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O-3

O-4
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O-2c The comment expresses the opinions of the commenter, but does not 
raise an environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA; therefore, no 
further response is required.  

O-2b The comment refers to sprawl development with various impacts.  As 
stated in multiple responses, the Project has a clustered design and location 
near jobs and transit, and thus does not constitute sprawl development.  
See EIR Subchapter 2.4 for a discussion of impacts and mitigation for 
natural habitats, 2.8 for transportation systems, and Section 3.1.7 for 
impacts to public services.

O-2a The comment expresses the opinions of the commenter, but is not at 
variance with the environmental document; therefore, no further response 
is required.

O-1 This comment is an introduction to comments that follow.  No further 
response is required.

O-4 The comment states that the Project will impact off-site habitat.  Adjacent 
rural properties are not designated open space areas or future proposed 
PAMA.  Although wildlife may utilize these properties, they, along with 
the Project site, are not considered priority areas for conservation.  The 
Project would not directly impact off-site habitat.

O-3 The comment indicates the Project has value for wildlife species such 
as deer, bobcats, and coyotes.  The Project site would continue to 
provide habitat for deer, bobcats, and coyotes.  See Responses K-32 
and K-45 regarding wildlife habitat and movement on the Project site.  
Habitat mitigation would be provided for Project impacts to vegetation 
communities pursuant to County and Resource Agency requirements.  
Off-site mitigation for the Project would provide superior habitat 
connectivity and long-term preservation value, which would directly 
benefit many wildlife species.  
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O-5 Biological open space on site is for avoidance, not mitigation, and as 
such is not required to be connected.  See Response K-32 for further 
discussion of wildlife movement through the site.
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O-6

O-7

O-8
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O-13 O-12 The commenter is concerned that the Project will affect preserved lands 
in the area (not adjacent).  The viability of off-site conserved lands as 
habitat and movement corridors for wildlife would not be affected by the 
Project as they are part of larger, connected open space areas that do not 
extend across the Project site.  

O-11 The comment enquires about how the loss of raptor foraging would be 
mitigated.  Mitigation for loss of foraging habitat would occur through 
habitat mitigation at ratios consistent with County guidelines.  See 
Mitigation Measures M-BI-1a and b in Section 2.4.5 of the EIR.

O-10 The comment raises a number of potential cumulative impacts.  The EIR 
analyzes cumulative impacts on all subject areas required by CEQA.

O-9 The comment concerns the use and creation of undesignated trails as an 
edge effect.  Use and creation of undesignated trails would be discouraged 
through the use of signage and fencing of biological open space areas.  
Numerous designated trails, both public and private, are proposed as part 
of the Project, accommodating trail users and relieving the pressure to 
create unauthorized trails.

O-8 The comment raises pets as an edge effect.  As noted in the EIR, barrier 
type fencing would be constructed around biological open space and 
signs would be posted in several locations along the barrier type fencing 
to deter human access.  These signs also would alert homeowners that 
pets are not allowed in the biological open space areas.  Section 2.4.2 
of the EIR acknowledges that domestic predators have potential to harm 
native wildlife, and that the Project site is adjacent to existing residential 
development and already subject to some level of disturbance and 
predation by domestic animals.  The Project would provide homeowner 
disclosures to homebuyers alerting them of the requirements to keep pets 
(and people) out of the biological open space areas and to keep pets on 
leash in public areas, including trails.

O-7 The comment lists higher frequency and severity of fires as an expected 
edge effect of the Project on on-site open space.  The Project incorporates 
FMZs pursuant to County and Fire Marshal requirements.  This and other 
measures would manage fire risk, as explained in Response K-65.

O-6 The comment requests that invasive species be addressed in the EIR.  
The EIR addresses invasive species.  Project landscaping would exclude 
invasive species listed by Cal-IPC.  This is noted on the conceptual 
landscape plan, as well as in Sections 2.4.2 and 7.2.5 of the EIR and 
Section 2.2.3 of the Specific Plan. 
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O-13 The Project Description information provided in this comment is 
generally accurate, although the following clarifications/corrections are 
provided:
•	 It is assumed that the described loss of “…approximately 100 acres of 

agricultural lands” is referring to the on-site agricultural operations, 
which actually encompass approximately 117.4 acres of avocado 
orchards and apiary sites (with portions of these uses impacted by 
the 2014 wildfire, see Response K-23).

•	 The noted 36+ acre area at the north end of the Project site is actually 
proposed as an agricultural easement, rather than an agricultural 
preserve as stated in this comment.  The term agricultural preserve 
has a specific definition related to the County’s ability to designate 
appropriate areas as agricultural preserves (i.e., areas that are 
suitable for Williamson Act designation), and is not applicable to 
the proposed 35.4-acre agricultural easement included as part of the 
Proposed Project design. 

Because this comment is not at variance with the EIR analysis or related 
considerations, no additional response is required.
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O-14

O-15

O-16a

O-16b

O-17

O-16b The commenter is concerned with evacuation of livestock and suggests 
shelter in place construction.  New developments are planned to be 
very defensible, and in the unlikely event that time does not permit safe 
evacuation, these new developments would be very safe places to find 
temporary refuge.  See Response I-62 regarding evacuation of animals.  
In the event a wildfire occurs in the immediate vicinity with little to no 
time to evacuate, the Incident Command will make a determination on 
site/on scene if temporary safe refuge of residents and animals would 
be appropriate or warranted.  The Incident Command does have the 
decision and option that temporary safe refuge in pre-determined safety 
zones could be an option.

O-16a The commenter is concerned with the Cocos fire and evacuation during 
wildfires.  See Response K-59 regarding the Cocos Fire.  See Topical 
Response: Fire/Evacuations regarding evacuations. 

O-15 The comment is concerned with the threat of wildfire.  See Response I-59 
for how the Project would improve fire safety.

O-14 The comment indicates that the proposed on-site agricultural easement 
will not be sustainable, and also too isolated to revert to habitat.  See 
Response I-69a for information related to the terms, funding and 
operational considerations associated with the proposed 35.4-acre on-site 
agricultural easement.  The northwestern portion of the site does contain 
biological open space and has good habitat connectivity as discussed in 
the Subchapter 2.4 of the EIR.

O-17 The comment expresses the opinions of the commenter, but is not at 
variance with the environmental document; therefore, no further response 
is required.


