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B3-1 Responses to the commenter’s August 18, 2013 letter are attached. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
B3-2 This comment is an introduction to comments that follow.  No further 

response is required. 
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B3-3 This comment is an introduction to comments that follow.  No further 

response is required. 
 

B3-3 



 LETTER RESPONSE 

Businesses-26 

 

B3-4 The commenter provides factual information about San Diego County 
agricultural statistics and opinions about using the LARA Model to 
determine whether farmland is considered important farmland 
(adopted March 19th, 2007).  Since this letter was written during the 
public review of the June 2013 Draft EIR, it addresses the prior LARA 
Model results. Since the 2013 circulation of the EIR, the LARA Model 
was updated and the FEIR has been revised to reflect the conclusion 
that the site is an important agricultural resource. Specifically, the 
LARA Model soil quality rating is considered moderate, which results 
in the determination that the site is an important agricultural resource. 
As a result, the FEIR now identifies a significant impact to 43.8 acres 
of Prime Farmland and Farmland of Statewide Importance soil 
candidates which would be mitigated through the purchase of 
agricultural conservation easements as detailed in M-AG-1. For 
additional details on the direct agricultural impacts of the project and 
recommended mitigation measures, see Global Response:  
Agricultural Resources, Direct Impacts.  

 
 In addition, the commenter makes an incorrect statement about the 

LARA Model. The commenter makes reference to the fact that only 6% 
or less of the County’s soils are considered prime agricultural land and 
goes on to assert that only 6% of the County would be considered an 
important agricultural resource under the LARA Model. “Prime 
Agricultural Land” is defined within Government Code §51201(c) as 
soils having a Land Capability Classification (LCC) of I or II or a Storie 
Index (SI) of 80 or higher. It is true that there is less than 6% of “Prime 
Agricultural Land” in the County based on this definition. However, the 
LARA Model does not rely on this soil quality definition. As a result, the 
LARA Model would not result in only 6% of the County being 
considered an important agricultural resource. The LARA Model soil 
quality rating expands the consideration of quality soils by relying on 
the soil criteria published by the Natural Resources Conservation 
Service, which identifies soils that would qualify for the Prime 
Farmland or Farmland of Statewide Importance mapping categories. 
These soil lists are unique to each County and account for local soil 
conditions. As described in the County’s Agricultural Resources 
Guidelines for Determining Significance, “These soil criteria include a 
much broader range of soils than the Prime Agricultural Land definition 
in Government Code §51201(c), with 70% of the soils that meet the 
Prime and Statewide Importance Farmland soil criteria having a LCC 
greater than II and 88% have SI ratings below 80” (page 5). Contrary  
 

B3-6 

B3-5 

B3-4 



 LETTER RESPONSE 

Businesses-27 

 B3-4 (cont.) 
 to the statements by the commenter, the LARA Model would not limit 

the identification of important agricultural resources to only 6 percent 
of the County. The LARA Model includes a more inclusive soil quality 
rating that takes into account locally important soils and is based on 
the NRCS published lists of soils that qualify for the Prime Farmland or 
Farmland Statewide Importance mapping categories.   

 
B3-5 Refer to response to comment B3-4 above. This comment will be 

included as part of the record and made available to the decision 
makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project. 

 
 The County is aware of the agricultural lands surrounding the project 

site and has visited the project site and surrounding properties.  In 
addition to County PDS staff, during the Lilac Hills Ranch Plan 
Amendment Application (PAA) process, the Planning Commission held 
two public meetings at the project site.  However, the LARA Model 
measures the CEQA significance of agricultural lands and takes into 
account the project site’s climate, soils resources and water resources, 
as required factors.  It further addresses topography, surrounding land 
uses and land use consistency, when evaluating agricultural 
resources.     

 
 Regarding the second part of this comment, it is acknowledged that 

the GPU was not based on the LARA Model and the Lilac Triangle is 
an economically viable agricultural area.  However, the LARA Model 
was not intended to be used as a planning tool.  Instead, the LARA 
Model is used as an objective means of evaluating a project against 
the CEQA thresholds identified in the County’s Guidelines for 
Determining Significance to Agricultural Resources (Guidelines).  It 
should be noted that for the FEIR, the LARA Model conclusions took a 
conservative approach and conclude that the project site is a 
significant agricultural resource.   

 
B3-6 The use of the LARA Model and the County’s Guidelines are based on 

the CEQA Appendix G thresholds and were reviewed and evaluated 
by a panel with expert knowledge in the subject area.  The panel of 
experts included representatives from the County Department of 
Agriculture, Weights and Measures and from the San Diego County 
Farm Bureau. The Guidelines were approved by Planning & 
Development Services on March 19th, 2007 and have been available 
to the public on the department’s webpage, since 2007.   
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B3-7 The commenter’s opinion and information about agriculture in the 
project area is acknowledged. The FEIR recognizes that the project 
could result in a significant impact related to the indirect conversion of 
agricultural land resulting from land use conflicts.  As a result, the 
project incorporates mitigation measures to increase compatibility 
between the project and off-site agricultural operations. Refer to Global 
Response: Agricultural Resources, Indirect Impacts for details about 
the project’s potential indirect impacts and proposed mitigation 
measures that would reduce impacts to less than significant.   

 
 The commenter provides an opinion and general information about 

conflicts between agricultural operations and the nearby residential 
development and indicates that the “domino” effect would result in 
more agricultural conversion. The comment assumes that if the project 
is approved, adjacent property owners will have the right to subdivide 
at higher densities, which is incorrect. The General Plan Designations 
and allowable densities on land surrounding the project site would not 
change. Any proposal to develop property in the surrounding area at 
increased densities would require discretionary approval and a 
General Plan Amendment.  The issues raised by the commenter are 
disclosed as potentially significant impacts in FEIR subchapter 2.4.2.3 
and Section 3.2 of the Agricultural Resources Report (Appendix H) of 
the FEIR.   

 
 The flower grower located adjacent to the commenter’s operation and 

adjacent to the project site, as mentioned in the comment, 
corresponds with the area evaluated in the FEIR Agricultural 
Resources Technical Report as Agricultural Adjacency Area 7. Refer 
to Figure 2.4-7e of the FEIR, subchapter 4. The FEIR provides specific 
analysis addressing the potential conflicts between this offsite 
operation and the proposed project and identified a potentially 
significant impact associated with land use conflicts. To address this 
potential conflict, the project incorporates M-AG-2, which provides a 50 
foot buffer comprised of two rows of orchard trees along the project 
boundary adjacent to agricultural operations. In addition, where 
existing fencing is not already present, the project would construct new 
fencing at the project boundary (M-AG-3). In addition to fencing and 
the agricultural buffer, the off-site agricultural operations at this 
location are separated from onsite land uses along the western 
boundary by a 50-foot limited building zone and an internal roadway.  
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B3-7 (cont.) 
 The project also requires that notices to property owners be included 

with sales documentation when homes are sold within the 
development. The notice explains that agricultural operations exist in 
the area, that future residents could experience nuisances such as 
dust and odors, and that agricultural operators have rights to continue 
agricultural production using customary agricultural practices.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
B3-8 The commenter provides information about the growing and supply of 

rare and endangered cactus and other succulent species.  The 
comment also describes the Convention on International Trade in 
Endangered Species (CITES) export requirements the Western 
Cactus Enterprises, Inc.. The County acknowledges the efforts 
expressed by the commenter to sustain the agricultural operation; 
however, the County does not agree that the proposed project would 
“choke [the] operation out of existence” as stated by the commenter.  
Please refer to response to comment B3-7 above and the Global 
Response: Agricultural Resources, Indirect Impacts. The comment 
concludes that night illumination from the proposed development 
would disrupt the ability to propagate plants. This issue is addressed in 
the following response. 

B3-8 
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B3-9  The comment raises a concern about the potential impacts of 

nighttime lighting on pollinators and a general concern about effects of 
the project’s increased density on pollinators. The commenter asserts 
that lighting would adversely impact pollinators, thereby affecting seed 
production and ultimately, the viability of the farming operation.  

 
 First, the project site is approximately one-quarter mile from Western 

Cactus Enterprises, Inc.  In between, the farm and the project is an 
agricultural operation. Thus, there would be approximately 1,300 feet 
between the nighttime lighting proposed on-site and the property 
boundary of Western Cactus Enterprises.   

 
 Second, while it is generally accepted that nighttime lighting can attract 

night pollinators (typically moths and bats), few studies have examined 
the actual effects of artificial lighting on these pollinators1. As the 
scientific literature does not provide conclusive evidence that nighttime 
lighting would reduce nighttime pollinator populations or adversely 
affect their behavior, the FEIR does not identify a potentially significant 
impact related to this issue.  

 
 Although the FEIR does not recognize a significant impact to 

pollinators from nighttime lighting, the project’s lighting would be 
designed to minimize light pollution. Part III of the Specific Plan, 
section D.10 provides lighting guidelines, which are also included as a 
project design consideration in the FEIR, Table 1-3. These lighting 
guidelines state:    

 
 “Project lighting would be designed to provide adequate illumination for 

safety, security, and architectural accents without over lighting. Light 
fixtures would direct light to use areas and avoid light intrusion into 
adjacent land use areas. Light shields would be used where necessary 
to avoid nuisance lighting, particularly in residential neighborhoods and 
adjacent to preserved natural open space. Lighting, including all 
landscape low voltage decorative lighting, would comply with the 
County’s Light Pollution Code.” 

 

                                                

1 Rich, Catherine and Longcore, Travis, Eds.  Ecological Consequences of Artificial Night Lighting, 2006. 
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B3-9 (cont.) 
 In conclusion, it would be speculative to conclude that the project’s 

lighting would result in significant impacts to pollinators, thereby, 
preventing seed production. The research on the effects of night 
lighting on pollinators is not conclusive and there are many other 
factors and risks associated with pollinator behavior. For example, 
pollinators (bees, butterflies, moths, beetles, flies, and wasps) can be 
adversely affected by pesticide use2, which would be reduced on the 
project site as a result of the project. Furthermore, the FEIR already 
includes adequate lighting measures that would minimize light 
pollution. Project lighting is designed to be “subdued and understated” 
(Specific Plan, Part III, D.8). As a result of the existing project design 
measures intended to minimize light pollution in addition to the fact 
that the actual effects of night lighting pollinators is speculative, the 
project’s lighting would not negatively affect the off-site agricultural 
operations.  

 
 Regarding the potential effects of increased density on pollinators, the 

available literature does not provide adequate information to support 
the conclusion that the project would result in an adverse impact to 
pollinators and, ultimately, to the seed production to the varied species 
listed throughout the comment. As a result, there is a lack of evidence 
to support a conclusion that the project could significantly impact 
pollinators in the immediate vicinity of the project, resulting in an 
adverse effect to agricultural operations. 

                                                

2 Natural Resources Conservation Service. 2014, February. Preventing or Mitigating Potential Negative Impacts of Pesticides on Pollinators Using Integrated Pest 
Management and Other Conservation Practices, Agronomy Technical Note No. 9 
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