion of CA-SDI-18362. As with the project, this alternative would preserve that site
within dedicated open space and no impact to County RPO cultural resources would
occur.

4.9.2.7 Hazards/Hazardous Materials

The existing conditions, methodology and significance determination information for the
hazards/hazardous materials analysis below is the same as the project (see subchapter
2.7, Hazards/Hazardous Materials). The analysis below is based on information provided
in the 17 Phase | reports and a Limited Phase Il ESA (see Appendix 1), and FPP (see
Appendix L), Evacuation (see Appendix K), and the Lilac Hills Ranch Fire Service
Response Capabilities Assessment (Dudek and Hunt Research Corp. 2014) that also
applies to this alternative.

The Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative hazards/hazardous materials would
result in similar impacts as than the project. Hazardous substance handling, existing on-
site _contamination, emergency response and evacuation plans, and vector impacts
would be less than significant under this alternative. Wildland fire impacts of this
alternative would be similar to the project.

The implementation of the Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative Option 2
(reduced Mountain Ridge Road right-of-way) would result in similar impacts as Option 1.
The elimination of 4 feet of grading on each side of Mountain Ridge Road would not
affect the hazardous substance, on-site contamination, emergency response and
evacuation plan, wildland fire or vector issues analysis below.
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Issue 1: Hazardous Substance Handling (Less than Significant Impact)

The Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative would include the same land uses as
the project, and would have the same potential to involve hazardous substance
handling. As discussed for the project in subchapter 2.7.2, this alternative would be
required to comply with local, state, and federal requlations regarding the handling of
hazardous materials, including CalARP. The Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station
Alternative_impacts related to hazardous substance handling use would be less than
significant, similar to the project.

Issue 2: Existing On-site Contamination (Less than Significant Impact)

As the project site is the same, the Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative
existing on-site contamination issues would include those issues identified for the project
in subchapter 2.7.2. The fire station included in this alternative, as well as all other on-
site features, would be located within the site analyzed in that section. On-site potential
contamination issues are related to agricultural uses, existing ACMs/LBP _in buildings,
and existing septic systems. The additional Mountain Ridge Road off-site impact area
included in this alternative has agricultural uses and could also be contaminated by
pesticides. This alternative would result in less than significant impacts related to
existing soil contamination considering the alternative would comply with applicable
regulations, similar to the project.

Issue 3: Emergency Response and Evacuation Plans (Less than Significant Impact)

As described for the project in subchapter 2.7.2.3, the alternative would be consistent
with the following plans: Operational Area Emergency Plan and Multi-Jurisdictional
Hazard Mitigation Plan, San Diego County Nuclear Power Station Emergency Response
Plan, Qil Spill Contingency Element, and Emergency Water Contingencies Annex _and
Energy Shortage Response Plan. This alternative includes the same land uses, height
limits and site location, and would have a similar Evacuation Plan compared to the
project. The evacuation plan differences between the alternative and the project would
occur because the alternative would not include gated access points to through traffic in
Phases 4 and 5, and would include unrestricted public access from the site to the south
via an improved Mountain Ridge Road. These differences are addressed further below.
The Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative would have less than significant
impacts related to emergency response and evacuation plans, similar to the project.

Issue 4: Wildland Fires (Significant Mitigated Impact)

Compared to the project, fire risk, the development footprint and land uses would be the
same under this alternative. The majority of the fire safety features described in the
project’'s FPP and subchapter 2.7.2.4 would also be applicable to the alternative.

The alternative would include fire safe design features similar to the project, including
project FMZs; ignition resistant building materials; protection of non-residential
structures; secondary emergency access roads, and adequate water supply for fire
hydrants. The design features would differ slightly from the project, as additional brush
management measures may be required along Mountain Ridge Road consistent with the
Consolidated Fire Code to ensure it could serve as a fire service route and as an
additional evacuation route. This alternative does not include gates access. As with the
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project, this alternative would have a potentially significant impact (Impact HZ-1) related
to _brush management that would be reduced to below a level of significance by
mitigation measure M-HZ-1 that a 100-foot brush management zone around structures
or equivalent fire protection.

Like the project, DSFPD Station 11 would provide fire service for the first 71 units of the
Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative within the five minute response time
required under the County’'s General Plan. Upon construction of the 72" unit, the
alternative would provide either a temporary station or a temporary service agreement
with CALFIRE for services to be provided by the Miller Station until a permanent fire
station is constructed. The Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative would
thereafter locate a permanent DSFPD fire station in Phase 5, instead of Phase 3 like the
project Fire Option 3. Such provision of fire service would meet the County’s five minute
fire _service response time goal throughout each phase of development and would
therefore be considered adequate. Overall, the fire protection service provided by this
alternative would be equivalent to that included in the project.

The alternative would include fire safe design features similar to the project, including
project FMZs; ignition resistant building materials; protection of non-residential
structures; secondary emergency access roads, and adequate water supply for fire
hydrants. The design features would differ slightly from the project, as additional brush
management measures may be required along Mountain Ridge Road to ensure it could
serve as a fire service route and as an additional evacuation route. Also, the special
measures regarding the gated access points in the southern project area would not be
necessary under this alternative, as this alternative does not include gates access. As
with the project, this alternative would have a potentially significant impact (Impact HZ-1)
related to brush management that would be reduced to below a level of significance by
mitigation measure M-HZ-1 that a 100-foot brush management zone around structures
or equivalent fire protection would be required.

Overall, impacts due to the fire protection service provided by this alternative would be
the same as the project.

Issue 5: Vectors (Less than Significant Impact)

The Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative would include the same land uses as
the project, and would have the same potential to pose as a vector source. As discussed
for the project in subchapter 2.7.2, this alternative would include a Vector Management
Plan and BMPs as a part of project design. This would reduce the potential vector issues
associated with the WRF, hydromodification basins, and wetlands. Similar to the project,
the Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative impacts related to vectors would be
less than significant.

4.9.2.8 Noise

The existing conditions, methodology and significance determination information for the
noise analysis below is the same as the project (see subchapter 2.8, Noise). The
analysis below is based on the Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative — Noise
Analysis letter report prepared by RECON in 2014 (Appendix V-4).
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The Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative would result in the same significant,
mitigated traffic, stationary, and construction noise/vibration impacts as the project
(Impacts N-1 to N-11, and N-13 to N-16). This alternative would avoid the significant
construction noise impact (Impact N-12) associated with the project’'s Miller Station fire
service option, as this alternative does not include that fire service option. However,
Mountain Ridge Road Option 1 of this alternative would result in a new_significant
vibration impact (Impact MRR-N-1) due to the roadway construction occurring within
150 feet of a residence. Refer to the analysis below for additional information.

The implementation of the Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative Option 2
(reduced Mountain Ridge Road right-of-way) would eliminate of 4 feet of grading on
each side of Mountain Ridge Road relative to Option 1. This change would not affect the
traffic noise analysis, as traffic noise analysis is calculated based on the centerline of the
roadway, traffic volumes and the receiver location, and those would be the same under
both options. Construction noise and vibration would be located 4 feet further away from
receivers under Option 2 compared to Option 1, but vibration impacts would remain
significant and construction noise would be less than significant as described for Option
1. Stationary noise impacts would be identical for both options.

Issue 1: Traffic Generated Noise (Significant Mitigated Impact)

Based on a review of the Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative TIS (see
Appendix V-2), this alternative would result in_traffic_volume changes for 11 of the
roadway segments modeled under Scenario E; as well as 12 roadway segments
associated with the Existing plus Cumulative plus Project condition (worst-case traffic
noise conditions). As shown in Tables 4-14 and 4-15, the greatest increase in noise level
under both the build-out conditions and cumulative conditions occurs along Circle R
Drive between Old Highway 395 and Mountain Ridge Road (1.3 CNEL under build-out
and 1.0 CNEL under cumulative). While this increase in the cumulative contribution , the
contribution is less than 2 CNEL. Therefore, and the alternative would does not result in
any different cumulatively considerable impacts than the project.
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TABLE 4-14

CHANGES IN OFF-SITE OPERATIONAL NOISE LEVELS BETWEEN THE PROPOSED PROJECT AND

THE ALTERNATIVE AT BUILD-OUT

Noise Level
at Build-out of | Noise Level
Proposed at Build-out
Project’ of Alternative | Change
Roadway From To CNEL CNEL dB(A)
W. Lilac Road Old Highway 395 |W. Main Street 66.7 66.1 -0.6
Gopher Canyon Rd. |1-15 SB Ramps I-15 NB Ramps 67.8 68.0 0.2
Gopher Canyon Rd. |1-15 NB Ramps Old Highway 395 65.4 65.8 0.4
Circle R Dr. Old Highway 395 |Mountain Ridge Rd. 62.6 63.9 1.3
Old Highway 395 W. Lilac Rd. I-15 SB Ramps 64.1 63.3 -0.8
Old Highway 395 I-15 SB Ramps I-15 NB Ramps 61.0 60.2 -0.8
Old Highway 395 I-15 NB Ramps Camino Del Rey 63.9 63.3 -0.6
Old Highway 395 Camino Del Rey |Circle R Dr. 66.3 66.0 -0.3
Old Highway 395 Circle R Dr. Gopher Canyon Rd. 65.0 65.5 0.5
1-15 Old Highway 395 |Gopher Canyon Rd 81 81 <-0.1

SOURCE: Appendix V-3.

! See Table 11, Lilac Hills Noise Technical Report (Appendix M)

TABLE 4-15

CHANGES IN CUMULATIVE OFF-SITE OPERATIONAL NOISE LEVELS BETWEEN THE PROPOSED

PROJECT AND THE ALTERNATIVE UNDER CUMULATIVE CONDITIONS

Future Future
Cumulative  Cumulative
Noise Level Noise Level
of Proposed of Cumulative
Project Alternative Change
Roadway From To CNEL CNEL dB(A)
W. Lilac Road Old Highway 395 W. Main Street 66.7 66.1 -0.6
W. Lilac Road W. Main Street E. Main Street 60.3 60.2 -0.1
Gopher Canyon Rd. |-15 SB Ramps  |-15 NB Ramps 69.2 69.4 0.2
Gopher Canyon Rd. [-15 NB Ramps  Old Highway 395 66.8 67.1 0.3
. B i i . —_— —_
Circle R Dr. Old Highway 395 fpoutaInRIdae Ridge 63.7 64.7 1.0
Old Highway 395 W. Lilac Rd. I-15 SB Ramps 65.9 65.5 -0.4
Old Highway 395 I-15 SB Ramps  |-15 NB Ramps 63.8 63.4 0.4
Old Highway 395 I-15 NB Ramps  Camino Del Rey 65.2 64.9 -0.3
Old Highway 395 Camino Del Rey  Circle R Dr. 67.3 67.1 0.2
Old Highway 395 Circle R Dr. —DHS her Canyon 654 5.6 0.2
; Gopner Canyon ol 0.9
1-15 Old Highway 395 Sopher Canyon 81 0.9 <-0.1

Rd

SOURCE: Appendix V-3.

1See Table 13, Lilac Hills Noise Technical Report (Appendix M)

A detailed noise analysis of Mountain Ridge Road was completed and the results are
included in Table 4-16 below. While noise levels at some receivers would increase under
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this alternative relative to the project, none of the properties along the proposed
Mountain Ridge Road alignment would be exposed to noise levels in excess of the
County Land Use and Noise Compatibility Guidelines. Thus, this alternative would have
the same operational noise impacts as the project.

TABLE 4-16
CHANGES IN CUMULATIVE OPERATIONAL NOISE LEVEL ALONG MOUNTAIN RIDGE ROAD
BETWEEN THE PROPOSED PROJECT AND ALTERNATIVE

Cumulative Noise Levels (CNEL)
Delta
Receiver Proposed Project™* Alternative Proposed Project vs. Alternative
65 51 51 0
117 47 49 2
118 47 46 -1
120 48 44 -4
149 47 46 -1
150 52 50 -2
151 46 48 2
152 49 56 7
153 44 47 3

SOURCE: Appendix V-3.

ISee Table 12, Lilac Hills Noise Technical Report (Appendix M)

*Existing and project noise levels are based on conservative traffic noise modeling that does not include
topography or other factors that affect the propagation of noise.

This_alternative would have the same traffic generated noise impacts as the project,
including exterior NSLU impacts (Impact N-1), interior residential noise impacts (Impact
N-2), off-site residences on Covey Lane and Lilac Hills Ranch Road (Impact N-3). As
with the project, these noise impacts would be reduced to below a level of significance
through Mitigation Measures M-N-1 and M-N-2 that require noise analysis and
associated attenuation measures to ensure _compliance with the County General Plan
Noise Element and County interior noise standards.

Issue 2: Stationary and Construction Noise (Significant Mitigated Impact)

Stationary

The stationary noise sources of this alternative would be the same as identified for the
project in subchapter 2.8.3.2, except for the fire station. The fire station proposed under
the alternative would be developed in Phase 5, and would be adjacent to institutional
uses and across the street from residential uses. Noise sources associated with the fire
station would include vehicles accessing the station, mechanical ventilation, as well as
occasional alarms and sirens. The alarms and sirens associated with operation of the
fire station are exempt from the County noise ordinance and, due to the limited time they
would sound, would not result in_significant_impacts. The noise generated by the
ventilation equipment could potentially result in unacceptable noise levels at the directly
adjacent institutional uses, which would be a potentially significant stationary noise
impact, similar to that identified for the project (see subchapter 2.8.2.2, Impact N-4). As
with the project, the alternative would implement Mitigation Measures M-N-3 and M-N-4
in_addition to project design features to reduce this impact to below a level of
significance. This would include the completion of acoustical noise analysis and Best
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Engineering Practices to ensure noise levels are in compliance with County regulations.
Compliance with project design features and mitigation measures would reduce potential
impacts to less than significant, similar to the project.

All other stationary noise impacts of the Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative
would be the same as the project (see subchapter 2.8.6.2). This includes the potentially
significant stationary noise impacts associated with other HYAC equipment (Impact N-4),
non-emergency generators (Impact N-5), parking lots (Impact N-6), loading docks
(Impact N-7), dog park (Impact N-8), WRF (Impact N-9), and RF (Impact N-10). As with
the project, mitigation measures M-N-3 to M-N-7 would reduce these stationary noise
impacts to below a level of significance. See subchapter 2.8.5.2 and 2.8.6.2 for
additional details. The Mountain Ridge Road improvements would not be a stationary
noise source.

Construction

Grading_activities generate the greatest amount of noise during construction, as this
phase requires the largest and heaviest pieces of equipment. All of the construction
noise would be that the same as the project (see subchapter 2.8.2.2) except the
additional noise that would occur from Mountain Ridge Road. The construction noise
associated with the fire station would be similar to that described for the project, as the
fires station site is would be located within a construction area assumed in the project
analysis. The construction noise impacts identified for this alternative include noise
Impacts N-11, N-13, and N-14 that were identified for the project. Impact N-12 would be
avoided under this alternative, as the CAL FIRE Miller Station would not be altered. The
alternative_would comply with all applicable design considerations and Mitigation
Measures M-N-8, M-N-10, and M-N-11 included in the project. The Mountain Ridge
Road additional impacts are discussed below.

The construction of Mountain Ridge Road as proposed by this alternative would involve
grading and would occur adjacent to noise sensitive land use (NSLU) property lines. No
new pile driving or blasting would be required to construct Mountain Ridge Road as a
Rural Residential Collector. With the exception of the residence located at
31013 Mountain Ridge Road, residences and exterior NSLU use areas are located over
75 feet from the roadway centerline of Mountain Ridge Road. At a distance of 50 feet,
noise levels could reach as high as 88 dB(A) Lmax during peak construction activity. Such
levels could create temporary annoyance; however, it should be noted that peak noise
levels would occur only sporadically since not all equipment would be operating at all
times and equipment would be moving along the entire 450 foot long roadway
construction area. The 8-hour noise levels at the nearest residence (31013 Mountain
Ridge Road) would be approximately 63 dB(A) L.y Which is below the County’s Noise
Ordinance 75 dB(A) eight-hour average Ley limit. Thus, impacts to NSLU from
construction of Mountain Ridge Road would be less than significant.

Issue 3: Vibration (Significant Mitigated Impact)

On-site construction vibration impacts of this alternative would be identical to the project,
as the on-site footprint and general construction activities would be the same. The fire
station included in this alternative would not result in any additional vibration impacts, as
it would be within the project footprint and would require the same construction methods
assumed for the project. The Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative would
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involve greater improvements to Mountain Ridge Road relative to the project. These
additional improvements would result in_construction activities along Mountain Ridge
Road being closer to existing residences. Construction activities, such as the Mountain
Ridge Road improvements, that involve heavy equipment within 150 feet of a NSLU
have potential to exceed the County’'s vibration threshold of 0.004 RMS. Both this
alternative_and the project would involve the use of heavy grading equipment within
150 feet of the residence at 31013 Mountain Ridge Road. Both the alternative and the
project would have potential to result in significant vibration impacts where construction
would be within 150 feet of a residence or other noise sensitive land use such as
hospitals (Impact N-15). As no additional blasting would be required for this alternative,
this alternative would have the same blasting impacts to residences as identified for the
project (Impact N-16).

To avoid the vibration impact, Mitigation M-N-12 identified for the project (see
subchapter 2.8.6.3) would be implemented. This mitigation requires monitoring of
activities and, as needed, maodification of activities to reduce vibration to below 0.004
RMS at residences and other sensitive land uses. As with the project, blasting vibration
impacts would be reduced to below a level of significance through mitigation that
requires a blasting and monitoring plan to ensure compliance with County vibration
requlations (M-N-11).

4.9.2.9 Less than Significant Impacts

Geology and Soils

The existing conditions, methodology and significance determination information for the
Geology and Soils analysis below is the same as the project (subchapter 3.1.1), Geology
and Soils. The analysis below is based on information included in the geotechnical
investigation and supplement prepared by AGS (see Appendices N-1 and N-2).

The Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative geology and soil-related impacts
would be the same as the project as described further below. As the site is the same
under both the project and this alternative, Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative
underlying geology and soils are also the same and pose the same potential
environmental impacts. In_ summary, this alternative would have less than significant
impacts related to seismic hazards, soil erosion, soil stability, expansive soils,
wastewater disposal systems, and unigue geologic features.

The implementation of the Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative Option 2
(reduced Mountain Ridge Road right-of-way) would result in similar impacts as Option 1.
The elimination of 4 feet of grading on each side of Mountain Ridge Road would not
affect the geology and soils analysis below.

Issue 1: Exposure to Seismic-Related Hazards (Less than Significant Impact)

As detailed in subchapter 3.1.1.2, the site has no known fault ruptures, is subject to
moderate-to-severe ground shaking, contains alluvium that is subject to liguefaction, and
low landslide risks. The off-site _areas also have similar seismic-related hazard
conditions. As with the project, the alternative would implement project design features,
standard practices and comply with requlatory guidelines and impacts related to seismic
hazards would be less than significant.
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Issue 2: Soil Erosion or Loss of Topsoil (Less than Significant Impact)

The soil erosion and loss of topsoil impacts of the alternative would be similar to the
project impacts described in subchapter 3.1.1.2. Impacts would be less than significant,
as impacts would be avoided through project design features and compliance with the
San Diego County requlations.

Issue 3: Soil Stability (Less than Significant Impact)

The landslide, lateral spreading, collapse, subsidence, and liquefaction potential
described for the project in subchapter 3.1.1.2 is the same for the Mountain Ridge Road
Fire Station Alternative. This alternative would include project design features and
compliance with regulations similar to the project, and would have a less than significant
soil stability impact.

Issue 4: Expansive Soils (Less than Significant Impact)

The majority of the site is underlain by very low to low expansive soils, with some areas
of moderately expansive soils. As with the project, sampling would be completed prior to
grading to determine if any pockets of expansive clay soils exist on-site and appropriate
foundation and structural building code standards would be completed for on and off-site
improvements. Thus, expansive soil impacts of this alternative would be less than
significant, similar to the project. Refer to subchapter 3.1.1.2 for additional details.

Issue 5: Wastewater Disposal Systems (Less than Significant Impact)

As with the project (see subchapter 3.1.1.2), this alternative does not propose septic or
alternative disposal systems and, therefore, wastewater disposal system impacts would
be less than significant.

Issue 6: Unigue Geologic Feature (Less than Significant Impact)

As with the project (see subchapter 3.1.1.2), the alternative would have no impact
associated with the destruction of a unigue geologic feature since none are located
within the site or off-site improvement areas.

Greenhouse Gases

The existing conditions, methodology and significance determination information for the
greenhouse gas analysis below is the same as the project (see subchapter 3.1.2,
Greenhouse Gas). The analysis below is based on the Mountain Ridge Road Fire
Station Alternative — Greenhouse Gas Analysis letter report prepared by RECON in
2014 (Appendix V-4).

The Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative greenhouse gas impacts would be the
same _as the project. While this alternative would slightly increase the GHG emissions
relative to the project due to the additional Mountain Ridge Road grading and
construction, the percent reduction from 2020 emissions would be the same and the
alternative_would be consistent with the County’s performance threshold. Thus, the
alternative_would have a less than significant impact related to GHG emissions and
conformance to applicable plans, policies or regulations, identical to the project.
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The implementation of the Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative Option 2
(reduced Mountain Ridge Road right-of-way) would result in similar impacts as Option 1.
The elimination of 4 feet of grading on each side of Mountain Ridge Road would have a
negligible effect to greenhouse gas emissions, considering the small area affected and
that the analysis amortizes it over 30 years. This slight change in emissions would have
no effect on the GHG emissions and plan consistency analysis conclusions, as the
significance threshold for each is based on percentages and the percent reduction would
remain the same regardless of emission amounts.

Issue 1: GHG Emissions (Less than Significant Impact)

The GHG emissions associated with the Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative
would be the same as the project with the exception of the additional construction
emissions associated with Mountain Ridge Road. Based on the construction emission
modeling, construction of Mountain Ridge Road would emit 457.8 metric tons of carbon
dioxide equivalent (MTCO,E) GHG emissions or 15.26 MT CO,e amortized over 30
years (Table 4-17). The annual construction emissions from Mountain Ridge Road
combined with the annual construction emissions of the project result in 582.28 MT
CO.elyear, as shown in Table 4-12. The alternative would surpass the County’'s
Performance Threshold of 16 percent by achieving a 19.3 percent reduction over the
unmitigated alternative project (Table 4-18).

TABLE 4-17
MOUNTAIN RIDGE ROAD FIRE STATION ALTERNATIVE
ANNUAL 2020 GHG EMISSIONS

Annual Annual Percent
Emission Sources Unmitigated (in MTCO,E) | Mitigated (in MTCO,E) Reduction

Construction 582.38" 582.38 0.0%
Vehicles 26,863.73 22,884.92 14.8%
Energy Use 6,976.23 5,077.75 27.2%
Area Sources 4,229.82 2,758.35 34.7%
Water Use 1,746.36 1,397.09 20.0%
Solid Waste 854.14 683.31 20.0%
Subtotal 41,252.66 33,383.80 19.1%
Existing Uses -484.2 -484.2
TOTAL 40,768.46 32,899.60 19.3%
Performance T_hreshold NA 19.3% -
percent reduction =

SOURCE: Appendix V-4
'Construction emissions include phases 1 through 5 and amortized construction emissions associated with
the Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative.
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TABLE 4-18
TOTAL ANNUAL ESTIMATED GHG EMISSIONS: MOUNTAIN RIDGE ROAD FIRE STATION
ALTERNATIVE COMPARED TO THE PROJECT

Annual Emissions Annual Emissions
Unmitigated (in Mitigated (in Percent
Source MTCO,E) MTCO,E) Reduction
Mountain Ridge Road Fire 0
Station Alternative 40,768.46 32,899.60 19.3%
Project 40,753.21 32.884.34 19.3%
Difference in Total 15.26 15.26 No Change

_Emissions
SOURCE: Appendix V-4.

While the GHG emissions of the alternative are slightly higher than the project, the
percent reduction remains the same as the project. This is because the GHG reducing
features included in both the alternative and the project reduce GHG emissions by
percentages, and therefore the overall percentage reduction would remain the same
regardless of GHG emissions. The County’s emission reduction goal is also based on a
percentage. Therefore, the alternative would not result in any new impacts and, as with
the project, impacts associated with GHG emissions would be less than significant.

Issue 2: Conformance to Applicable Plan, Policy, or Requlation (Less than Significant
Impact

As with the project, the Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative would be
consistent with the County’s CAP (2012). The alternative would include the same project
design measures as the project that reduce GHG emissions (see subchapter 3.1.2.2),
and would achieve the County’s Performance Threshold of 16 percent (see Greenhouse
Gasses Issue 1 above). Consistency with the County’s CAP provides consistency with
AB 32, EO S-3-05, and SB 97. As described in subchapter 3.1.2.2 for the project, the
Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative would be consistent with applicable plans
and policies, and would result in a less than significant impact related to conformance
with applicable GHG plans, policies, or requlations.

Hydrology and Water Quality

The existing conditions, methodology and significance determination information for the
Hydrology and Water Quality analysis below is the same as the project (see subchapter
3.1.3, Hydrology and Water Quality). The analysis below is based on information
included in the Storm Water Management Plans, a Preliminary Drainage Studies, a
Hydromodification Management Plan, and a Preliminary Hydrogeologic Assessment
(see Appendixes U-1, U-2, U-3, and P) that also is applicable to this alternative.

The Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative hydrology and water quality impacts
would be similar to the project as described further below. In summary, this alternative
would have less than significant impacts related to water quality standards, and
requirements, groundwater, erosion/siltation, flooding, dam inundation, seiche, tsunami,
and mudflow.
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The implementation of the Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative Option 2
(reduced Mountain Ridge Road right-of-way) would result in similar impacts as Option 1.
The elimination of 4 feet of grading on each side of Mountain Ridge Road would have a
negligible effect on hydrology and water quality considering the size of the area and that
the improvements would be required to comply with plans, policies and requlations.

Issue 1: Water Quality Standards and Requirements (Less than Significant Impact)

As discussed for the propose project in subchapter 3.1.3.2, the alternative would comply
with water quality regulations, would implement construction and operational BMPs, LID
strategies, and would result in a less than significant impact related to water gquality
standards and requirements, the same as the project.

Issue 2: Groundwater Supplies and Recharge (Less than Significant Impact)

Similar to the project, this alternative would only use groundwater for irrigation purposes
and would not use it for potable water. Potable water service to the site would be
adequately provided via the VCMWD. The landscaped area of this alternative would be
similar to the project and, like the project, groundwater use would not be expected to
exceed the 191 ac-ft per year rate that is currently utilized on-site. Thus, the Mountain
Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative would result in _less than significant groundwater
impact, like the project (see subchapter 3.1.3.2).

Issue 3: Erosion or Siltation/Flooding (Less than Significant Impact)

Erosion, siltation and flooding impacts of the Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station
Alternative would be the same as the project considering it would also be required to
implement LID features, hydromodification design features, and BMPs during
construction _and operation. As discussed in subchapter 3.1.3.2 for the project, this
alternative would have a less than significant erosion and siltation/flooding impact.

Issue 4: Exceed Capacity of Storm Water System (Less than Significant Impact)

This alternative_would comply with the County’'s storm water system policies and
regulations like the project (see subchapter 3.1.3.2). As such, the Mountain Ridge Road
Fire Station Alternative impacts associated with the exceedance of storm water drainage
system capacity would be less than significant.

Issue 5: Housing within 100-year Flood Hazard Area (Less than Significant Impact)

The housing location under this alternative would be the same as the project and no
100- year flood hazard area is located on-site. Thus, the Mountain Ridge Road Fire
Station Alternative would have a less than significant impact related to housing within the
100-vear flood hazard area, identical to the project (see subchapter 3.1.3.2).

Issue 6: Dam Inundation (Less than Significant Impact)

The site is not located within a dam inundation zone. As described in subchapter 3.1.3.2
for the project, the Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative would have a less than
significant impact related to dam inundation.
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Issue 7: Seiche, Tsunami, and Mudflow (Less than Significant Impact)

As the Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative site is the same as the project, the
risk of seiche, tsunami and mudflow are the same the project (see subchapter 3.1.3.2).
As with the project, this alternative would include project design measures and comply
with County policies, and result in a less than significant risk of seiche, tsunami and
mudflow hazards.

Land Use Planning

The land uses included in the Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative would be
the same as the project. The location of the proposed fire station is not identified in any
existing land use plan and locating a fire station in Phase 5 of the site would not alter the
analysis _in _subchapter 3.1.4. Both this alternative and the project would provide
adequate fire service (including response times) and would comply with County Policies
1-18, 1-84, and 1-136. Mountain Ridge Road is currently a private road, and therefore not
identified in existing land use plans. Changing it to a public roadway would not cause an
inconsistency with any adopted land use plan. Implementation of either the project or
this_alternative would also involve GPAs and Rezones that would be consistent with
applicable land use plans as detailed in subchapter 3.1.4. Thus, the land use impacts of
this alternative would be similar to the project, and would be less than significant.

The implementation of the Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative Option 2
(reduced Mountain Ridge Road right-of-way) would involve the same land uses. The
roadway maodification request included in this option would adhere to the applicable land
use processes and requirements. Thus, the land use impacts would be the same
between the two options.

Public Services

The existing conditions, methodology and significance determination information for the
public services analysis below is the same as the project (see subchapter 3.1.5, Public

Services).

The Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative’s public service impacts would be
similar to the project as described further below. While this alternative changes would
provide fire service by providing constructing a permanent station in Phase 5, which
would not result in_impacts associated with the construction or expansion of new
facilities because on-site impacts have all been analyzed and no new construction
related impacts would occur. _instead of the fire service options included for the project,
all those methods of providing fire service result in adequate fire service and a less than
significant fire service impact. All other public service impacts (school, law enforcement,
and library) would also be less than significant and the same as the project. See the
analysis below for additional information.

The implementation of the Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative Option 2
(reduced Mountain Ridge Road right-of-way) would result in the same impacts as
Option 1. The elimination of 4 feet of grading on each side of Mountain Ridge Road
would have no effect to public services.
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Issue 1: Schools (Less than Significant Impact)

The Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative would include the same number and
types of residences as the project and the residences would be in the same location as
well. Thus, the alternative would generate the same number of students in the same
school district as the project. This alternative would also be required to pay school fees
that fund school improvements in accordance with SB 50. The school impact of this
alternative would be the same as identified for the project in subchapter 3.1.5.2, which is
a less than significant impact.

Issue 2: Fire Protection (Less than Significant Impact)

As described in subchapter 4.9.1 above, DSFPD Station 11 would provide adequate fire
service for the first 71% units of the Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative. Then
the alternative would provide either a temporary station or a temporary service
agreement with CALFIRE prior to the construction of the 72" unit until the permanent
fire_station is _constructed in Phase 5. Such provision of fire service would meet the
County’s five _minute fire service response time goal throughout each phase of
development, and would therefore be considered adequate. No additional physical
environmental impact beyond those identified in Section 4.9.2 would occur to provide fire
service to this alternative. Thus, the alternative would result in a less than significant
impact related to the provision of adequate fire service similar to the project (see
subchapter 3.1.5.2).

Issue 3: Law Enforcement (Less than Significant Impact)

As this alternative would include the same land uses in the same general location as the
project, the Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative would generate the same
demand for law _enforcement services. This alternative would result in the same less
than _significant _impact as the project. Refer to subchapter 3.1.5.2 for additional
information.

Issue 4: Public Library Facilities (Less than Significant Impact)

The Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative would include the same number of
residents as the project in the same Valley Center branch library service area. As such,
the library service impact of this alternative would be the same identified for the project
in subchapter 3.1.5.2, which is less than significant.

Recreation

The existing conditions, methodology and significance determination information for the
recreation analysis below is the same as the project (see subchapter 3.1.6, Recreation).
The analysis below is based on information obtained for the project that is applicable for
the alternative.

The Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative recreation impacts would be the same
as the project, as the land uses and site would be the same. Specifically, this alternative
would have less than significant impacts related to the deterioration of recreational
facilities, and the construction of new recreational facilities. See the analysis below for
additional information.
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The implementation of the Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative Option 2
(reduced Mountain Ridge Road right-of-way) would result in the same impacts as
Option 1. The elimination of 4 feet of grading on each side of Mountain Ridge Road
would have no effect on recreation.

Issues 1 and 2: Deterioration of Parks and Recreational Facilities, and Construction of
New Recreational Facilities (Less than Significant Impact)

The Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative would include the same private parks,
public parks, recreational facility, trails, and open space as the project. Also, this
alternative would include the same number of residents as the project and generate the
same _demand for recreational resources. This alternative would comply with the PLDO
as well. Thus, similar to the project, the Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative
would provide adequate recreational facilities and would have a less than significant
impact related to the deterioration of existing recreational facilities and the construction
of new recreational facilities. See subchapter 3.1.6.2 for additional information.

Utilities and Service Systems

The existing conditions, methodology and significance determination information for the
utilities and service systems analysis below is the same as the project (see subchapter
3.1.7, Utilities and Service Systems). The analysis below is based on information
obtained for the project that is applicable for the alternative.

The Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative utilities and service systems impacts
would be the same as the project, as the land uses, site, and infrastructure
improvements would be the same. Specifically, this alternative would have less than
significant_impacts related to wastewater treatment, water and wastewater facilities,
stormwater facilities, and water supply. See the analysis below for additional information.

The implementation of the Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative Option 2
(reduced Mountain Ridge Road right-of-way) would result in the same impacts as
Option 1. The elimination of 4 feet of grading on each side of Mountain Ridge Road
would have no effect to utilities and service systems.

Issue 1: Wastewater Treatment Requirements (Less than Significant Impact)

The Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative includes the same land uses in the
same_general location as the project. Thus, this alternative would result in the same
amount of wastewater and recycled water demand as the project (see Table 3.1-9 and
subchapter 3.1.7.2) and would also be serviced by the VCMWD. As with the project, this
alternative would comply with federal, state and County requlations and would result in a
less than significant impact related to wastewater treatment requlations.

Issue 2: New Water and Wastewater Treatment Facilities (Less than Significant Impact)

As described for the project in subchapter 3.1.7.2, the Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station
Alternative would include the water and wastewater treatment infrastructure required to
service the alternative. These improvements are included as a part of the alternative and
addressed in this environmental analysis. Thus, like the project, water and wastewater
treatment facility impacts would be less than significant.
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Issue 3: Sufficient Storm Water Drainage/Facilities (Less than Significant Impact)

The Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative would include impermeable surface
areas, BMPs, LID measures, and storm water _infrastructure in accordance with local,
state, and federal requlations similar to described for the project in subchapter 3.1.7.2.
As with the project, this alternative would result in less than significant impacts related to
water and wastewater treatment facility.

Issue 4: Adequate Water Supplies (Less than Significant Impact)

The Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative includes the same land uses in the
same _general location as the project. Thus, this alternative would result in the same
water supply demand as the project (see and subchapter 3.1.7.2) in the VCMWD. As
with the project, this alternative would comply with federal, state and County requlations,
and would result in a less than significant impact related to water supply.

Issue 5: Adequate Wastewater Facilities (Less than Significant Impact)

As with the project, the Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative would include
wastewater treatment infrastructure required to service the alternative. These
improvements would comply with County Policies LU-12.1, LU-14.2, LU-14.3 and LU-
14.4 in addition to Board Policies I-78 and 1-84 similar to the project (see subchapter
3.1.7.2). The required wastewater improvements are included as a part of the alternative
also similar to the project. Thus, water and wastewater treatment facility impacts would
be less than significant, like the project.

Energy Use and Conservation

The land uses included in this alternative would result in the similar operational enerqgy
and water use, as well as the similar vehicle trips to the project. This alternative would
include the same design measures, as detailed in Table 1-3, to reduce energy use,
water use, and vehicle trips. As with the project, this alternative would avoid the
inefficient, wasteful and unnecessary consumption of energy, and impacts would be less
than significant.

4.9.3 Conclusion

This alternative was included to disclose the potential impacts of providing a permanent
fire _station in Phase 5 and the associated Mountain Ridge Road improvements as
requested by the DSPFD. This alternative would avoid the potential project Impact CR-4
to unknown subsurface resources at the Miller Station site, as this alternative would not
include improvements to the Miller Station. This alternative would also reduce significant
impacts associated with fire response time as Station 11 would be able to serve the
entire_site within a 5 minute response time. Due to the additional grading required to
construct Mountain Ridge Road, additional impacts to air quality (MRR-AQ-1), biological
resources (MRR-BIO-1 and MRR-BIO-2), and cultural resources (MRR-CR-1) would
occur under this alternative as compared to the project. Below is a summary of those
additional impacts as well as associated mitigation and significance after mitigation:
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e Impact MRR-AQ-1: The Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative would
result in an additional construction impact related to NO, emissions. As there is
no feasible mitigation, this impact would remain significant and unavoidable.

e Impact MRR-BIO-1a: Construction of Mountain Ridge Road Option 1 would result
in additional significant impacts to the following sensitive habitats: southern coast
live oak riparian woodland (0.01 acre), coast live oak woodland (0.31 acre), and
open water (0.11 acre). This impact would be mitigated to below a level of
significance with M-MRR-BIO-1a that requires the preservation of habitat at a
mitigation ratio adequate to offset the impact.

e Impact MRR-BIO-1b: Construction of Mountain Ridge Road Option 2 would result
in_additional significant impacts to the following sensitive habitats: southern coast
live oak riparian woodland (0.01 acre), coast live oak woodland (0.28 acre), and
open water (0.10 acre). This impact would be mitigated to below a level of
significance with M-MRR-BIO-1b that requires the preservation of habitat at a
mitigation ratio adequate to offset the impact.

e Impact MRR-BIO-2a: Mountain Ridge Road improvements included in the
Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative Option 1 would result in the
following additional jurisdictional impacts: 0.0l-acre to habitat considered
sensitive under the County RPO, and 0.024 acre under the jurisdiction of ACOE
and CDFW/RWQCB. This impact would be mitigated to below a level of
significance with M-MRR-BIO-2a that requires the preservation/creation of
habitat at a mitigation ratio adequate to offset the impact.

e |Impact MRR-BIO-2b: Mountain Ridge Road improvements included in the
Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative Option 2 would result in the
following additional jurisdictional impacts: 0.01 acre of County RPO wetlands,
and 0.022 acre under the jurisdiction of ACOE and CDFW/RWQCB. This impact
would be mitigated to below a level of significance with M-MRR-BIO-2b that
requires the preservation/creation of habitat at a mitigation ratio adequate to
offset the impact.

e |Impact MRR-CR-1: The additional Mountain Ridge Road grading included in the
Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative would result in _an additional
potential impact to unknown subsurface cultural resources. This impact would be
mitigated through project mitigation measure M-CR-2, as that measure requires
an archeological monitoring program for all on and off-site improvement areas.

Impacts related to transportation/traffic, agricultural resources, hazards, geology and
soils, greenhouse gases, hydrology and water quality, land use planning, public
services, recreation, utilities and service systems, and growth inducement would be
similar_for both this alternative and the project. This alternative would meet all the
objectives of the project and it would provide a new fire station as requested by DSPFED.

410 Matrix of Impacts

Tables 4-2, 4-3 and 4-4 provide a summary of the impacts associated with the
alternatives as compared to the project. Table 4-5 provides a comparison of the
alternatives relative to the project objectives.
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411 Environmentally Superior Alternative

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(2) requires identification of an alternative other
than the No Project Alternative(s) as the environmentally superior alternative. As such,
the General Plan Consistent Alternative would be considered the environmentally
superior alternative due to its ability to reduce visual impacts, air quality, traffic,
agricultural, biological, and cultural resources, hazards and noise related impacts.
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TABLE 4-1

LILAC HILLS RANCH CEQA ALTERNATIVES

Alternatives
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
No Project - Mountain Ridge
No Project - Existing Legal GPY Reduced Reduced Roadwa_x Road
Project No Development Lots Consistentey Footprint Intensity 2.2C{Hybrid) Design Fire Station
Gross Units/ Gross Units/ Gross | Units/ | Gross Units/ Gross Units/ Gross Units/ Gross Units/ Gross Units/ Gross | Units/
Land Use Ac. Sq. Ft. Ac. Sq. Ft. Ac. Sq. Ft. Ac. Sq. Ft. Ac. Sq. Ft. Ac. Sq. Ft. Ac. Sq. Ft. Ac. Sq. Ft. Ac. Sq. Ft
Single-family Detached 156.9 903 | 608 16 608.8 49 351.4 110 142.1 783 275.5 881 177 792 156. 903 156.9 903
Single-family Senior 76.9 468 0 0 0 0 0 0 71.1 468 0 0 75.9 468 76. 468 74.9 468
Single-family Attached 7.9 164 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4.3 105 7. 164 7.9 164
Commercial/Mixed-use 17.3 211 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 5.6 0 15.3 0 17.3 211 17.3 211
Water Reclamation 2.4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2.4 0 2.4 0 2.4 0 2.4 0 2.4 0
RF/Trailhead 0.6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.6 0 0.6 0 0.6 0 0.6 0
Detention Basin 7.9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5.4 0 5.5 0 5.5 0 7.9 0 7.9 0
Wet Weather Storage 8.1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 55 0 0 0 0 0 8.1 0 8.1 0
School Site 12.0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 0 0 0 12 0 12.0 0 12.0 0
Community Purpose Facility® 2.0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2.0 0 2.0 0
Fire Station 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2.0 0
Group Residential/Care 6.5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6.5 0 6.5 0 6.5 0
Institutional 10.0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10.7 0 10.7 0 10.7 0 10.0 0 10.0 0
Park - HOA 10.1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10 0 3.0 0 11.8 0 10.1 0 10.1 0
Park - Dedicated to County 13.5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 9.0 0 12 0 13.5 0 135 0
Biological Open Space 104.1 0 0 0 0 0 256.6 0 168.8 0 102.7 0 103.6 0 104.1 0 104.1 0
Non-circulating Road 45.70 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 45.7 0 415 0 43.1 0 45.70 0 45.70 0
Circulating Road 37.6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 37.6 0 215 0 30 0 37.6 0 37.6 0
Common Areas/Agriculture 20.3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 20.2 0 65.0 0 45 0 20.3 0 20.3 0
Manufactured Slopes 68.2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 67.5 0 65.0 0 50 0 68.2) 0 68.2 0
TOTAL 608.0 1,746 608.0 16 608.8 49 608.0 110 608.0 | 1,251 608.0 881 608.0 | 1,365 608.00 1,746 608.0 | 1,746
Ac.= acreage

sq. ft. = square feet

HOA =homeowners association

!Land uses updated to reflect revised Table 1-1 not shown in strike-out underline format

2All Roadway design alternatives would have the same land uses, which would be the same as the project.

SThis land use includes a recreation center and an optional fire station under the project and all the alternatives except the Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative. The Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station

Alternative Community Purpose Facility would be a recreation center without the option of a fire station.
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4.0 Project Alternatives

TABLE 4-2
COMPARISON SUMMARY OF IMPACTS - ALTERNATIVES AND THE PROPOSED PROJECT
No Project/ No Mountain
No Project/ GPU Reduced Reduced 2.2C Ridge Road
Issue Development | Legal Lot | Consistency Footprint Intensity (Hybrid) Fire Station
isual Less Less Less Less Greater Greater Similar
Air Quality Less Less Less Less Less Less Greater
Traffic Less Less Less Less Less Less Similar
Agricultural Less Less Less Less Similar Similar Similar
Resources
Biology Less Greater Less Less Similar Similar Greater
Gultural Less Less Less Less Similar Similar Similar
fResources
Hazards Less Less Less Similar Similar Similar Similar
Noise Less Less Less Less Less Less Similgr
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TABLE 4-3

COMPARISON SUMMARY OF IMPACTS — ROAD DESIGN ALTERNATIVE AND THE PROPOSED PROJECT

4.West Lilac
1.West Lilac 3.West Lilac Road — Western 6.West Lilac Road
Road — Old 2.West Lilac Road —1-15 Roundabout to 5.West Lilac Road | - East of Easterly 7.Mountain Ridge 8.Mountain Ridge
Highway 395 Road Over I-15 | Bridge to Project | Northern Project Along Northern Roundabout to Road - Reduced Road at Circle R
Issue* to I-15 Bridge Bridge Boundary Boundary Project Boundary Project Boundary Design Speed Road — Taper 9.Street “C” 10. Street “E”
Visual Similar Greater Similar Similar Similar Similar Similar Similar Similar Similar
(RD-V-1:
scenic vista-
double bridge
option)
Air Quality Similar Greater Similar Similar Similar Similar Similar Similar Similar Similar
(RD-AQ-1:
additional air
emissions;
double bridge
option)
Traffic Similar Greater Similar Similar Similar Similar Similar Similar Similar Similar
(RD-TRF-1:
bridge closure
during
construction —
single bridge
option)
Agricultural Similar Similar Similar Similar Greater Similar Similar Similar Similar Similar
Resources (RD-AG-1:
additional
conversion of
agricultural
resources)
Biology Greater Potentially Greater Similar Greater Similar Greater Greater Greater Similar
(RD-BlIO-1a: Greater (RD-BIO-1b: (RD-BIO-1c: (RD-BIO-1d: (RD-BIO-1e: (RD-BIO-1f:
additional additional additional additional sensitive | additional sensitive | additional sensitive
sensitive sensitive habitat) sensitive habitat) habitat and BIO-2a: | habitat and BIO-2b: | habitat and BIO-2c:
habitat) additional additional additional
jurisdictional jurisdictional jurisdictional
habitat) habitat) habitat)
Cultural Resources Similar Similar Similar Similar Similar Similar Similar Similar Similar Similar
Hazards Similar Greater Similar Similar Similar Similar Similar Similar Similar Similar
(RD-HAZ-1:
emergency
response
during bridge
closure — single
bridge option)
Noise Similar Similar Similar Similar Similar Similar Similar Similar Similar Similar

*The Road Design Alternatives would have similar impacts as the project for all other issues areas not specifically identified in this table.
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TABLE 4-43
COMPARISON SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVES RELATIVE TO PROJECT OBJECTIVES

Alternative
No Project/ No Project/ Mountain
No Existing General Plan Reduced Reduced Ridge Road
Objectives Development Legal Lot Consistent Footprint Intensity 2.2C Road Design Fire Station
1. Develop a community within No No No Yes No Yes Yes Yes
northern San Diego County in close (some (no mixed-use | (some
proximity to a major transportation commercial/ or attached commercial/
corridor consistent with the County’s village square housing) village square
Community Development Model for within proximity within
a walkable pedestrian-oriented to residential) proximity to
mixed-use community. residential)
2. Provide a range of housing and No No No Yes (provides No Yes Yes Yes
lifestyle opportunities in a manner senior housing, (only SF (provides
that encourages walking and riding institutional use detached) senior
bikes, and that provides public and parks) housing and
services and facilities that are group care)
accessible to residents of both the
community and the surrounding
area.
3. Provide a variety of recreational No No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
opportunities including parks for (parkland (provides parks (parkland
active and passive activities, and dedication and trails) dedicated;
trails available to the public that required; trails) trails)
connect the residential
neighborhoods to the town and
neighborhood centers.
4. Integrate major physical features No No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

into the project design, including
major drainages, and woodlands
and using state of the art
hydrological technology for reducing
urban runoff.
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TABLE 4-43
COMPARISON SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVES RELATIVE TO PROJECT OBJECTIVES
(continued)

Alternative
No Project/ No Project/ Mountain
No Existing General Plan Reduced Reduced Ridge Road
Objectives Development Legal Lot Consistent Footprint Intensity 2.2C Road Design Fire Station

5. Preserve sensitive natural No No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
resources by setting aside land (would
within a planned and integrated preserve
preserve area. sensitive

habitat within a

conservation

easement)
6. Accommodate future population No No No No No Yes Yes Yes
growth in San Diego County by (No mixed-use
providing a range of diverse housing or attached)
types, including mixed-use and
senior housing.

i . | . :
waste:
8. Provide a broad range of No No No Yes No Yes Yes Yes
educational, recreational, and social (no school (parks and
uses and economically viable commercial trails; school
commercial opportunities within a may not be and
walkable distance from the economically institutional
residential uses. viable with provided)
units)

Total Number of Objectives Met 0/78 0/78 3/78 6/78; 4 3/78 78178 717 717

4-228



[NEW] TABLE 4-5
ADDITIONAL ROADWAY DESIGN ALTERNATIVE
HABITAT AND VEGETATION COMMUNITY IMPACTS

Habitat/VVegetation Roadway Design Alternatives Impact (acres)

Community Alt1 Alt 2% Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt5-A | Alt5-B Alt 5-C Alt 6 Alt7 Alt 8
Coast live oak woodland 0.03 - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.11 0.01
Coastal sage scrub 0.6 - 0.02 0 0 0.53 0.64 0 0 0
Disturbed coastal sage scrub | 0.02 - 0 0 0 0 0.05 0 0 0
Eucalyptus woodland 0 - 0.02 0 0.37 0.37 0.37 0 0 0
Southern coastal live oak 0 - 0 0 0 0 0
riparian forest 0 0.03 0
Orchard 0 - 0.12 0.1 0.87 0.96 1.75 0.1 2.14 0.01
Disturbed habitat 0.11 - 0 0 0.09 3.79 2.53 0 0.04 0
Developed 0.01 - 0 0.01 1.49 2.74 1.96 0.17 0.42 0.01
TOTAL 0.77 0.16 0.11 2.82 8.39 7.3 0.27 2.74 0.03

*The impact acreages of this alternative cannot be determined. It is expected that Alt 2 and Alt 9 would result in additional sensitive habitat impacts.

[NEW] TABLE 4-6
ADDITIONAL ROADWAY DESIGN ALTERNATIVE
HABITAT AND VEGETATION COMMUNITY MITIGATION

Habitat/Vegetation Mitigation Roadway Design Alternatives Impact

Community Ratio 1 2 3 4 5-A | 5-B | 5-C 6 7 8 9
Coast live oak woodland 31 0.09 - - - - - - 0.33 | 0.03 -
Coastal sage scrub 2:1 1.2 - 0.04 - - 1.06 | 1.28 - - - -
Disturbed coastal sage 2.1 0.04 i i i i - 0.10 i ) i i
scrub
Eucalyptus woodland None - - - - - - - - - - -
S_out_hern coastal live oak 31 i i i ) i - - i 0.09 i i
riparian forest
Orchard None - - - - - - - - - - -
Disturbed habitat None - - - - - - - - - - -
Developed None - - - - - - - - - - -

*As the impact acreages of this alternative cannot be determined, the mitigation also cannot be determined.
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ADDITIONAL ROADWAY DESIGN ALTERNATIVE
JURISDICTIONAL WATERS IMPACTS

[NEW] TABLE 4-7

Roadway Design Alternatives Impacts (acres)
Jurisdictional Waters 1 2* 3 4 5 6 7 8 9* 10

ACOE Total Jurisdiction (Wetlands) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.004 - 0

CDFW/RWQCB Wetlands (riparian habitat) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.004 - 0

County of San Diego RPO Wetlands 0 0 0 0 0 0.29 0 - 0

*The impact acreages of this alternative cannot be determined.

[NEW] TABLE 4-8
ADDITIONAL ROADWAY DESIGN ALTERNATIVE
JURISDICTIONAL WATERS MITIGATION
Mitigation Roadway Design Alternatives Mitigation (acres)
Jurisdictional Waters Ratio 1 2% 3 4 5 6 7 8 9* 10

ACOE Total Jurisdiction (Wetlands) 3.1 0 - 0 0 0 0 0 0.012 - 0
CDFW/RWQCB Wetlands (riparian habitat) 3.1 0 - 0 0 0 0 0 0.012 - 0
County of San Diego RPO Wetlands 3:1 0 - 0 0 0 0 0.87 - 0

*As the impact acreages of this alternative cannot be determined, the mitigation also cannot be determined.
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Map Source: Landmark Engineering, 2013
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Map Source: Landmark Engineering, 2013
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Map Source: Landmark Engineering, 2013
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