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XVILGREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS - Would the project

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a
significant impact on the environment? ;

] Potentially Significant Impact [C] Less than Significant Impact

Potentially Significant Unless ]
Mitigation Incorporated No Impact

Potentially Significant Impact:

Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Emissions are said to result in an increase in the earth’s
average surface temperature commonly referred to as global warming. This rise in
global temperature is associated with long-term changes in precipitation, temperature,
wind patterns, and other elements of the earth's climate system, known as climate
change. These changes are now broadly attributed to GHG emissions, particularly
those emissions that result from the human production and use of fossil fuels.

GHGs include carbon dioxide, methane, halocarbons (HFCs), and nitrous oxide, among
others. Human induced GHG emissions are a result of energy production and
consumption, and personal vehicle use, among other sources. A regional GHG
inventory prepared for the San Diego Region' identified on-road transportation (cars
and trucks) as the largest contributor of GHG emissions in the region, accounting for
46% of the total regional emissions. Electricity and natural gas combustion were the
second (25%) and third (9%) largest regional contributors, respectively, to regional GHG
emissions.

Climate changes resulting from GHG emissions could produce an array of adverse
environmental impacts including water supply shortages, severe drought, increased
flooding, sea level rise, air pollution from increased formation of ground level ozone and
particulate matter, ecosystem changes, increased wildfire risk, agricultural impacts,
ocean and terrestrial species impacts, among other adverse effects.

In 2006, the State passed the Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006, commonly
referred to as AB 32, which set the greenhouse gas emissions reduction goal for the
State of California into law. The law requires that by 2020, State emissions must be
reduced to 1990 levels by reducing greenhouse gas emissions from significant sources
via regulation, market mechanisms, and other actions.

According to the San Diego County Greenhouse Gas Inventory (2008), the region must
reduce its GHG emissions by 33 percent from “business-as-usual” emissions to achieve
1990 emissions levels by the year 2020. ‘“Business-as-usual” refers to the 2020
emissions that would have occurred in the absence of the mandated reductions.

' san Diego County Greenhouse Gas Inventory: An Analysis of Regional Emissions and Strategies to
Achieve AB 32 Targets. University of San Diego and the Energy Policy Initiatives Center (EPIC),
September 2008.
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Senate Bill 375 (SB 375), passed in 2008, links transportation and fand use planning
with global warming. It requires the California Air Resources Board (ARB) to set
regional targets for the purpose of reducing greenhouse gas emissions from passenger
vehicles. Under this law, if regions develop integrated land use, housing and
transportation plans that meet SB 375 targets, new projects in these regions can be
relieved of certain review requirements under CEQA. Development of regional targets
is underway and SANDAG is in the process of preparing the region’s Sustainable
Communities Strategy (SCS) which will be a new element of the 2050 Regional
Transportation Plan (RTP). The strategy will identify how regional greenhouse gas
reduction targets, as established by the ARB, will be achieved through development
patterns, transportation infrastructure investments, and/or transportation measures or
policies that are determined to be feasible.

In addressing the potential for a project to generate GHG emissions that would have a
potentially significant cumulative effect on the environment, a 900 metric ton threshold
was selected to identify those projects that would be required to calculate emissions
and implement mitigation measures to reduce a potentially significant impact. The 900
metric ton screening threshold is based on a threshold included in the CAPCOA white
paper® that covers methods for addressing greenhouse gas emissions under CEQA.
The CAPCOA white paper references the 900 metric ton guideline as a conservative
threshoid for requiring further analysis and mitigation. The 200 metric ton threshold was
based on a review of data from four diverse cities (Los Angeles in southern California
and Pleasanton, Dublin, and Livermore in northern Caiifornia) to identify the threshold
that would capture at least 90% of the residential units or office space on the pending
applications list. This threshold will require a substantial portion of future development
to minimize GHG emissions to ensure implementation of AB 32 targets is not impeded.
By ensuring that projects that generate more than 900 metric tons of GHG implement
mitigation measures to reduce emissions, it is expected that a majority of future
development will contribute to emission reduction goais that will assist the region in
meeting its GHG reduction targets.

It shouid be noted that an individual project's GHG emissions will generally not result in
direct impacts under CEQA, as the climate change issue is global in nature, however an
individual project could be found to contribute to a potentially significant cumulative
impact. CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(f) states that an EIR shall analyze
greenhouse gas emissions resulting from a proposed project when the incremental
contribution of those emissions may be cumulatively considerable.

The project is the development of a specific plan for 780 residential units and private
and public park amenities. It expected to generate on the order of 15 times the
significance threshold of 900 metric tons of GHG emissions based on estimates of GHG

? See CAPCOA White Paper ; “CEQA &Climate Change: Evaluating and Addressing Greenhouse
Gas Emissions from Projects Subject to the California Environmental Quality Act" January 2008
(hitp:/fiwww capcoa.org/rokdownloads/CEQA/CAPCOA%20White%20Paper. pdf).
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emissions for various project types included in the CAPCOA white paper’. Emissions
from the project will be generated from construction, vehicle trips, water consumption,
waste generation and disposal, and residential fuel combustion. Therefore, a technical
study must analyze the GHG emissions that would be generated by the project and
determine the significance of the change and propose mitigation if necessary.

b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of
reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases?

[ Potentially Significant Impact [[] Less than Significant Impact

Potentially Significant Uniess ]
Mitigation Incorporated No impact

Potentially Significant Impact:
In 2006, the State passed the Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006, commonly
referred to as AB 32, which set the greenhouse gas emissions reduction goal for the
State of California into law. The law requires that by 2020, State emissions must be
reduced to 1990 levels by reducing greenhouse gas emissions from significant sources
via regulation, market mechanisms, and other actions.

Senate Bill 375 (SB 375), passed in 2008, links transportation and land use planning
with global warming. It requires the California Air Resources Board (ARB) to set
regional targets for the purpose of reducing greenhouse gas emissions from passenger
vehicles. Under this law, if regions develop integrated land use, housing and
transportation plans that meet SB 375 targets, new projects in these regions can be
relieved of certain review requirements under CEQA. Development of regional targets
is underway and SANDAG is in the process of preparing the region’s Sustainable
Communities Strategy (SCS) which will be a new element of the 2050 Regional
Transportation Plan (RTP). The strategy will identify how regional greenhouse gas
reduction targets, as established by the ARB, will be achieved through development
patterns, transportation infrastructure investments, and/or transportation measures or
policies that are determined to be feasible.

To implement State mandates to address climate change in local land use planning,
local land use jurisdictions are generally preparing GHG emission inventories and
reduction plans and incorporating climate change policies into local General Plans to
ensure development is guided by a land use plan that reduces GHG emissions. The
County of San Diego is currently in the process of updating its General Plan and
incorporating associated climate change policies. These policies will provide direction
for individual development projects to reduce GHG emissions and help the County meet
its GHG emission reduction targets.

% 900 metric tons of GHG emissions are estimated to be generated by 50 Single Family Residential units,
70 apartments/condos, 35,000 sf of general commercial/office, 11,000 sf of retail, or 6,300 sf of
supermarket/grocery space.
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Until local plans are developed to address greenhouse gas emissions, such as a local
Sustainable Communities Strategy and updated General Plan Policies, the project is
evaluated to determine whether it would impede the implementation of AB 32 GHG
reduction targets. For the reasons discussed in the response to question a, above), a
technical study must analyze the GHG emissions that would be generated by the
project and determine the significance of the increase in GHG emissions and evaluate
whether the project would impede the implementation of AB 32 reduction targets.

XVIll. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE:

a) Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment,
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or
wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a
plant or animal community, substantially reduce the number or restrict the range
of a rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate important examples of the
major periods of California history or prehistory?

[V] Potentially Significant Impact [] Less than Significant Impact

Potentially Significant Unless ]
Mitigation Incorporated No Impact

Potentially Significant impact: Per the instructions for evaluating environmental
impacts in this Initial Study, the potential to degrade the quality of the environment,
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife
population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal
community, reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or
animai or eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history or
prehistory were considered in the response to each question in sections IV and V of this
form. In addition to project specific impacts, this evaluation considered the projects
potential for significant cumulative effects. As a result of this evaluation, the project was
determined to have potential significant effects related to Biological Resources and
Cuitural Resources because technical studies addressing these topics have not been
completed and mitigation measures have not yet been identified. Therefore, this project
has been determined to potentially meet this Mandatory Finding of Significance.

b) Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively
considerable? (“Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects of
a project are considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past
projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future
projects)?

[v] Potentially Significant Impact [ 1 Less than Significant Impact

Potentially Significant Unless |
Mitigation Incorporated No Impact
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Potentially Significant Impact: Per the instructions for evaluating environmental
impacts in this Initial Study, the potential for adverse cumulative effects were considered
in the response to each question in sections | through XVI of this form. In addition to
project specific impacts, this evaluation considered the projects potential for incremental
effects that are cumulatively considerable. As a result of this evaluation, there were
determined to be potentially significant cumulative effects related to Aesthetics,
Biological Resources, Cultural Resources, Geology and Soils, Hazards, Hydrology and
Water Quality, Land Use and Planning, Noise, Transportation/Traffic, and Utilities.
Therefore, this project has been determined to potentially meet this Mandatory Finding
of Significance.

c) Does the project have envircnmental effects, which will cause substantial
adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly?

[V] Potentially Significant Impact [ Less than Significant Impact

Potentiaily Significant Unless |
Mitigation Incorporated No Impact

Potentially Significant Impact: In the evaluation of environmental impacts in this Initial
Study, the potential for adverse direct or indirect impacts to human beings were
considered in the response to certain questions in sections I. Aesthetics, HI. Air Quality,
VI. Geology and Soils, V. Hazards and Hazardous Materials, VIl Hydrology and Water
Quality XI. Noise, XlI. Population and Housing, and XV. Transportation and Traffic. As
a result of this evaluation, there were determined to be potentially significant effects
related to Aesthetics, Geology and Soils, Hazards and Hazardous Materiais, Hydrology
and Water Quality, Noise, and Transportation and Traffic. Therefore, this project has
been determined to potentially meet this Mandatory Finding of Significance.

XVIl. REFERENCES USED IN THE COMPLETION OF THE INITIAL STUDY
CHECKLIST

All references to Federal, State and local regulation are available on the Internet. For
Federal regulation refer to hittp.//www4 law.cornell.edu/uscode/. For State regulation
refer to www.leginfo.ca.gov. For County regulation refer to www.amlegal.com. All other
references are available upon request.

AESTHETICS
California Street and Highways Code [California Street and Highways Code, Section 260-283. (hitp://www.leginfo.ca.qov/)

California Scenic Highway Program, California Streets and Highways Code, Section 260-283.
(hitp:/fwww . dot.ca.gov/hg/LandArch/scenic/scpr. him)

County of San Diego, Department of Planning and Land Use. The Zoning Ordinance of San Diego County. Sections 5200-5299:
5700-5799; 5900-5910, 6322-6326. ((www.co.san-diego.ca.us)

County of San Diego, Beoard Policy -73: Hillside Development Policy. (www.co san-diego.ca.us)

County of San Diego, Board Policy 1-104: Policy and Procedures for Preparation of Community Design Guidelines, Section 396.10
of the County Administrative Code and Section 5750 et seq. of the County Zoning Ordinance. (www.co.san-diego.ca.us)

County of San Diego, General Pian, Scenic Highway Element VI and Scenic Highway Program. (geres.ca,qov)
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County of San Diego Light Pollution Code, Title 5, Divisicn 8 (Sections 59.101-59.115 of the County Code of Regulatory
Ordinances) as added by Ordinance No 6900, effective January 18, 1885, and amended July 17, 1986 by Ordinance No. 7155

(www.amiegal.com)
County of San Diego Wireless Communications Ordinance [San Diego County Code of Regulatory Ordinances. (www.amlegal. com)

Design Review Guidelines for the Communities of San Diego County. (Alpine, Bonsali, Fallbrook, Julian, Lakeside, Ramona, Spring
Valey, Sweetwater, Valley Center).

Federal Communications Commission, Telecommunications Act of 1896 [Telecommunications Act of 1996, Pub. LA. No. 104-104,
110 Stat. 56 (1996). (http./Awww.fcc.gov/Reports/tcom 1996 txt)

Institution of Lighting Engineers, Guidance Notes for the Reduction of Light Pollution, Warwickshire, UK, 2000 (http://www.dark-
skies.org/ite-gd-e. htm)

Internationat Light Inc., Light Measurement Handbook, 1997, {www.intl-light.com)

Rensselaer Polytechnic Institute, Lighting Research Center, National Lighting Product [nformation Program (NLPIP), Lighting
Answers, Volume 7, Isstue 2, March 2003. (www.Irc.rpi.edu)

Uus Census Bureau, Census 2000, Urbanized Area Qutline Map, San Diego, CA.
(hitp:/fwww.census. gov/geo/wwwimaps/ua2kmaps.htm)

US Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management (BLM) medified Visual Management System. (www.blm.gov)

US Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) Visual Impact Assessment for Mighway Projects.

US Department of Transportation, National Highway System Act of 1995 [Title Hl, Section 304. Design Criteria for the National
Highway System. (hitp://www.fhwa.dot gov/iegsregs/nhsdatoc.html)

AGRICULTURE RESOURCES

California Department of Conservation, Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program, “A Guide to the Farmland Mapping and
Monitoring Program,” November 1894. (www.consiv.ca.qov)

California Department of Conservation, Office of Land Conversion, "California Agricultural (.and Evaluation and Site Assessment
Model Instruction Manual,” 1997, {(www.consrv.ca.gov)

California Fammland Conservancy Program, 1996. (www.consmv.ca.qov)

California Land Conservation (Williamson) Act, 1965, (www.ceres.ca.gov, www.Consn/.ca.gov)

California Right to Farm Act, as amended 1996. (www.gp.gov.bc.ca)

County of San Diege Agricultural Enterprises and Consumer Information Ordinance, 1994, Title 6, Division 3, Ch. 4, Sections

63.401-63.408. (www.amlegal.com)

County of San Diego, Depariment of Agriculture, Weights and Measures, "2002 Crop Statistics and Annual Report,” 2002, (
- www.sdeounty.ca.a0v)

United States Depariment of Agriculture, Natural Resource Conservation Service LESA System.  (www.nrcs.usda.gov,
WWW,SWCS.org),
United States Department of Agriculture, Soil Survey for the San Diego Area, California, 1973. (soils.usda.gov)

AlIR QUALITY

CEQA Air Quality Analysis Guidance Handbook, South Coast Air Quality Management District, Revised November 1993,
(www.agmd.qoy)
County of San Diego Air Pollution Control District's Rules and Regulations, updated August 2003. (www.co san-diego.ca.us)

Federal Clean Air Act US Code; Title 42; Chapter 85 Subchapter 1. (www4.law . cornell.edu)

BIOLOGY

California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG). Southern Cafifornia Coastal Sage Scrub Natural Community Conservation
Ptanning Process Guidelines. CDFG and California Resources Agency, Sacramento, California. 1993. (www.dfg.ca.qov)

County of San Diego, An Ordinance Amending the San Diego County Code to Establish a Process for Issuance of the Coastal Sage
Scrub Habitat Loss Permits and Dectaring the Urgency Thereof to Take Effect immediately, Crdinance No. 8365. 1994, Title 8,
Div 8, Ch. 1. Sections 86.101-86.105, 87.202.2. (www.amlegal.com)

County of San Diego, Biological Mitigation Ordinance, Ord. Nos. 8845, 9246, 1998 (new series). (www.co.san-diego.ca.us)

County of San Diego, Implementing Agreement by and between United States Fish and Wildlife Service, California Department of
Fish and Game and County of San Diego. County of San Diego, Multipte Species Conservation Program, 1998,

County of San Diego, Multiple Species Conservation Program, County of San Diego Subarea Plan, 1997.
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Holland, R.R. Preliminary Descriptions of the Terrestrial Natural Communities of California, State of California, Resources Agency,
Department of Fish and Game, Sacramento, California, 1986,

Memorandum of Understanding [Agreement Between United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), California Department of
Fish and Game (CDFG), California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CDF), San Diego County Fire Chief's Association
and the Fire District's Association of San Diego County.

Stanislaus Audubon Society, Inc. v County of Stanislaus (5" Dist. 1995) 33 Cal.App.4™ 144, 155-159 [30 Cal Rptr.2d 54
(WwWv.ceres.ca.gov)

U.8. Ammy Corps of Engineers Environmental Laboratory. Corps of Engineers Wetlands Delineation Manual. U.S. Army Corps of
~ Engineers, Wetlands Research Program Technical Report Y-87-1. 1987. (hitpJ//www.wes army, mil/)

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. America's wetlands: our vital link between land and water. Office of Water, Office of
Wetlands, Oceans and Watersheds., EPAB43-K-95-001. 1995b. (www.epa.gov)

U.S. Fish and Wildiife Service and National Marine Fisheries Service. Habitat Conservation Planning Mandbook. Department of
Interior, Washington, D.C. 1996. (endangered.fws.gov)

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries Service. Consuitation Handbook: Procedures for Condtcting
Consultation and Conference Activities Under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act. Depariment of Interior, Washington, D.C.
1998. (endangered.fws. gov)

U.S. Fish and Wildiife Service. Environmental Assessment and Land Protection Plan for the Vernal Pools Stewardship Project.
Portland, Oregon. 1997.

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. Vernal Pools of Southern California Recovery Plan. U.S. Department of Interior, Fish and Wildlife
Service, Region One, Portland, Oregon, 1998. (ecos.fws gov)

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. Birds of conservation concern 2002. Division of Migratory. 2002. (migratorybirds.fws.qov)

CULTURAL RESOURCES

California Health & Safety Code. §18950-18961, State Historic Building Code. (www.leginfo.ca.gov)

California Health & Safety Code. §5020-5029, Historical Resources. (www leginfo.ca.gov)

California Health & Safety Code. §7050.5, Human Remains. (www.leginfo.ca.gov)

California Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act, (AB 978), 2001. (www.leginfo.ca.gov)

California Public Resources Code §5024.1, Register of Historical Resources. (www,leginfo.ca.gov)

California Public Resources Code. §5031-5033, State Landmarks. (www.leginfo.ca.qov)

California Public Resources Code. §5097-5097.6, Archaeological, Paleontological, and Historic Sites. (www.leginfo.ca.gov)
Cafifornia Public Resources Code. §5097,9-5097.991, Native American Heritage. (www.leginfo.ca.gov)

City of San Diego. Paleontological Guidelines. (revised) August 1998,

County of San Diego, Local Register of Historical Resources (Qrdinance 9493), 2002. (www.co.san-diego.ca.us)

Demere, Thomas A., and Stephen L. Waish. Paleontological Resources San Diege County. Department of Paleontology, San
Diego Natural History Musgum. 1984.

Moore, Ellen J. Fossil Mollusks of San Diego County. San Diego Society of Natural history. Occasional; Paper 15. 1968,

U.S. Code including: American Antiquities Act (16 USC §431-433) 1906. Historic Sites, Buildings, and Antiquities Act {16 USC §461-
467), 1935. Reservoir Salvage Act (16 USC §469-469c¢) 1960. Department of Transportation Act (49 USC §303) 1966. National
Historic Preservation Act (16 USC §470 et seq.} 1966. Nationa! Environmental Policy Act (42 USC §4321) 1969, Coastal Zone
Management Act (16 USC §1451) 1972, National Marine Sanctuaries Act (16 USC §1431) 1972, Archaeological and Historical
Preservation Act (16 USC §469-469c) 1974, Federal Land Policy and Management Act (43 USC §35) 1076, American Indian
Religious Freedom Act (42 USC §1996 and 1996a) 1978. Archaeoclogical Resources Protection Act (16 USC §470aa-mm) 1979.

- Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (25 USC §3001-3013) 1990. Intermodal Surface Transportation
Efficiency Act (23 USC §101, 109) 1991. American Battlefield Protection Act (16 USC 469k) 1996. (www4.law.cornell.edu)

GEOLOGY & S0ILS

California Department of Conservation, Division of Mines and Geclogy, California Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act,
Special Publication 42, Revised 1997. (www.consrv.ca.gov)

California Department of Conservation, Division of Mines and Geology, Fault-Rupture Mazard Zones in California, Special
Publication 42, revised 1097, (www,.consrv.ca.gov)

California Department of Conservation, Division of Mines and Geology, Specia! Publication 117, Guidelines for Evaluating and

~ Mitigating Seismic Hazards in California, 1997, (www.consrv.ca.qov)

County of San Diego Code of Regulatory Ordinances Title 6, Division 8, Chapter 3, Septic Ranks and Seepage Pits.
{(www.amiegal.com)
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County of San Diego Department of Environmental Health, Land and Water Quality Division, February 2002. Onsite VWastewater
Systems (Septic Systems): Pemitting Process and Design Criteria. {www.sdcounty.ca.qov)

County of San Diego Natural Resource inventory, Section 3, Geology.

United States Department of Agriculture, Scit Survey for the San Diego Area, California. 1873, {sails.usda.gov)

HAZARDS & HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

American Planning Association, Zoning News, “Saving Homes from Wildfires: Reguiating the Home Ignition Zone,” May 2001,
California Building Code (CBC), Seismic Requirements, Chapter 16 Section 162. (www. buildersbook.com)

Catifornia Education Code, Section 17215 and 81033. (www_leginfo.ca.gov)

California Government Code. § 8585-8589, Emergency Services Act. (www.leginfo.ca.gov}

California Hazardous Waste and Substances Site List. April 1998. (www.dtsc.ca.gov)

California Heaith & Safety Code Chapter 6.95 and §25117 and §25316. {(www.leginfo.ca.gov)

California Health & Safety Code § 2000-2067. (www.ieginfo.ca.gov)

California Health & Safety Code. §17922.2. Hazardous Buildings. (www.leginfc.ca.gov)

California Pubiic Utilities Code, SDCRAA. Public Utilities Code, Division 17, Sections 170000-170084. (www.leginfo.ca.gov)

California Resources Agency, “CES Dam Failure Inundation Mapping and Emergency Procedures Program”, 1996. (ceres.ca.gov)

County of San Diego, Consolidated Fire Code Health and Safety Code §13869.7, including Ordinances of the 17 Fire Protection
Districis as Ratified by the San Diego County Board of Supervisors, First Edition, October 17, 2001 and Amendments to the Fire

Code portion of the State Buslding Standards Code, 1998 Edition.

County of San Diego, Departtment of Environmental Health Community Health Division Vector Surveillance and Control. Annual
Report for Calendar Year 2002. March 2003. (www.sdcounty.ca.gov)

County of San Diego, Department of Environmental Heaith, Hazardous Materials Division. California Accidental Release Prevention
Program {CalARP) Guidelines. (hitp:/fwww.sdcounty.ca.gov/, www.oes.ca.gov)

County of San Diego, Department of Environmental Health, Hazardous Materials Division. Mazardous Matetials Business Plan
Guidelines. (www.sdoounty ca.gov)

County of San Diege Code of Regulatory Ordinances, Title 3, Div 5, CH. 3, Section 35.39100.030, Wildland/Urban Interface
Ordinance, Ord. No.9111, 2000. {(www.amiegal.com)

Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency Assistance Act as amended October 30, 2000, US Code, Title 42, Chapter 68,
5121, et seq. (wwwd faw.comell.edu)

Unified San Diego County Emergency Services Organization Cperational Area Emergency Plan, March 2000.
Unified San Diego County Emergency Services Organization Cperationat Area Energy Shortage Response Plan, June 1995,

Uniform Building Code. (www buildersbook.com)

Uniform Fire Code 1997 edition published by the Western Fire Chiefs Association and the International Conference of Building
- Officials, and the National Fire Protection Association Standards 13 &13-D, 1996 Edition, and 13-R, 1996 Edition.
(www.buildersbook.com)

HYDROLOGY & WATER QUALITY

American Planning Association, Planning Advisory Service Report Number 476 Non-point Source Pollution: A Handbook for Local
Government

California Department of Water Resources, California Water Plan Update, Sacramento; Dept. of Water Resources State of
Catlifornia. 1998. (rubicon water.ca.gov)

Califorria  Department of Woater Resources, California’s Groundwater Update 2003 Bulletin - 118, April  2003.
(www.groundwater water.ca.gov}

California Department of Water Resources, Water Facts, No. 8, August 2000. {(www.dplaZ water.ca.gov)
California Disaster Assistance Act. Government Code, § 8680-8692. (www.leginfo.ca.gov)

California State Water Resources Control Board, NPDES Generai Permit Nos. CAS000001 INDUSTRIAL ACTIVITIES (97-03-
DWQ) and CAS000002 Construction Activities (No. 99-08-DWQ) {www.swrch.ca.gov}

California Storm Water Quality Association, California Storm Water Best Management Practice Handbooks, 2003,
Califernia Water Code, Sections 10754, 13282, and 60000 et seq. (www.leginfo.ca.gov)
Co!oracto River Basin Regional Water Quality Control Board, Region 7, Water Quality Control Plan. (www swrch.¢a.gov)
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County of San Diego Regulatory Ordinance, Title 8, Division 7, Grading Ordinance, Grading, Clearing and Watercourses.
{(www.arnlegal.com)
County of San Diego, Groundwater Ordinance. #7994. (www sdcounty.ca.gov, hitp://www.amiegal.comy/,)

County of San Diege, Project Clean Water Strategic Plan, 2002. {(www.projectcleanwater. ora)

County of San Diego. Watershed Protection, Storm Water Management, and Discharge Control Ordinance, Ordinance Nos. 9424
and 9426. Chapter 8, Division 7, Title 6 of the San Diege County Code of Reguiatory Ordinances and amendments.

(www.amiegal.com)
County of San Diege. Board of Supervisors Policy 1-68. Diego Propoesed Projects in Flood Plains with Defined Flocdways.
(www.co.san-diego.ca.us)

Federal Water Peflution Control Act (Clean Water Act), 1872, Title 33, Ch.26, Sub-Ch.1. (wwwd.law.cornell.edu)

Freeze, Allan and Cherry, John A, Groundwater, Prentice-Hall, Inc. New Jersey, 1979,
Heath, Ralph C., Basic Ground-Water Hydrology, United States Geological Survey Water-Supply Paper; 2220, 1991
National Fleod Insurance Act of 1968, (www.fema.gov)

National Flood Insurance Reform Act of 1984. {(www.fema.gov}

Porter-Cologne Water Quality Controf Act, California Water Code Division 7. Water Quality. (ceres.ca.qov)

San Diego Association of Governments, Water Quality Element, Regional Growth Management Strategy, 1997, (www.sandag.org
San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board, NPDES Permit No. CAS0108758. (www.swrcb.ca.qov)

San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board, Water Quality Contrel Plan for the San Diego Basin. (www.swrch £a.gov)

LAND USE & PLANNING

California Depariment of Conservation Division of Mines and Geology, Open File Report 96-04, Update of Mineral Land
Classification: Aggregate Materials in the Western San Diego Counly Production Consumption Region, 19986,

{(WWW.CONSIV.ca.gov)
California Environmental Quality Act, CEQA Guidelines, 2003. (ceres.ca.gov)

California Environmental Quality Act, Public Resources Code 21000-21178; California Code of Regulations, Guidefines for
Implementation of CEQA, Appendix G, Title 14, Chapter 3, §15000-15387. (www.leginfo ca.gov)

California General Plan Glossary of Terms, 2001. (¢eres.ca.qgov)

California State Mining and Geology Board, SP 51, California Surface Mining and Reclamation Policies and Procedures, January
2000, (www.consry.ca.qov)
County of San Diego Code of Regulatory Ordinances, Title 8, Zening and Land Use Regulations. {www.amlegal.com)

County of San Diego, Board of Supervisors Policy |-84: Project Facility. (www,sdcounty.ca.gov)

County of San Diego, Board Policy 1-38, as amended 1989. (www.sdcounty.ca.gov}

County of San Diego, Department of Planning and Land Use. The Zoning Ordinance of San Diego County. (www.co.san-
diego.ca.us}
County of San Diego, General Plan as adopted and amended from September 29, 1871 to April 5, 2000. (ceres.ca.gov)

County of San Diego. Resource Protection Ordinance, compilation of Ord.Nos. 7968, 7739, 7685 and 7631. 1991,
Design Review Guidelines for the Communities of San Diego County.

Guide to the California Environmental Quality Act {CEQA) by Michael H. Remy, Tina A. Thomas, James G. Moore, and Whitman F.
Manley, Point Arena, CA: Solano Press Books, 1999. (ceres.ca.dov)

MINERAL RESCURCES

National Envirenmental Policy Act, Title 42, 36.401 et. seq. 1969. {www4 law.corneli edu)
Subdivision Map Act, 2003. (ceres.ca.qov)

U.8, Geolegic Survey, Causey, J. Douglas, 1998, MAS/MILS Mineral Location Database.
U.S. Geologic Survey, Frank, David G., 1999, {(MRDS) Mineral Resource Data System,

NOISE

California State Building Code, Part 2, Title 24, CCR, Appendix Chapter 3, Sound Transmission Control, 1988.
(www.buildersbook.com)
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County of San Diego Code of Regulatory Ordinances, Title 3, Div 6, Chapter 4, Noise Abatement and Control, effective February 4,
1982. (www.amleqal.com)

County of San Diego General Plan, Part VIlI, Noise Element, effective December 17, 1880, (ggres.ca.gov)

Federal Aviation Administration, Federal Aviation Regulations, Part 150 Airport Noise Compatibility Planning (revised January 18,
1885). (hitp://www. access.qpo.gov/) ‘

Haris  Milier Miller and Hanson Inc, Transit Nofse and Vibration Impact Assessment, April 1985,
(hitp.//ntl.bts gov/data/railQ5irail0s. himl)

international Standard Organization (1S0O), 1SO 362; ISO 1996 1-3; 1ISO 3095; and ISO 3740-3747. (www.iso.ch}

U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration, Office of Environment and Planning, Neise and Air Quaiity
Branch.  “Highway Traffic Noise Analysis and Abatement Policy and Guidance,” Washington, D.C., June 1995
(http:/fwww thwa.dot.gov/)

POPULATION & HOUSING

Housing and Community Devetopment Act of 1874, 42 USC 5309, Title 42--The Public Health And Welfare, Chapter 69--Community
Development, United States Congress, August 22, 1974. {www4 law.cornell.edu)

National Housing Act (Cranston-Gonzales), Title 12, Ch. 13. {wwwd4.law.cornell. edu)
San Diego Association of Governments Populatior and Housing Estimates, November 2000. {www.sandag.orq)

US Census Bureau, Census 2000, (hitp.//www.census.gev/)

RECREATION

County of San Diego Code of Regulatory Ordinances, Title 8, Division 10, Chapter PLDO, §810.101 et seq. Park Lands Dedication
Ordinance. (www.amiegal.com)

TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC
California Aeronautics Act, Public Utilities Code, Section 21001 et seq. {(www leginfo.ca.gov)
California Department of Transportation, Division of Aeronautics, California Airport Land Use Planning Handbook, January 2002,

California Department of Transportation, Environmental Program Environmental Engineering — Noise, Air Quality, and Hazardous
Waste Managemeni Office. "Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol for New Highway Construction and Reconstruction Projects,”

October 1998. {www.dot.ca.gov}
California Public Utilities Code, SDCRAA. Public Utilities Code, Division 17, Sections 170000-170084. (www.leginfo.ca.gov)

California Street and Highways Code. California Street and Highways Code, Section 260-283. (www.leginfo.ca.gov)

County of San Diege, Alternative Fee Schedules with Pass-By Trips Addendum to Transportation impact Fee Reports, March 2005.
(http:/iwww sdcounty.ca.govidpwiiand/pdf/Trans|mpactFee/attacha. pdf)

County of San Diege Transportation Impact Fee Report. January 2005, (http:/Awww.sdcounty.ca.gov/dpwipermits-
ferms/manuais.htm?)

Fallbrook & Ramona  Transportation [mpact Fee Repott, County of San Diego, January 2005.
(hitp.//www sdcounty.ca govidpw/permits-forms/manuals html)

Office of Planning, Federal Transit Administration, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, Final Report, April 1985.

San Diege Association of Governments, 2020 Regional Transportation Pian. Prepared by the San Diege Association of
Governments. {www.sandag.org)

San Diego Association of Governments, Comprehensive Land Use Plan for Borrego Valley Airport (1986), Brown Field {(1995),
Fallbrook Community Airpark (1991), Gillespie Field (1989), McCleltan-Palomar Airport (1994). (www.sandag.org)

US Code of Federal Regulations, Federal Aviation Regulations (FAR), Objects Affecting Navigable Airspace, Title 14, Chapter 1,
Part 77. (www.gpoaccess.qov)
UTILITIES & SERVICE SYSTEMS

Califernia Code of Regulations (CCR}, Title 14. Natural Resources Division, CIWMB Division 7; and Title 27, Environmental
Protection Division 2, Solid Waste. (ggr.gal.ca.gov)

California Integrated Waste Management Act. Public Resources Code, Division 30, Waste Management, Sections 40000-41958.
(www.leginfo.ca.gov)
County of San Diego, Board of Supervisors Policy 1-78: Small Wastewater., (www.sdcounty.ca.gov)

Unified San Diego County Emergency Services Organization Annex T Emergency Water Contingencies, October 1992,
(www.co.san-diego.ca.us)

United States Department of Agriculture, Natural Resource Conservation Service LESA System.
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United States Department of Agriculture, Soil Survey for the San Diego Area, California. 1973.

US Census Bureau, Census 2000.

US Code of Federal Regulations, Federal Aviation Regulations (FAR), Objects Affecting Navigable Airspace, Title 14, Chapter 1,
Part 77.

US Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management (BLM) modified Visual Management System.

US Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration {(FHWA) Visual Impact Assessment for Highway Projects.
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ERIC GIBSON

DIRECTOR

DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND LAND USE

5201 RUFFIN ROAD, SUITE B, SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA 92123-1666
INFORMATION (858) 694-2960
TOLL FREE (800) 411-0017
www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu

June 18, 2010

Shapouri & Associates
P.O. Box 676221
Rancho Santa Fe, CA 92067

RE: WARNER RANCH TRANSMITTAL OF NOP COMMENTS
GPA06-009, SP06-002, R06-011, TM5508RPL® and ER#06-02-020

Dear Ali:

The Department of Planning and Land Use (DPLU) has circulated for public review a
“Notice of Preparation” for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for your proposed
project. Comments letter were received from eleven public agencies, organizations,
and individuals. These comments are attached to this letter. A copy of the Notice of
Preparation and the comments received must be included in the appendices of the EIR.

Staff has done an initial review of the comment letters received and compiled the
following list of CEQA issues that were brought up:

» Traffic Impacts on Highway 76:

Cumulative impacts on roads in the area;

Adequacy of water supply;

Lack of sewer infrastructure in the area;

Community character incompatibility;

The distance to the existing schools;

The distance to obtain goods and services:

The lack of fire and emergency services in the area;

Adequacy of evacuation during a wildfire;

Aesthetic impacts of grading steep slopes

Inconsistencies with the existing General Plan and the proposed General Plan
Update;

® ® @ ® o o © © © o
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R06-011, TM5508RPL?, ER#06-02-020

* Impacts to sheriff service in the area;
The need for a Highway 76 improvements (Caltrans);

» Impacts associated air quality, biological resources, cultural resources, geology and
soils, hazards and hazardous materials;

* Hydrology and water quality impacts on the San Luis Rey River and tributaries;
Impacts associated with land use planning, noise, public services, traffic, utilities and
services and greenhouse gas emissions;

* Inconsistency with LAFCO’s Policy of loss of open space and agricultural lands.

The above list is not complete and your EIR Preparer should thoroughly review the
letters to ensure that applicable analysis is contained in the EIR.

Due to the major issue regarding the availability of Public Services received in the NOP
comments, DPLU recommends that you stop further preparing of the EIR. DPLU plans
to arrange a meeting between LAFCO, Yuima Municipal Water District and the North
County Fire Protection District to discuss the possibility of this project receiving
services. Please provide meeting contacts from these three agencies by July 2, 2010.
A submittal will not be accepted until this meeting is held.

If you have any questions regarding this request, please contact me at (858) 694-3091
or by e-mail at david.sibbet@sdcounty.ca.qgov.

Sincerely,

Lottt

David Sibbet, Project Manager
Project Planning Division

Attachments:
NOP Comments

cC: File

email cc:
Pala-Pauma Sponsor Group, Joe Chisolm
Rick Lantis, Team Leader, DPW
Sami Real, Planning Manager, DPLU
Jason Giffen, Project Planning Chief
Maggie Loy, Environmental Coordinator, DPLU
EHL
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June 3, 2010 File Number 3330300

Mr. David Sibbet

Department of Planning and Land Use
County of San Diego

5201 Ruffin Road, Suite B

San Diego, CA 92123

JUN 10 2010

Dear Mr. Sibbet:
SUBJECT: Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report for the
Warner Ranch Project

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Notice of Preparation of an
Environmental Impact Report for the Warner Ranch Project. SANDAG's
comments are made from a regional perspective, emphasize the need for land
use and transportation coordination, and are based on policies contained in
the Regional Comprehensive Plan (RCP) and the 2030 Regional Transportation
Plan (RTP).

State law gives SANDAG the authority to determine whether a project or plan
will need to be reviewed for regional significance. SANDAG staff has reviewed
this project and determined that it is regionally significant due to the amount
of traffic generated. Therefore, environmental review of this project should
include consideration of applicable policy objectives contained in the RCP and
the RTP.

Specific Comments

Freeway Impacts

We request that the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) address
potential freeway/highway impacts to State Route 76 and Interstate 15. This
analysis is desired as a reference to help quantify potential impacts on the
transportation system. In the case of significant or unusual impacts on the
transportation system, SANDAG may wish to explore fair-share mitigation.

General Comments

Multimodal Transportation Analysis

In addition to the specific comments on the DEIR, SANDAG requests that the
traffic analysis for this project consider balancing the needs of motorists,
transit riders, pedestrians, and bicyclists, and include the following impact
analysis to help achieve the 2030 RTPs multimodal approach to meeting
regional transportation needs.



Transit Impacts

Address potential impacts to existing and planned transit by identifying the transit mode share (bus
and light rail) as a share of total project trips, existing or planned transit stop locations
within/adjacent to the proposed project, and quantify any traffic delay on bus service resulting from
the proposed project. This analysis is desired as a reference to help quantify potential impacts on
the transit system.

Bicycle/Pedestrian Access

In general, the project should provide appropriate connectivity and facility integration to nearby local
residences and businesses. Improved bicycle and pedestrian access to local destinations can help mitigate
the traffic effects of projects and provide mobility options for residents.

Transportation Demand Management

Please consider promoting alternatives to driving alone during peak periods, such as carpooling,
vanpooling, bicycling, telecommuting, flexible work hours for employees, and the potential of a
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) plan as a part of this project to help mitigate regional
transportation impacts. We recommend contacting the SANDAG iCommute to explore TDM options.

Consult with NCTD and Caltrans

SANDAG advises the project applicant to consult with the North County Transit District (NCTD), the
transit service providers within the project area, and also with Caltrans to coordinate planned
transit and/or highway improvements.

Additionally, when analyzing future (2030) traffic conditions, SANDAG recommends using the
transportation network included in the 2030 RTP Reasonably Expected Funding scenario.

Natural Environment

A key RCP objective is to preserve and maintain natural areas in urban neighborhoods, such as
canyons and creeks, and provide access for the enjoyment of the region’s residents. Please consider
this criteria if applicable, to your project.

Other Considerations

It is suggested that consideration be given to Assembly Bill 32, Senate Bill 375, Senate Bill 97, and
Executive Order S-13-08, which call for analysis of greenhouse gas emissions. Additionally, it is
suggested that consideration be given to the policies included in the SANDAG Regional Energy
Strategy that promote the reduction of energy demand and water consumption.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on this project. We encourage the County to evaluate
the project based on SANDAG's two design guideline publications: (1) Designing for Smart Growth,
Creating Great Places in the San Diego Region and (2) Planning and Designing for Pedestrians,
Model Guidelines for the San Diego Region. Both publications can be found on our Web site.

If you have any questions or concerns regarding this letter, please contact me at (619) 699-1943 or
sha@sandag.org.

Sincerely,

st fadf——

SUSAN BALDWIN
Senior Regional Planner

SBA/RSA/dsn
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Walter E. Rusinek
Direct Dial: (619) 525-3812
E-mail: walter.rusinek@procopio.com

May 26, 2010

Mr. David Sibbet

County of San Diego

Department of Planning and Land Use
5201 Ruffin Road, Suite B

San Diego, CA 92123-1666

Re: Proposed Warner Ranch Project - - Notice of Preparation No. 06-02-020
Dear Mr. Sibbet:

These comments are provided on behalf of the Pala Band of Mission Indians (“Pala
Band”) on the Notice of Preparation (“NOP”) issued by the County under the California
Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) for the proposed Warner Ranch project (“Project”). The
Pala Reservation is located to the east and the north of the Project site, and the Pala Band owns
property south of the entrance to the proposed residential development. While the Pala Band
appreciates the opportunity to provide these comments on the NOP, the fact is that issuance of
the NOP was premature and the NOP inadequate because it fails to identify critical aspects of the
Project.

I. General Comments

The Pala Band strongly opposes the proposal to construct this exceedingly dense
residential development in this area. Any representations by the Project proponent that it is
coordinating with the Pala Band on the Project should be ignored as false, and any such claims
should be confirmed with the Pala Band directly

Based on the information contained in the NOP, the proposed Project would include 780
residential units on the 513.6-acre Project site, although 360 acres would be either parks or
preserved open space. While the NOP states that the density of the proposed Project would be
2.33 dwelling units per acre (“dw/acre”) (page 1) or 1.52 dw/acre (page 2) both densities fail to
reflect the fact that the density on the developed parcels would be approximately 5.0 du/acre.
That proposed density far exceeds what the existing zoning and General Plan allow (1 du/ 2 and
4 acres) and is even more in conflict with the density proposed under the draft General Plan 2020
(“GP 2020”) of 1 du/ 40 or 80 acres.

525 B Street, Suite 2200 + San Diego, CA 92101 » T. 619.238.1900 F. 619.235.0398
North County Office. 1917 Palomar Oaks Way. Suite 300 » Carlshad, CA 92008-6511 « T 7609319700 F 760931 1155

Www.procopig.6an), Giks tigkesh oy
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For these reasons, the NOP states that the Project requires an amendment of the existing
General Plan, creation of a Specific Plan for the area, rezoning, and approval of a vesting
tentative map. Critically, approving the Project would require the County to ignore the years of
work that has gone into completing the GP 2020 process. Preemptively discarding the GP 2020
focus at this point is short-sighted and unnecessary for a Project that is located outside any water
or sewer service area and which does not qualify as a “pipeline” project under the County’s GP
2020 pipelining policy. Such an intensely dense development is out of character for the area
along State Route 76 east of Interstate 15, a fact which the current General Plan and GP 2020
recognize. Not only does consideration of this Project violate those County plans, but the intent
and directives of Senate Bill 375 as well.

Of great concern is the fact that the NOP and the tentative map application for the Project
rely unquestioningly on suspect “Water Availability” and “Sewer Availability” letters issued by
the Yuima Municipal Water District (“Yuima”). As to water, the NOP states that water would be
provided through the de-annexation of a portion of the Project site from the Rainbow Municipal
Water District (which has refused to provide water for the Project) and the annexation of the
entire property to the Yuima. The Project area currently is not within the Yuima service area or
its sphere of influence.

But, the Water Availability letter from Yuima provides no assurance that water would be
provided to the Project. That letter states that water would not be provided unless the Project area
is annexed into the Yuima service area, which would require the approval of the San Diego
Local Area Formation Commission (“LAFCO”). Critically, the Yuima letter also states that the
Project area would have to be annexed into the San Diego County Water Authority (“CWA?”)
and the Metropolitan Water District (“MET”). The CWA recently indicated that it would not
expand its service area boundaries to provide water to the San Luis Rey Municipal Water District
(“SLRMWD”), which was attempting to trigger its latent powers to provide water service to a
number of proposed developments, including the Project. There is no evidence that CWA has
changed that policy, and given the CWA’s struggle to ensure adequate short and long-term water
supplies for its existing customers, annexation to the CWA and MET is not assured.

CEQA requires that, at the tentative map approval stage of a project, an EIR must (1)
show the likelihood that water will be available for a project over the short term and the long
term, (2) assess the direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of obtaining that water, and (3)
provide mitigation for impacts. (Vineyard Area Citizens Foi Responsible Growth, Inc. v. City of
Rancho Cordova (2007) 40 Cal.4™ 412, 441). State law also requires that both a Water
Assessment and a Water Verification be provided for the Project. (Water Code §§ 10620-10631;
Gov’t Code § 66473.7). We believe that a Water Assessment and Water Verification would show
that there is no likelihood that water ever will be available for the Project. Those documents
should be required now to properly determine the scope of the analysis required. Given that the
Project is unlikely to obtain water from Yuima, any analysis of water resources for the Project
must identify sources other than Yuima, the CWA or MET.

Reliance on the Sewer Availability letter is even less defensible. The Project description
in the NOP states that “[e]xpansion of sewer and water treatment and distribution systems would

109247/000002/1205664.03
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be required,” but the NOP does not identify where this expansion would occur, again making the
NOP inadequate for public comment. Although the Yuima letter states that it would provide
sewer services, the fact is that Yuima does not have a wastewater treatment facility or any sewer
lines. The Sewer Availability form specifically states that a wastewater treatment facility would
not be constructed for the Project, so where will the wastewater be treated?

Even if Yuima could provide wastewater services to the Project, the NOP failed to
describe the proposed wastewater treatment plant and any sewer lines, pump stations and other
facilities that would need to be constructed and the locations of those facilities How wastewater
would get from the Project site to Yuima is not explained, but the Pala Band will not allow any
pipelines to provide water or sewer for the Project to cross the Pala Reservation. Because the
Project description is inadequate, the NOP is faulty and premature.

The NOP also does not identify what agency has issued a Fire Protection Service Letter
tor the Project, which is a prerequisite for a complete application for a tentative map. Until the
source of water, wastewater, and fire protection services are identified, the public cannot
appropriately comment on the scope of the environmental analysis required under CEQA and
DPLU cannot appropriately identify the potentially significant impacts from the Project. The oft-
repeated rule under CEQA is that an “accurate, stable and finite project description is the sine
qua non of an informative and legally sufficient EIR.” (County of Inyo v. City of Los Angeles
(1977) 71 Cal.App.3d 185, 193). The lack of informaticn on these issues in the NOP indicates
that any EIR would fail that test. In addition, the failure to describe and consider the direct,
indirect, growth-inducing, and cumulative impacts of providing water and sewer services would
constitute impermissible “piecemealing” of the Project. (San Joaquin Raptor/Wildlife Rescue
Center v. County of Stanislaus (1994) 277 Cal.App.4[h 713, 732).

It is notable that in an August 16, 2007, letter to the Project proponent, DPLU determined
that the project description in the Project application was insufficient. That determination was
based, in part, on the fact that water and sewer services were not available for the Project
because the site was outside CWA boundaries and SLRMWD did not have the facilities to serve
the Project. Consequently, DPLU rejected Water Availability forms from the SLRMWD and
concluded that the Project violated Board of Supervisors Policy 1-84. The situation has not
changed. That DPLU letter also repeatedly told the Project proponent to provide maps showing
the location of the facilities that would be required to provide these services, but that requirement
has been ignored. Until that information is provided, there is no reason to proceed with any
further processing of this project.

I1. Specific Comments

Although the NOP does not properly define the Project for purposes of CEQA review and
thus is premature, we provide the following comments.

1. Page 1. The Project applicant is identified as “Ali Shapouri.” Other documents
indicate that the owner and applicant is WHP Warner Ranch, LP. The applicant should be
properly identified.
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o, Page 4: The chart should indicate that MET approval also would be required.

3. Pages 10-13: The NOP correctly identifies the fact that the Project would result
in potentially significant impacts to air quality. Any air quality analysis must consider the effect
of diesel emissions from construction equipment and from idling buses or other transport
equipment that would be used during the construction and post-construction periods. It is
especially important to identify and evaluate the impacts of particulate emissions during
construction, including the health risks caused by the construction. Impacts should be considered
in light of existing baseline for the Project site, which would include emissions from the Orange
Grove Project to the west and other ambient conditions in the Project area.

4. Biological Resources (pages 13-14): The NOP correctly identifies that the
Project would have potentially significant impacts on habitat and species in a number of ways.
However, in addition to analyzing the impacts of the direct impacts of construction and operation
of the Project, any CEQA document also must analyze the indirect impacts that the Project
would have on wildlife and habitat. Those indirect impacts would be caused by noise, light, and
general activity in the area which would have significant fringe effects on wildlife and habitat.
Any analysis must consider the significant impact that would be caused by the removal of an
important drainage like Gomez Creek from use by species in the area. This Project would
seriously impact wildlife corridors in the area, given that the Pala Reservation is to the east and
the Orange Grove Plant is to the west.

5. Cultural Resources (pages 15-16): Please refer to the letter from the Pala Band
on this issue submitted separately.

6. Geology and Soils (page 19): The NOP dismisses the need to analyze whether
on-site soils are appropriate for use as septic systems or alternative wastewater disposal systems
based on the claim that “no wastewater will be generated.” That apparently would be possible
because wastewater would be disposed to the sewer. Of course, there is no evidence that this
Project could ever connect to any sewer system. By ignoring that fact, the NOP is inadequate.
Given that there would not be sewer services, any EIR would need to analyze the impacts of
alternative wastewater disposal options.

An analysis of seismic impacts also is required. The NOP acknowledges that a fault line
runs through the Project site.

7. Hazards and Hazardous Materials (pages 19-23): The NOP should not dismiss
the potential impacts of hazardous materials based on the assumption that the applicant will be in
compliance with all federal, state and local laws. Claiming that a project will comply with an
established standard does not relieve an agency of its obligation to assess the significance of
impacts. (See, e.g., Kings County Farm Bureau v. City of Hanford (1990) 221 Cal. App.3d 692,
712-18). Some description of the types of hazardous materials that would be used or be present
on the Project site during and following construction should be provided and specific measures
to mitigate potentially significant impacts from those hazardous materials should be identified in
any EIR.
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In addition, the NOP does not make it clear that no propane tanks would be located on the
project site. If the residents would use propane, the potential impacts should be discussed.

Subsection h. states that there would be a less than significant impact from the potential
exposure of residents to vectors. However, while there may not be any on-site sources of vectors,
the County is promoting a municipal solid waste facility less than one mile from this residential
development. Consequently, some analysis must be conducted of the impact of that facility could
have on residents in the proposed Project area.

8. Hydrology and Water Quality (pages 24-30):

Subsection a: The analysis in the NOP ignores the fact that a Section 404 permit from
the Army Corps of Engineers (“Corps”) would be required to fill “waters of the United States.”
The fact that fill activities would be conducted is evidence that there would be a potentially
significant impact that must be analyzed.

In addition, the discussion in this subsection appears to conflate waste discharge
requirements (“WDRs”) with the requirements to comply with stormwater management
provisions. T NOP improperly assumes that there would be complete compliance with
unspecified WDRs, but the fact that WDRs would be necessary does not relieve DPLU as the
lead agency from analyzing in the EIR the impacts of the activities that would require those
WDRs. Indeed, the Regional Board would rely on the analysis in the EIR as part of its WDR
process. Reliance on unknown WDRs to determine that there would be no significant impacts is
improper. That is especially true where the NOP fails to describe how wastewater would be
managed so there is no way to comment on the proper scope of analysis of the Project’s impacts
on water quality.

Subsections b and ¢ also improperly rely on the supposed compliance with these
regulations to find that there would be a less than significant impact. Again, such reliance is
improper under CEQA.

Subsection d appropriately refers to the need for a Water Assessment and Water
Verification from Yuima for the Project. But it admits that the source of the water from Yuima is
unknown. Given that fact, if the EIR proceeds, any water supply analysis must evaluate the
impact of the Project receiving all its water from groundwater, not merely the impact on Yuima’s
total water supply.

Subsection e states that there would be no change in drainage patterns on the Project site.
But that conclusion appears to lack any evidentiary basis given that there will be fill activity and
the construction of acres of impermeable surfaces that would impact the watershed for Gomez
Creek and other drainages in the area. Some analysis of the impacts of the Project and mitigation
for those significant impacts must be provided. Here, the NOP properly notes that the EIR must
discuss how the Project developer would meet legal performance standards. But prior to that
analysis, DPLU cannot determine that the impacts would be less than significant impact. Rather,
those impacts should be identified as potentially significant and appropriately analyzed in any
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EIR.. The determination in subsection f that the impact would be less than significant is likewise
flawed.

The “no impact” determination in subsection k ignores the fact that Gomez Creek does
present a flood hazard as stated in subsection j. Given the topography, the Project area clearly is
susceptible to flash flooding. Consequently, some analysis of the potential for flooding must be
conducted.

9. Land Use and Planning (pages 30-32): Some analysis also must be provided of
the conflict between the proposed density of the Project and the density for the site identified in
the draft GP 2020. Also some analysis of how the Project ignores the intent of SB 375 must be
provided.

10. Noise (pages 32-34): Any analysis of noise must consider noise impacts
generated by the significant increase in traffic that would be caused by construction, residential,
and other traffic using State Route 76. The area between State Route 76 and the San Luis Rey
River contains critical habitat for federally and state endangered species that would be impacted
by the increased noise. Similarly, some analysis must be provided of noise impacts from any
secondary access to the area.

11. Public Services (pages 36-37): As discussed above, Yuima’s letters claiming
that water and sewer would be available for this Project are insufficient, and the NOP has failed
to describe the construction necessary for the Project to receive those services. Consequently, the
public has had no opportunity to comment on the scope of the necessary analysis because an
adequate description of the Project has not been provided.

Likewise, there is no assurance of fire protection services, and there is no description of
the claim that the North County Fire Protection District “is working on an expansion that would
include the site.” Does that expansion include new facilities, and if so where? Again, the NOP
has failed to properly describe the Project.

Likewise, the claim that a “fire station is under construction™ at the Orange Grove Power
Plant is not only questionable, but irrelevant if it will not provide fire-protection services for the
new residential development. Our review of the Orange Grove application indicates that the
facility will have fixed fire suppression systems and a raw water tank to provide water to on-site
fire hydrants. Some discussion should have been provided describing the “fire station” and its
capabilities.

12. Transportation/Traffic (page 38): The NOP correctly notes that the Project
would have a potentially significant impact on traffic. Any traffic analysis must consider the fact
that residents of the Project would be 12-15 miles from schools and an equal distance or further
from shopping areas that would include full-size grocery stores. While a traffic analysis must be
completed that analyzes existing conditions, existing plus Project, and near-term and long-range
cumulative impacts to State Route 76, any analysis also must consider impacts on the Pala
Reservation and on Pala-Temecula Road. The Project description does not indicate if access
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other than emergency would be provided from Pala-Temecula Road, but the impacts of any
“*secondary” access also must be considered.

In addition to traffic volumes, an analysis of traffic safety on these roads is needed. That
analysis should consider the existing configuration and use of these roads and future uses. Any
traffic analysis should include all the components identified in Attachment P of the August 16,
2007, letter from DPLU.

13. Utilities and Service Systems (pages 40-42): The NOP correctly admits that
nothing is known about how Yuima intends to provide water and sewer services to this Project.
As those services are critical to the Project, some description of how they would be provided and
the impacts must be provided now.

This section does not identify how electric services would be provided to the Project.
There also is no discussion of whether gas service would be supplied. Again, that lack of
information makes it impossible to properly comment on the scope of the needed analysis.

14. Greenhouse Gas Emissions (pages 43-46): Given the distance of the proposed
Project from schools, shopping, and urban recreation, a detailed analysis of the GHG emissions
is required. This will require some analysis of the socio-economic aspects ot the proposed
Project. Any attempt by the Project proponent to limit the analysis of GHG emissions (or traffic
or other impacts) by claiming that the Project would provide housing for casino employees who
would not leave the area must be rejected unless the Project proponent agrees to sell residences
only to casino employees.

III. Conclusion

The proposed Warner Ranch Project is a seriously flawed project proposed for the wrong
location. The fact that the proposed Project has been “scaled down” is irrelevant. In its current
configuration it imposes a dense residential subdivision on an area that is rural in nature. The
argument by the Project proponents that the Pala Casino and limited housing on the Pala
Reservation have destroyed the rural nature of the area is misleading as anyone who visits the
area would see. Moreover, the scope of the Project ignores County planning for growth in this
area, planning that reflects the actual physical nature of the area and the physical constraints on
such intense development.

The fact is that the Project has no assured source of water and sewer services, and until
those services can be identified and the needed infrastructure described, it is premature to
process the Project or to prepare an EIR. Because the Project also would cause unmitigable
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impacts to cultural and religious resources of Native American tribes, Pala will strongly oppose
the Project at every opportunity.

Sincerel

e

Walter E. Rusinek

cc: Robert H. Smith, Chairman, Pala Band of Mission Indians
Lenore Lamb, Director, Pala Environmental Services
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Pala-Pauma Sponsor Group May 19, 2010
P.O.Box 1273
Pauma Valley, Ca. 92061

County of San Diego
D.P.L.U.

5201 Ruffin Rd.; Ste. B
San Diego, Ca. 92123
Att: Mr. David Sibbet

Re.: Warner Ranch; Log No. 06-02-020; TM 5508RPL3
SCOPING OF ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES

The Pala-Pauma Sponsor Group appreciates the opportunity to comment upon the above referenced
project. We believe the size and scale of the project is such that a detailed analysis of a number of
issues is required to ascertain the true impact that this development will have upon our region.The
required Environmental Impact Report should include the following issues:

Traffic  The original PAA request proposed to improve Hwy. 76 offsite to I-15 as partial
compensation for the significant increase in density requested by the project and its' associated increase
in traffic. This component of the project has now been withdrawn. A revised PAA application should be
required prior to proceeding.

All offsite improvements to Hwy. 76 necessary to mitigate project impacts must be analysed as part
of this environmental assessment. Prior to determining the scope of these offsite improvements a full
Cal Trans “Large Scale Highway Needs Assessment” including: Project Initiation Documents, Project
Study Reports, Co-Operative Agreements, and Alternative Route Analysis must be prepared . The
incremental improvement of portions of the highway as mitigation for project impacts at this time may
actually preclude the ability of the highway to be designed and ultimately improved to the necessary
design standards required to accommodate the growth of our region in the future. Since the route is a
candidate Scenic Highway route locations and/ or proposed improvements should implement scenic
design standards. Similarly, since the route traverses the San Luis Rey River Valley, which is the prime
habitat corridor for the North County Habitat Conservation Plan, impacts to this Plan's goals and
objectives, as well as its' overall connectivity through the region should be analysed at this time.
Proposed improvements and/or mitigations to this route should be based on minimizing these impacts.

Since Cal-Trans “ Needs Assessment Review Requirements” are partially based upon costs, the fair
share cost of the necessary interchange improvements at I-15 should be included at this time.
Additional and/ or alternative traffic mitigations should be included in the Draft EIR, such as: the
provision of public transit options; the provision of a Park and Ride Facility; the creation of a Transit
Center at I-15, the creation of a shuttle service route along Hwy. 76.

Limiting project access to only one point along Hwy. 76, with secondary project access provided to
Pala Temecula Rd. should be analysed as a a means to minimize project impacts to Hwy. 76. If phasing
of the project is proposed specific traffic data for each phase should be included at this time to
determine how much, if any, of the project can be built without impacting existing levels of service on
the highway. The route location for a class 1 bicycle facility [San Dag] as well as for a regional riding
and hiking trail along Hwy. 76 should be reviewed to determine impacts and requirements at this time.

Public Facilities: Although the project proposes annexation to the YUIMA MWD, the project is not
within the Districts' Sphere of Influence. The trunk water pipeline proposed to serve the project was the
subject of a recent Environmental Report. This EIR found no growth inducing impacts from
implementation of the pipeline project,and hence no need to do a thorough groundwater study, since it



Mr. Dennis Campbell
May 6,

Page 2

2010

the TIS should include projections for the year that each phase of the development is planned to
be complete. Forecast performance measures should be indicated both without and with the
development in the year that each phase is planned to be complete, and in the horizon year. The
local agency’s permit issuance should be based on completion of mitigation identified in the
project’s environmental document for each phase. If the project’s permit issuance varies from the
timeline identified in the approved environmental document, the project’s traffic analysis may
need to be revised. If growth factors are used in the traffic analysis, consultation should occur
with Caltrans District Travel Forecasting and Modeling Branch to determine the appropriate
growth factor.

Traffic Volumes identified in the Warner Ranch TIS are substantially lower than the volumes
identified in Caltrans SR-76 East Project Traffic Volumes Report.

The traffic distribution in the TIS shows 57% of the traffic going east and 43% or the traffic
going west. This distribution is not supported when compared to other recent development’s
traffic analyses reviewed by our agency that identified a distribution of 80/90 % of traffic
assigned to the west. These other developments include the Palomar College, Campus Park,
Campus Park West, and Meadowood developments located just to the east of the SR-76/I-15
Interchange. The contention that 44% or traffic assigned to the east by the Warner Ranch Project
will be served by jobs, shopping, schools etc., is not practical or realistic given the land use plans
that are being amended into the County’s General Plan Update for the Campus Park Specific
Plan, Campus Park West, and Meadowood developments. Furthermore, although the TIS
describes that engineering judgment was used to modify the SANDAG Select Zone (Appendix C
of TIS), further explanation or a comparative study should be provided to support these splits in
the select zone analysis.

The TIS should identify the SR-76/Horse Ranch Creek intersection in the Cumulative and
General Plan Buildout conditions, assess potential impacts, and identify mitigation if warranted.
This intersection is being proposed and included in the County’s Circulation Plan as part of the
Campus Park Specific Plan, Campus Park West, and Meadowood developments.

Campus Park West and the Palomar College developments were not included in Table 4-1 of the
Cumulative Projects List. These projects should be included with the Cumulative analysis.

The proposed project access indicates that a signal is proposed as the main access peint and that
2 driveways for emergency access will be provided. Only one access will be allowed for the
proposed project on SR-76. The proposed project should pursue emergency access along Pala
Mesa Road. For a signal to be considered, signal warrants and spacing must be met. A signal
warrant analysis will be required in determining the need for future signals. Signal warrants shall
be done per the California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (CA MUTCD)
(September 26, 2006).

Table 8-1 shows that the proposed project intersection has signal warrants provided. Looking at
the indicated appendix G an assumption of 230 seconds of delay is shown for the minor street.
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This will need to be revised with revisions to the select zone analysis for the project distribution
with the signal warrant analysis done per the CA MUTCD.

The proposed project driveway should be identified as a Direct Impact and the necessary
improvements in addition to a signal (if warranted) be identified. The TIS should also indicate
based on the project phasing when this driveway connection is proposed.

Page 44, Chapter 7 of the TIS indicates widening a portion of SR-76 along the project frontage as
a project feature. Please explain and clarify this statement.

East of Couser Canyon to the project driveway, the project will provide “safety enhancements”
consistent with the General Plan Update to mitigate cumulative impacts. These improvements
should be discussed with Caltrans and defined more clearly in the TIS and environmental
document. Caltrans in coordination with the County and other developments have been studying
potential improvements along this section of SR-76.

East of the project, several intersections are cumulatively impacted, which the project will
contribute a “fair share” towards improvements to these intersections. Although the TIS
identified the impact locations and recommended a “fair share” contribution, the TIS needs to
also indicate and define the actual improvements that are needed to bring the impact back to an
acceptable level of service.

Cumulative impact mitigation to intersections may require exclusive turn lanes, double exclusive
turn lanes, and protected left-turns. Based on the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM 10-18),
Double exclusive lefi-turn lanes should be provided when volumes exceed 300vph. The
Cumulative PM Peak Hour Intersection Volumes with Project (Figure 4-3 in TIS) shows 366
Peak Hour trips making a left-turn from SR-76 to W. Pala Mission Road.

The SR-76/Project Driveway will require an excusive left-turn lane as a Direct Impact mitigation
as the PM Peak Hour Project Trips (Figure 1-6 TIS) indicates 167 trips making a left-turn. Based
on the HCM, Single exclusive lefi-turn lane should be provided when volumes exceed 100vph.

In order to determine the appropriate permit processing of projects funded by others, it is
recommended the concept and project approval for work to be done on the State Highway
System be evaluated through the completion of a Permit Engineering Evaluation Report (PEER).
A PEER should always be prepared, regardless of the cost of improvements, when new operating
Improvements are constructed by the permitee that becomes part of the State Highway System.
These include but are not limited to, signalization, channelization, turn pockets, widening,
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