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I51i-1a Introductory comments are noted. See responses that follow for 

detailed responses to each comment delineated below. 
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I51i-1b This comment is an introduction to comments that follow.  A thorough 

response that addresses each topic follows.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
I51i-2 The comment provides background information.  However, the 

commenter incorrectly states that Station 11 could not serve the 
project. A portion of the project can be served by Station 11; there are 
71 units that are reachable by Station 11 within a 5-minute travel time.  
(See FEIR, subchapter 2.7.2.4.) The 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. Since the comment does not raise 
an environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA or with respect to 
the FEIR, no further response is required. 

 

Letter I51i 

I51i-1b 

I51i-2 
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I51i-3 See Global Response: Fire and Medical Services for a thorough 

discussion of the topic.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
I51i-4 The commenter states that DSFPD “has a policy of a uniform tax rate 

across all County assessed real property in the District.”  However, the 
commenter fails to provide substantive evidence regarding the validity 
of this assertion. DSFPD has little or no control over the taxes that are 
being assessed for fire services.  The County voluntarily conveys a 
percentage of parcel tax to DSFPD, and DSFPD receives another 
approximately 36 percent of its annual budget from a voter-approved 
(1981) special fire standby/availability fee, 36 percent from a 2004 
voter-approved fire suppression assessment, 16 percent of its revenue 
from a County supplement, and 2 percent from miscellaneous sources 
(interest, weed abatement, first responder, etc.).  (See Capabilities 
Assessment.) 

 
 With regard to the commenter’s assertion that three stations would 

need to be operated in order to serve the project, see Global 
Response: Fire and Medical Services. 

 
 Also, with respect to the feasibility of the fire options, see Global 

Response: Fire and Medical Services. 
 
I51i-5 Please see Global Response: Fire and Medical Services. 

I51i-2 
cont. 

I51i-3 

I51i-4 

I51i-5 
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I51i-6 Please see Global Response: Fire and Medical Services. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
I51i-7 The comments from DSFPD that are referred to herein are out of date 

and do not reflect the new comment letter provided by DSFPD to the 
County, dated July 28, 2014.  See Global Response: Fire and Medical 
Services for a thorough discussion of the topic.  

 
 
 
 
 
I51i-8 See Global Response: Fire and Medical Services for a thorough 

discussion of the topic. 
 
 
 
I51i-9 The comments do not address the content or adequacy of the  FEIR. 

Also, the commenter has mischaracterized a number of issues 
pertaining to Mountain Ridge Road which are addressed in this 
response.  First, approximately 5.5 percent of the total project traffic 
would access Mountain Ridge Road as this access would be restricted 
to the southern half of Phase 5 (Zoning Districts SRS-5 andSFS-6,and 
the Institutional site) because of existing easement restrictions. (See 
FEIR, subchapter 2.3.3.3 for further discussion.) The roadway 
exceptions requested for Mountain Ridge Road would allow the private 
roadway to remain in its current state, with the exception of minor 
widening to ensure that there would be two 12-foot lanes consistent 
with County Private Road Standards and would avoid significant 
 

I51i-5 
cont. 

I51i-6 

I51i-7 

I51i-8 

I51i-9 
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I51i-9 (cont.) 
 grading and disruption to existing driveways. The design exceptions 

being requested are included as part of the project’s circulation design 
and considered as a part of the analysis for each subject area 
discussion within the FEIR. The exceptions may be granted by the 
County where capacity and safety are not unduly affected. (FEIR, 
subchapter 2.3.2.3.) The FEIR also analyzed the issue of 
transportation hazards with respect to the road network design for 
the project, including Mountain Ridge Road improvements and the 
“taper” exception at the Circle R intersection, and determined that 
impacts associated with transportation hazards would be less than 
significant. (FEIR, subchapter 2.3.3.3.)  Please see also Global 
Response: Easements (Covey Lane and Mountain Ridge Roads) for a 
thorough discussion regarding the taper improvements to the 
intersection of Circle R Road and Mountain Ridge Road. 

 
 Additionally, the Fire Protection Plan (FPP) included as Appendix J in 

the FEIR provides that all proposed roads within the project shall be 
designed in accordance with the Fire District Standards and the 
County Consolidated Fire Code.  The FEIR analyzed the issue of 
compliance with road standards and determined that no impacts 
associated with noncompliance with road standards would result.  
(FEIR, subchapter 2.7.2.4and FPP.)  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
I51i-10 The comment states that the project does not have legal rights to 

provide the sight distance needed for Covey Lane and has not 
provided sufficient information regarding its compliance with County 
Consolidated Fire Code and County Private and Public Standards with 
respect to streets within the project to allow it to evacuate its residents 
safely.  Please see also Global Response: Easements (Covey Lane 
and Mountain Ridge Roads) for a thorough discussion regarding the 
right to provide sight distance needed for Covey Lane.  With respect to 
the ability to evacuate safely, please see response to comment I51i-17 
below.   

 

I51i-9 
cont. 

I51i-10 
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I51i-11 The comment asserts that the FPP does not sufficiently address 
structure fires or emergency medical services such that the impact and 
mitigation can be assessed.  

 
 The FPP evaluates the number of emergency calls that is  calculated 

to be generated by the project.    Structure fires are one small segment 
of the overall call load and are included in the call volume and is a part 
of the evaluation.  The FPP and Capabilities Assessment, included in 
the FEIR as Appendix J and Specific Plan Appendix D respectively, 
assess the potential impact the project will have on the DSFPD fire 
response system, including the type of calls, projected response times, 
and District capacity.  Findings indicate that the DSFPD has the 
capacity to service the project from existing stations, but would not 
meet the County’s 5-minute travel time standard.  Mitigations include 
options that would facilitate5-minute response times.   

 
 The comment expresses concern regarding the provision of 

emergency medical services, and the level of analysis contained in the 
FPP.  The Capabilities Assessment, attached to the Specific Plan,  
included an in-depth analysis of the projected call volume and types of 
calls generated by the project, including the senior residential housing 
population.  The results are consistent with the numbers used in the 
project’s FPP.  Therefore, no additional analysis is considered 
necessary. See also Global Response: Fire and Medical Services. 

 
I51i-12 The comment focuses on the use of the term structure fire in the FPP.  

Please refer to response to comment I51i-11.  The FPP and 
Capabilities Assessment report analyzed both EMS and structure fire 
calls, along with any other type of call, which historically occurred in 
the DSFPD.  See Global Response: Fire and Medical Services. 

 
I51i-13 The comment suggests that Fire Safety Zones (FSZs) should be 

discussed in the wildland fire discussion of the FPP.  The commenter 
confuses the FPP with a wildland fire management plan.  Unlike an 
FPP, a wildland fire management plan is not intended to document fire 
risk and measures to protect a new development.  FSZs that would be 
included in a wildland fire management plan would be part of a fire 
agency’s internal pre-planning programming for wildland firefighting.  

 
 

I51i-10 
cont. 

I51i-15 

I51i-12 

I51i-11 

I51i-13 

I51i-14 
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 I51i-14 See responses to comments I51i-11, I51i-12, and I51i-13 above.  
Based upon the above responses, the FEIR is legally adequate and 
revisions to the FEIR and recirculation are not required as a result. 

 
I51i-15 The commenter states that the FPP does not adequately address and 

analyze the environmental impacts with respect to the use of gates on 
fire access roads and requests that the FPP be revised to include this 
analysis.   

 
 In consideration of the comments received regarding this concern, 

additional language and analysis has been provided and incorporated 
in the FPP regarding this subject. Specifically, Section 4.2.7 of the FPP 
has been revised to include details about requirements for gates 
associated with access to residences, emergency back-up 
requirements, and override processes.  The gates proposed for the 
project would be in compliance with DSFPD guidelines and County 
Consolidated Fire Code Section 503.6. Any gate or barrier across a 
fire access roadway shall have specific plans reviewed and approved 
by DSFPD, and receive Specific Plan approval prior to installation. 
(See FPP Section 4.2.7)  In addition, per the DSFPD conditions 
attached as part of the Public Facilities Availability Form (see Appendix 
R of the FEIR), gates accessing more than four residences or 
residential lots, or gates accessing hazardous institutional, 
educational, or assembly occupancy group structures shall also be 
equipped with approved emergency traffic control-activating strobe 
light sensors(s) or other devices approved by the fire code official to 
assure safe access by emergency vehicles.  Additional analysis, 
included in the FEIR,  determined that automated gates equipped with 
sensors or similar devices will require less time to open and would 
result in minimal delays. (see FPP.)  Overall, compliance with gate 
requirements of the DSFPD guidelines and County Consolidated Fire 
Code would assure that no impacts associated with secondary 
emergency access to the project would occur. (FEIR, subchapter 
2.7.2.4, and subchapter 2.7.6.) 
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I51i-16 The commenter states that the project includes extensive areas where 
FMZs are less than 100 feet wide, and expresses concern that this 
was not included in the project analysis. As stated in FEIR subchapter 
2.7.2.4, and shown on Figure 1-6, several areas of the project site 
would not meet the 100-foot standard for FMZs as described by 
Consolidated Fire Code.  Specific fire-resistive building features and/or 
landscape features as detailed in Section 4.6 of the FPP are included 
as project design features that provide the same function as a full 100 
feet of fuel modification. These measures, listed in FEIR subchapter 
2.7.2.4 and Table 1-3 will be implemented through the project’s 
conditions of approval and subsequent permit requirements. 
Notwithstanding regulatory compliance and the inclusion of project 
design considerations, the FEIR recognizes and discloses that the 
inability to meet the standard 100-foot FMZ could represent a 
significant impact (Impact HZ-1). Mitigation measure M-HZ-1, detailed 
in FEIR subchapter 2.7.5, provides alternative measures including 
obtaining off-site permission to clear, or alternatively, additional 
ignition-resistant construction methods and other non-combustible 
features, or fire barrier walls that achieve the same level of protection 
from potential wildfires as the 100-foot buffer. Any structure located 
next to a FMZ would be subject to local and County Fire Codes to 
prevent any modifications that could compromise the fire barriers (i.e., 
adding a vent or skylight to these structures in the future).  This 
mitigation measure would reduce impacts to wildland fires to less than 
significant.  

 
 The commenter also expresses concern that Figure 1.6 was not 

included in the FPP, and requested that the FEIR and FPP be revised 
and recirculated.  The project fire consultants (Dudek) conducted a 
detailed analysis of the areas where fuel modification is reduced from 
100 feet.  In particular, an analysis of fuel modification zones which 
analyzed the fire behavior across the project site, and compared it 
against the proposed development footprint, product type and 
proposed structure setbacks. As a result of the findings of the fire 
modeling, the project proposed the design features that would be 
incorporated into the project, including the creation of the identified 
FMZs; the use of ignition-resistant building materials; fire and building 
code requirements for the protection of non-residential structures; the 
provision of secondary emergency access roads, and adequate water 
supply for fire hydrants. Each of these features is discussed in detail in 
FEIR subchapter 2.7.2.4.  (See also FPP Appendix J – Fuel 
Modification Zones Analysis – Dudek).   

I51i-17 

I51i-16 
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 I51i-16 (cont.) 
 Depending on the individual situation, the reduced width, the off-site 

fuels, and adjacent buildings, alternatives are proposed.  Enhanced 
fire-resistive construction measures are proposed to be used to 
mitigate reduced fuel modification zones and are detailed in 
Section 4.5 of the FPP, and FEIR, subchapter 2.7.2.4 and Capabilities 
Assessment pp 12-13. Such measures include the elimination of vents 
and skylights on structures facing natural fuel and open space areas 
on-site and native flammable fuels located off-site. Roadways, parking 
lots, sidewalks, concrete patios, decorative rock, natural boulders on-
site, and similar landscape features are allowed to be located within 
the fuel modification zones as objects that will not support fire.  Other 
alternative measures that achieve the same level of required protection 
may be used, including, but not limited to one of the following: (1) utilize 
adjacent irrigated and managed agricultural crops (orchards, commercial 
flower fields, etc.); (2) fuel modification and hazard abatement required 
and completed around structures by adjacent landowners to meet fire 
code on their property and which is contiguous with the development; 
(3) DSFPD hazard abatement requirements for fuel modification and 
hazardous abatement 50 feet along the perimeter of adjacent properties, 
(4) additional ignition-resistant construction methods, non-combustible 
features, i.e., roadways and right-of-way modified fuels, parking lots, 
sidewalks, etc.; (5) fire-barrier/deflection walls; or (6) a recorded 
easement acquired from adjacent landowners for the purpose of 
maintaining required fuel modification (there is no off-site clearing 
proposed.  However, if off-site clearing is proposed in the future, the 
easements must be provided before the project can move forward). (See 
FPP Section 4.5.)   

 
I51i-17 The commenter asserts that the Fire Evacuation Plan does not 

adequately address the central evacuation issue of the proposed 
project, the ability to evacuate over 5,000 residents of the 
proposed project while utilizing the limited number of roads that serve 
the project.  The reasons for this concern include the limited number of 
roadways in the project, the physical condition of the roadways, and 
the number of future residents that would be added to the existing 
population as a result of the proposed project.  
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I51i-17 (cont.) 
 With respect to the limited number of roadways and the number of 

future residents being added to the existing population, the project 
would provide additional emergency routes as shown in FEIR Figure 
2.7-3.  These evacuation routes will become available to the existing 
residents as the project constructs new roadways within the project 
and improves existing roadways in the area. Information related to 
these new roadways is included in the FEIR in subchapter 2.3.  

  
 The FPP evaluated the fire hazard of the area and its potential effect 

on the project as well as the potential increased hazard that may result 
from the proposed project.  A wildland Fire Behavior Assessment was 
included in the FPP to provide four worst-case scenarios for wildland 
fires.  As a result of the findings of the fire modeling, project design 
features were incorporated into the project, including fuel modification 
zones, use of ignition resistant building materials, provision of 
secondary emergency access roads, in order to reduce the risk of fire 
hazard. The project would also meet all fire and building code 
requirements, and an adequate supply of water for fire hydrants was 
deemed available (see Appendix T).  

 
 The FEIR analyzed each of the design features to determine whether 

the features would reduce the risk of exposure of people or structures 
to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death from wildland fires. The 
FEIR found that with the adoption of mitigation measure M-HZ-1, 
impacts to wildland fires would be reduced to less than significant. 
(FEIR, subchapter 2.7.2.4.)  Subchapter 2.7.3.4 of the FEIR also 
identified that the project’s contribution to a potential cumulative impact 
would be less than cumulatively considerable with respect to wildland 
fire hazards based on implementation of the FPP, associated 
landscaping plans, and mitigation measures.  

 

I51i-17 

I51i-18 
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 I51i-17 (cont.) 
 The Evacuation Plan determined that the location of the project and 

the existing and planned roads provide adequate multi-directional 
primary and secondary emergency evacuation routes. (Evacuation 
Plan, page 8.)  The primary evacuation routes are shown on 
Figure 2.7-3 of the Evacuation Plan, consisting of Main Street, 
Street F, Lilac Hills Ranch Road, Covey Lane, and Mountain Ridge 
Road. The project site also has a number of secondary emergency 
evacuation routes also shown on Figure 2.7-3. (FEIR, subchapter 
2.7.2.3.) All proposed roads have been designed in accordance to the 
County Consolidated Fire Code and would exceed the driveway 
minimum horizontal radius, fall within the 20 percent maximum 
allowable grade and meet or exceed the minimum paved width 
requirements.  Specifics of the proposed roadway designs compared 
to the Consolidated Fire Code are detailed in the Road Standard 
Comparison Matrix, Attachment P of the FPP. 

 
 With respect to concerns regarding the exceptions being requested for 

the roadway improvements, these exceptions were included as part of 
the project’s circulation design and considered as a part of the analysis 
for each subject area discussion within the FEIR. The exceptions could 
be granted by the County where capacity and safety are not unduly 
affected. (FEIR, subchapter 2.3.2.3.)  

 
 With respect to the single evacuation route to the east and the 

roadway exceptions, the FEIR analyzed the issue of transportation 
hazards with respect to the road network designed for the project, 
and determined that impacts associated with transportation hazards 
would be less than significant. The overall road network design for the 
project would provide adequate ingress and egress for residents as 
well as emergency access and conform to General Plan Goal M-4.  
The roads within the project site were designed to accommodate 
emergency vehicles and allow residents to evacuate efficiently if 
necessary (General Plan Policy M-4.4) and the project would provide 
four connecting points to existing roads ensuring that both local and 
surrounding residents have alternate routes (Policy M-4.2).  (FEIR, 
subchapter 2.3.3.3.)    

 



 LETTER RESPONSE 

Individuals-358 

 I51i-17 (cont.) 
 In addition, the project’s evacuation routes lead to the north, west, 

south, and east which provide the best opportunities for moving 
residents and guests away from a wildfire threat. (Evacuation Plan, 
page 11.) It should be also noted that the project’s emergency access 
has been reviewed by DSFPD, as a part of the FPP.   

 
 With respect to the hypothetical scenario posed by the commenter 

regarding the lack of westerly evacuation routes, please see additional 
response to comment I51i-18 below. 

 
I51i-18 As a result of the findings of the fire modeling, project design features 

were incorporated into the project, including fuel modification zones, 
use of ignition resistant building materials, fire and building code 
requirements, provision of secondary emergency access roads and 
adequate water supply for fire hydrants. The FEIR found that with the 
adoption of mitigation measure M-HZ-1, impacts to wildland fires would 
be reduced to less than significant. (FEIR, subchapter 2.7.2.4and FPP)  
Subchapter 2.7.3.4 of the FEIR also identified that the project’s 
contribution to a potential cumulative impact would be less than 
cumulatively considerable with respect to wildland fire hazards based 
on the implementation of the FPP, associated landscaping plans, and 
mitigation measures.  CEQA only requires analysis of reasonably 
foreseeable impacts. (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(d).)  This 
means that CEQA does not require analysis of impacts that are too 
remote or speculative. (In Re Bay-Delta Programmatic Environmental 
Impact Report Coordinated Proceedings (2008) 43 Cal.4th 1143, 
1173.)  Therefore, CEQA would not require an EIR to engage in 
speculation such as provided by the examples of the commenter.  
Additionally, the Evacuation Plan explains that evacuations are fluid 
events and the incident command, law enforcement, and County OES 
would jointly enact evacuations based on fire behavior.  For purposes 
of the Evacuation Plan, the first and most logical choice for all of the 
residents and guest within the boundaries of the project is to adhere to 
the principles and practices of the READY!SET!GO! Program and 
therefore education is a key element to the Plan.  It is important for 
residents to make the decision to evacuate as soon as possible as it 
may take more than two hours to complete the evacuation process. 
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I51i-18 (cont.) 
 The Evacuation plan recognized that potential backups on the public 

roads and intersections may occur.  In addition, there may be 
circumstances where it would be better for residents to take temporary 
refuge in schools, churches, and commercial buildings. Finally, for 
residents in the DSFPD, the Deer Springs Fire Safe Council offer a 
separate telephone system which residents can sign up for to provide 
residents with early warnings. (Evacuation Plan, pp 8-11.) 

 
 
 
 
 
I51i-19 Please see response to comment I51i-18. This scenario is speculative, 

and as noted above, CEQA only requires the analysis of reasonably 
foreseeable effects from the project. Therefore, no further response is 
required.  

 
I51i-20 Please see response to comments I51i-10 and I51i-17 above and 

Global Response: Fire and Medical Services. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
I51i-21 Please see response to comments I51i-10 and I51i-17 above and 

Global Response: Fire and Medical Services. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
I51i-22 This comment is an introduction to comments that follow.  No further 

response is required. 
 

I51i-18 
cont. 

I51i-20 

I51i-21 

I51i-22 

I51i-19 
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I51i-23 Please see response to comment I51i-10 and I51i-17 above and 

Global Response: Fire and Medical Services. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
I51i-24 With respect to the attachments, comments are addressed either 

within comment letter I51i, the FEIR, or FPP. No further response is 
required. 

 

I51i-24 

I51i-23 
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