Response to Comments

Response to Comment Letter I1
Cliff and Eleanor Adcock
August 8, 2017

October 2017
The Villages – Escondido Country Club Final EIR

I1-1

The City of Escondido (City) notes that this comment
expresses general opposition to the Project. The
comment addresses general concern regarding traffic,
biological resources, air quality, greenhouse gases,
floodplains and drainage, noise, and aesthetics, all of
which were analyzed in the Environmental Impact
Report (EIR) and can be found in Section 2.7,
Transportation and Traffic; Section 2.2, Biological
Resources; Section 2.1, Air Quality; Section 2.4,
Greenhouse Gas Emissions; Section 3.1.4, Hydrology
and Water Quality; Section 2.6, Noise; and Section
3.1.1, Aesthetics. The comment does not raise any
specific issues related to adequacy of the EIR.
Therefore, no further response is required. The City
will include the comment as part of the Final EIR for
review and consideration by decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project.

I1-2

The comment states that bird habitat will be destroyed
as a result of the Project. As analyzed in Section 2.2,
Biological Resources, of the EIR, the Project would
result in a less-than-significant impact to nesting birds
and raptors with incorporation of mitigation measure
M-BI-1. As stated in Section 2.2, Biological
Resources, “Significant impacts to nesting birds could
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occur if suitable nesting habitat is removed during the
general bird breeding season (January 15 to September
15)” (EIR page 2.2-17). Implementation of mitigation
measure M-BI-1 would ensure that a pre-construction
survey of potential nesting habitat is conducted by a
qualified biologist to determine that no active
migratory bird and raptor nests occur on the site if
initial grading and vegetation removal activities must
occur during the general bird breeding season. If the
biologist determines that an active migratory bird or
raptor nest is present, no construction activities shall
occur until the young have fledged the nest and the
nest is confirmed to no longer be active, as determined
by the qualified biologist. The commenter further
states general concern regarding construction noise
and dust. These topics were analyzed in Section 2.6,
Noise, and Section 2.1, Air Quality. The comment
does not raise any specific issues related to the
adequacy of this analysis provided in the EIR;
therefore, no further response is provided.
I1-3

October 2017
The Villages – Escondido Country Club Final EIR

The commenter states that Country Club Lane
currently exhibits heavy traffic and presents hazardous
and nuisance conditions and expresses concern
regarding traffic impacts on Country Club Lane
associated with the Project. As analyzed in Section
2.7, Transportation and Traffic, “the Project would
improve operations at five intersections along County
Club Lane (Intersections #2-#6) with the provision of
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the SAP and the associated capacity enhancements
with the proposed roundabouts, signals, and all-way
stop control” (EIR page 2.7-19). The Project would
result in less-than-significant impacts at the remaining
intersections along Country Club Lane, as the
Project’s contribution to traffic at the remaining
intersections would be less than the allowable
threshold. The proposed Specific Alignment Plan
(SAP) would also implement traffic-calming measures
at both the primary intersections along Country Club
Lane, as well as on the tangent street segment between
intersections, to more safely accommodate pedestrian
and vehicular circulations. Roundabouts would also be
installed, which would be designed to reduce speeds
and enhance the existing circulation system. The
comment does not raise any specific issue related to
the adequacy of the EIR; therefore, no further response
is provided.
I1-4

October 2017
The Villages – Escondido Country Club Final EIR

The City acknowledges the comment and notes it
expresses the opinions of the commenter, and does not
raise an issue related to the adequacy of any specific
section or analysis of the EIR. It should be noted that
the Project includes both one-story and two-story
elements, which were analyzed for potential visual
impacts in Section 3.1.1, Aesthetics, in the EIR. The
EIR concluded the Project would not result in any
significant visual impacts.
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Response to Comment Letter I2
David Ozzie Ahlers
July 15, 2017

October 2017
The Villages – Escondido Country Club Final EIR

I2-1

The City of Escondido (City) acknowledges the
comment and notes it expresses general opposition for
the Project, but does not raise any specific issue
concerning the adequacy of the Environmental Impact
Report (EIR). Therefore, no further response is
required. The City will include the comment as part of
the Final EIR for review and consideration by the
decision makers prior to a final decision on the Project.

I2-2

The City notes the comment provides factual
background information and does not raise an
environmental issue within the meaning of the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).
Please see EIR Section 2.7, Transportation and
Traffic, for a complete discussion of traffic impacts
and improvements that would result from the proposed
Project. No further response is required; however, the
City will include the comment as part of the Final EIR
for review and consideration by the decision makers
prior to a final decision on the Project.

I2-3

The City acknowledges the comment and notes it
expresses the opinions of the commenter, and does not
raise an issue related to the adequacy of any specific
section or analysis of the EIR. Therefore, no further
9993
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response is required. The City will include the
comment as part of the Final EIR for review and
consideration by the decision makers prior to a final
decision on the Project.

October 2017
The Villages – Escondido Country Club Final EIR
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Response to Comment Letter I3
David Ozzie Ahlers
July 31, 2017

October 2017
The Villages – Escondido Country Club Final EIR

I3-1

The City of Escondido (City) acknowledges the
comment and notes it expresses general opposition for
the Project, but does not raise any specific issue
concerning the adequacy of the Environmental Impact
Report (EIR). Therefore, no further response is
required. The City will include the comment as part of
the Final EIR for review and consideration by the
decision makers prior to a final decision on the Project.

I3-2

The City notes the comment provides factual
background information and does not raise an
environmental issue within the meaning of the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Please
see EIR Section 2.7, Transportation and Traffic, for a
complete discussion of traffic impacts and
improvements that would result from the proposed
Project. No further response is required; however, the
City will include the comment as part of the Final EIR
for review and consideration by the decision makers
prior to a final decision on the Project.

I3-3

The City acknowledges the comment and notes it
expresses the opinions of the commenter, and does not
raise an issue related to the adequacy of any specific
section or analysis of the EIR. Therefore, no further
response is required. The City will include the
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comment as part of the Final EIR for review and
consideration by the decision makers prior to a final
decision on the Project.
I3-4

October 2017
The Villages – Escondido Country Club Final EIR

The commenter expresses general concern regarding the
proposed zoning for the Project. The City has an
application process for land development proposals,
which complies with the CEQA statute and CEQA
Guidelines. The Project seeks a zone change to Specific
Plan SP Zone. As stated in EIR Section 3.1.5, Land Use,
the Project would be consistent with the General Plan and
Zoning Ordinance upon issuance of the foregoing
approvals. EIR Section 3.1.5 of describes and analyzes the
Project’s land use and design compatibility. EIR
Appendix 3.1.5-1 (City of Escondido General Plan Policy
Consistency Analysis Table) includes a comprehensive
policy consistency analysis for the proposed Project and
addresses the Project’s potential conflicts with applicable
land use plans or regulations adopted for the purpose of
avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. The
analysis provided in the EIR concludes that the Project
does not conflict with the City’s General Plan and Zoning
Ordinance. The comment does not raise an issue related to
the adequacy of this land use and zoning analysis as
provided in the EIR; therefore, no further response is
required. The City will include the comment as part of the
Final EIR for review and consideration by the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Project.
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Response to Comment Letter I4
Ryan Auer
July 13, 2017

October 2017
The Villages – Escondido Country Club Final EIR

I4-1

The City of Escondido (City) acknowledges the
comment and notes it raises economic, social, or
political issues that do not appear to relate to any
physical effect on the environment. No further
response is required because the comment does not
raise an environmental issue. The City will include
the comment as part of the Final Environmental
Impact Report (EIR) for review and consideration
by the decision makers prior to a final decision on
the Project.

I4-2

As discussed in Section 3.1.4.1.1, portions of the
City are within a Federal Emergency Management
Agency (FEMA) 100-year flood zone. However, the
Project site is not located in a 100-year flood hazard
zone (Appendix 3.1.4-1; City of Escondido 2012,
Figure VI-7). The City will include the comment as
part of the Final EIR for review and consideration
by the decision makers prior to a final decision on
the Project.
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Response to Comment Letter I5
Ryan Auer
July 26, 2017
I5-1

October 2017
The Villages – Escondido Country Club Final EIR

The commenter is correct that the Project site is zoned
R-1-7, as stated in Section 3.1.5, Land Use, of the
EIR, which requires a minimum residential lot size of
7,000 square feet. The City of Escondido has an
application process for land development proposals,
which complies with the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) law and CEQA Guidelines. The
Project involves construction of a planned residential
development and open space system, as allowed under
the General Plan and Zoning Ordinance. To establish
this, the Project seeks the following approvals:
General Plan Amendment to the City’s General Plan
Land Use Element, zone change to Specific Plan SP
Zone, Tentative Map, and Specific Plan (see Figure
3.1.5-3, Proposed General Plan Land Use, and Figure
3.1.5-4, Proposed Zoning). The Project would be
consistent with the General Plan and Zoning
Ordinance upon issuance of the foregoing approvals.
Appendix 3.1.5-1 to the Draft EIR (City of Escondido
General Plan Policy Consistency Analysis Table)
includes a comprehensive policy consistency analysis
for the Project and addresses the Project’s potential
conflicts with applicable land use plans or regulations
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
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environmental effect. Therefore, the Project does not
conflict with the General Plan and Zoning Ordinance.
The City acknowledges the comment and notes it
expresses the opinions of the commenter, and does not
raise an issue related to the adequacy or analysis of the
EIR. The City will include the comment as part of the
Final EIR for review and consideration by the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Project.

October 2017
The Villages – Escondido Country Club Final EIR

I5-2

As discussed in Section 3.1.4.1.1, portions of the City
are within a Federal Emergency Management Agency
(FEMA) 100-year flood zone. However, the Project
site is not located in a 100-year flood hazard zone
(Appendix 3.1.4-1; City of Escondido 2012, Figure
VI-7). The City will include the comment as part of
the Final EIR for review and consideration by the
decision makers prior to a final decision on the
Project. No further response is required because the
comment does not raise an environmental issue.

I5-3

The City acknowledges the comment and notes it
expresses the opinions of the commenter, and does not
raise an issue related to the adequacy of any specific
section or analysis of the EIR. Therefore, no further
response is required. The City will include the
comment as part of the Final EIR for review and
consideration by the decision makers prior to a final
decision on the Project.
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Response to Comment Letter I6
C. Barraza
July 31, 2017
I6-1

The City of Escondido (City) acknowledges the
comment letter, and notes it expresses general
opposition for the Project. The comment addresses a
general subject area, air quality, which was analyzed
in Section 2.1, Air Quality, of the Environmental
Impact Report (EIR). The comment does not raise any
specific issue regarding that analysis. Therefore, no
further response is required. The City will include the
comment as part of the Final EIR for review and
consideration by the decision makers prior to a final
decision on the Project.

I6-2

The comment generally addresses the subject area of
wildlife, which was analyzed in Section 2.2,
Biological Resources, of the EIR. As stated in Section
2.2, Biological Resources, page 2.2-15, “No known
wildlife corridors or linkage areas are mapped as
occurring on or in the immediate vicinity of the
Project site.”
Additionally, all impacts relative to biological resources
would be mitigated to less than significant. The
comment does not raise any specific issue regarding
wildlife. Therefore, no further response is required. The
City will include the comment as part of the Final EIR

October 2017
The Villages – Escondido Country Club Final EIR
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for review and consideration by the decision makers
prior to a final decision on the Project.

October 2017
The Villages – Escondido Country Club Final EIR

I6-3

The City of Escondido has an application process for
land development proposals, which complies with the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and
CEQA Guidelines. CEQA requires the City to respond
to any comments received on the draft environmental
document. When all public comments are addressed,
the environmental document is then finalized for
adoption by the decision maker. The comment
addresses general subject areas of traffic and density,
which were analyzed in Section 2.7, Transportation and
Traffic, and Section 3.1.5, Land Use, in the EIR. The
comment does not raise any specific issue regarding
that analysis. Therefore, no further response is
required. The City will include the comment as part of
the Final EIR for review and consideration by the
decision makers prior to a final decision on the Project.

I6-4

The City acknowledges the commenter’s general
concern about construction. Construction impacts are
analyzed throughout the Draft EIR as it relates to
topics including, but not limited to, air quality,
biology, cultural resources, greenhouse gas emissions,
hazards, noise, and traffic. The comment does not
raise any specific issue regarding that analysis.
Therefore, no further response is required. The City
will include the comment as part of the Final EIR for
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review and consideration by the decision makers prior
to a final decision on the Project.
I6-5

The commenter expresses general concern regarding
density.. The Project’s density and compatibility with
the surrounding area were analyzed in Section 3.1.5,
Land Use, of the Draft EIR. As stated in Section 3.1.5,
page 3.1.5-14:
“The Project site is currently designated in
the Land Use Element of the General Plan
as Residential Urban I, which allows for up
to 5.5 dwelling units per acre. The Project
includes a total of 392 dwelling units on
approximately 109.3 acres, which results in
a density of 3.6 dwelling units per acre…
The location, density, and intensity of
suburban-style development within this
community area have mainly developed
through planned residential development
and are generally characterized by lowdensity single-family neighborhoods, with
pockets of medium-density single-family
development (duplex units and small
detached homes). The design of the Project
site as proposed with the 48-acre Open
Space System and greenbelt is context
sensitive, and would visually and physically
be compatible with surrounding land uses.”

October 2017
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Therefore, the proposed density is consistent with the
City’s General Plan. The comment does not raise any
specific issue regarding the analysis provided in the
Draft EIR. Therefore, no further response is required.

October 2017
The Villages – Escondido Country Club Final EIR

I6-6

As shown in Table 2.7-14 of Section 2.7, Transportation
and Traffic, all intersections will operate at a level of
service (LOS) C or better, and all roadway segments will
be mitigated to below a level of significance with
exception of the El Norte Parkway on-ramp to Interstate
15 (I-15), which relies on the California Department of
Transportation (Caltrans) to allow the proposed mitigation
measure to be completed. If Caltrans allows the proposed
mitigation, all potentially significant traffic impacts would
be reduced to a level below significant. The commenter
does not provide information to substantiate additional
traffic mitigation. Additionally, the comment does not
raise any specific issue regarding the analysis provided in
the EIR. Therefore, no further response is required. The
City will include the comment as part of the Final EIR for
review and consideration by the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project.

I6-7

The City acknowledges the comment letter, and notes it
expresses general opposition for the Project, but does
not raise any issue concerning the adequacy of the EIR.
For that reason, the City provides no further response to
this comment. Please see Response I6-5 regarding the
analysis of the Project’s proposed density.
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Response to Comment Letter I7
Pat Blair
July 19, 2017

October 2017
The Villages – Escondido Country Club Final EIR

I7-1

The City of Escondido (City) acknowledges the
comment letter and notes it expresses general
opposition for the Project but does not raise any issue
concerning the adequacy of the Environmental Impact
Report (EIR). For that reason, the City provides no
further response to this comment.

I7-2

The City acknowledges the comment and notes it
expresses the opinions of the commenter and does not
raise an issue related to the adequacy of any specific
section or analysis of the EIR. The City will include
the comment as part of the Final EIR for review and
consideration by the decision makers prior to a final
decision on the Project.

I7-3

The City has an application process for land
development proposals, which complies with the
California Environmental Quality Act law and
California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines. The
California Environmental Quality Act requires the
City to respond to any comments received on the draft
environmental document. When all public comments
are addressed, the environmental document is then
finalized for adoption by the decision makers. The
comment addresses general concern for traffic and
9993
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noise. These issue topics were analyzed in the EIR. As
shown in Table 2.7-14 in Section 2.7, Transportation
and Traffic, all intersections will operate at a level of
service (LOS) C or better, and all roadway segments
will be mitigated to below a level of significance, with
exception the El Norte Parkway on-ramp to Interstate
15, which relies on the California Department of
Transportation (Caltrans) to allow the proposed
mitigation measure to be completed. The comment
does not clarify which streets are of concern;
therefore, no further response can be provided.

October 2017
The Villages – Escondido Country Club Final EIR

I7-4

The comment addresses general concern regarding
air quality and public services, which were analyzed
in the EIR. Section 2.1, Air Quality, identifies that,
with implementation of Mitigation Measures M-AQ1 and M-AQ-2, impacts regarding air quality would
be less than significant. Section 3.1.7, Public
Services, analyzes public services and concludes
that all impacts regarding public services would be
less than significant.

I7-5

The City acknowledges the comment and notes it
raises economic, social, or political issues that do not
appear to relate to any physical effect on the
environment. No further response is required because
the comment does not raise an environmental issue.
The City will include the comment as part of the Final
EIR for review and consideration by the decision
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makers prior to a final decision on the Project.

October 2017
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I7-6

The City acknowledges the comment and notes it
expresses the opinions of the commenter and does not
raise an issue related to the adequacy of any specific
section or analysis of the EIR. The City will include
the comment as part of the Final EIR for review and
consideration by the decision makers prior to a final
decision on the Project.

I7-7

The City acknowledges the comment and notes it
expresses the opinions of the commenter and does not
raise an issue related to the adequacy of any specific
section or analysis of the EIR. The City will include
the comment as part of the Final EIR for review and
consideration by the decision makers prior to a final
decision on the Project.
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Response to Comment Letter I8
Maria T. Bowman
August 7, 2017
I8-1

The commenter expresses general concern regarding
traffic along Country Club Lane, which was analyzed
in Section 2.7, Transportation and Traffic, in the
Environmental Impact Report (EIR). As discussed in
Section 2.7.2, the Project includes a Specific
Alignment Plan (SAP) for Country Club Lane from
Golden Circle Drive to Nutmeg Street. The SAP
would provide a series of intersection improvements
designed to calm traffic speeds and enhance pedestrian
and bicycle circulation. Traffic calming would be
introduced along West Country Club Lane to reduce
traffic speeds, encourage pedestrian and bicycle use,
and
improve
public
safety.
Additionally,
implementation of the SAP for Country Club Lane
would reduce speeds, improving both the pedestrian
and bicycle experience.
Also, as shown in EIR Tables 2.7-14, 2.7-15, and 2.716 of Section 2.7, Transportation and Traffic, with
mitigation incorporated, potentially significant impacts
at all roadway segments and intersections will be less
than significant with one exception. The Project would
result in a significant impact to the El Norte Parkway
on-ramp to Interstate 15 (I-15) southbound during the
AM peak hour. Because the improvement necessary to

October 2017
The Villages – Escondido Country Club Final EIR
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mitigate the identified impact would be located within
the jurisdiction and control of the California
Department of Transportation (Caltrans), the City of
Escondido (City) cannot ensure at this time that
Caltrans will permit the improvement to be made.
Therefore, although the impact can and may be
mitigated to a less than significant level, the impact at
this location is considered significant and unavoidable.
If a project results in significant and unavoidable
environmental impacts, the lead agency is required to
prepare a statement of overriding considerations,
which reflects a balancing of competing public
objectives (including environmental, legal, technical,
social, and economic factors). Therefore, a statement
of overriding considerations must be considered and
adopted by the decision makers with the EIR, if the
Project is approved.
The comment does not raise any specific issues related
to the adequacy of information and analysis provided
in the EIR; therefore, no further response is required.
The City will include the comment as part of the Final
EIR for review and consideration by the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Project.
I8-2

October 2017
The Villages – Escondido Country Club Final EIR

The commenter expresses general concern regarding
the proposed zoning for the Project. The City has an
application process for land development proposals,
which complies with the California Environmental
9993
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Quality Act (CEQA) statute and CEQA Guidelines.
The Project seeks a zone change to Specific Plan SP
Zone. As stated in Section 3.1.5, Land Use, of the
EIR, the Project would be consistent with the General
Plan and Zoning Ordinance upon issuance of the
foregoing approvals. Section 3.1.5 of the EIR
describes and analyzes the Project’s land use and
design compatibility. Appendix 3.1.5-1 to the Draft
EIR (City of Escondido General Plan Policy
Consistency
Analysis
Table)
includes
a
comprehensive policy consistency analysis for the
Project and addresses the Project’s potential conflicts
with applicable land use plans or regulations adopted
for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect. The analysis provided in the EIR
concludes that the Project does not conflict with the
City’s General Plan and Zoning Ordinance. The
comment does not raise an issue related to the
adequacy of this land use and zoning analysis as
provided in the EIR. The City will include the
comment as part of the Final EIR for review and
consideration by the decision makers prior to a final
decision on the Project.
I8-3

October 2017
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The City acknowledges the comment and notes it
raises economic, social, or political issues that do
not appear to relate to any physical effect on the
environment. The City will include the comment as
part of the Final EIR for review and consideration
9993
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by the decision makers prior to a final decision on
the Project.
I8-4

October 2017
The Villages – Escondido Country Club Final EIR

The City acknowledges the comment and notes it
expresses the opinions of the commenter. However,
this comment does not raise an issue related to the
adequacy of any specific section or analysis of the
EIR. The City will include the comment as part of the
Final EIR for review and consideration by the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Project.
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Response to Comment Letter I9
Janet Boyce
July 27, 2017
I9-1

The City of Escondido (City) acknowledges the
comment and notes it expresses the opinions of the
commenter. However, this comment does not raise an
issue related to the adequacy of any specific section or
analysis of the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).
The City will include the comment as part of the Final
EIR for review and consideration by the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Project.

I9-2

The commenter generally raises concerns regarding the
Project’s proposed zoning. The Project’s density and
compatibility with the surrounding area were analyzed
in Section 3.1.5, Land Use, of the EIR. The following is
stated in EIR Section 3.1.5 (page 3.1.5-14):
The Project site is currently designated in
the Land Use Element of the General Plan as
Residential Urban I, which allows for up to
5.5 dwelling units per acre. The Project
includes a total of 392 dwelling units on
approximately 109.3 acres, which results in
a density of 3.6 dwelling units per acre. ...
The location, density, and intensity of
suburban-style development within this
community area have mainly developed

October 2017
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through planned residential development
and are generally characterized by lowdensity single-family neighborhoods, with
pockets of medium-density single-family
development (duplex units and small
detached homes). The design of the Project
site as proposed with the 48-acre Open
Space System and greenbelt is context
sensitive, and would visually and physically
be compatible with surrounding land uses.
Appendix 3.1.5-1 to the EIR (City of Escondido
General Plan Policy Consistency Analysis Table)
includes a comprehensive policy consistency analysis
for the Project and addresses the Project’s potential
conflicts with applicable land use plans or regulations
adopted to avoid or mitigate an environmental effect.
The comment does not raise an issue related to the
adequacy of the land use or other analysis provided in
the EIR. The City will include the comment as part of
the Final EIR for review and consideration by the
decision makers prior to a final decision on the Project.
I9-3

October 2017
The Villages – Escondido Country Club Final EIR

The comment addresses general concern regarding
noise, which was analyzed in Section 2.6, Noise, of
the EIR. The Project would be required to implement
Mitigation Measures M-N-1 through M-N-6, reducing
noise-related impacts to a less-than-significant level.
The comment does not raise any specific issue related
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to the adequacy of the EIR. The City will include the
comment as part of the Final EIR for review and
consideration by the decision makers prior to a final
decision on the Project.
I9-4

October 2017
The Villages – Escondido Country Club Final EIR

The City acknowledges the comment and notes it
expresses the opinions of the commenter. However,
this comment does not raise an issue related to the
adequacy of any specific section or analysis of the
EIR. The City will include the comment as part of the
Final EIR for review and consideration by the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Project.
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Response to Comment Letter I10
Janet Boyce
July 31, 2017

October 2017
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I10-1

The City of Escondido (City) acknowledges the
comment and notes it expresses the opinions of the
commenter, and does not raise an issue related to the
adequacy of any specific section or analysis of the
Environmental Impact Report (EIR). Therefore, no
further response is required. The City will include the
comment as part of the Final EIR for review and
consideration by the decision makers prior to a final
decision on the Project.

I10-2

The City has an application process for land
development proposals, which complies with the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) statute
and CEQA Guidelines. The Project involves
construction of a planned residential development and
open space system, as allowed under the General Plan
and Zoning Ordinance. To establish this, the Project
seeks the following approvals: a General Plan
Amendment to the City’s General Plan Land Use
Element, a zone change to Specific Plan SP Zone, a
Tentative Map, and a Specific Plan (see EIR Figure
3.1.5-3, Proposed General Plan Land Use, and Figure
3.1.5-4, Proposed Zoning). The Project would be
consistent with the General Plan and Zoning
Ordinance upon issuance of the foregoing approvals.
9993
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Appendix 3.1.5-1 to the Draft EIR (City of Escondido
General Plan Policy Consistency Analysis Table)
includes a comprehensive policy consistency analysis
for the Project and addresses the Project’s potential
conflicts with applicable land use plans or regulations
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect. The City acknowledges the
comment and notes it expresses the opinions of the
commenter, and does not raise an issue related to the
adequacy or analysis of the EIR. The City will include
the comment as part of the Final EIR for review and
consideration by the decision makers prior to a final
decision on the Project.
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I10-3

The City acknowledges the comment and notes it
expresses the opinions of the commenter regarding the
visual appearance of the Project. Visual impacts were
analyzed in Section 3.1.1, Aesthetics, in the EIR. The
EIR found that the Project would not result in any
significant visual impacts. It should also be noted that
the Project includes both one-story and two-story
homes. The comment does not raise any issues related
to this analysis; therefore, no further response can be
provided or is required.

I10-4

The City acknowledges the comment and notes it
raises economic, social, or political issues that do not
appear to relate to any physical effect on the
environment. No further response is required because
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the comment does not raise an environmental issue.
The City will include the comment as part of the Final
EIR for review and consideration by the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Project.
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Response to Comment Letter I11
Ron Brezic
July 2, 2017
I11-1

The City of Escondido (City) acknowledges the
comment and notes it raises economic, social, or
political issues that do not appear to relate to any
physical effect on the environment. The City will
include the comment as part of the Final
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for review and
consideration by the decision makers prior to a final
decision on the Project.

I11-2

As stated in EIR Section 3.1.5, Land Use, page 3.1.5-12:
“The Project involves construction of a
planned residential development and open
space system, as allowed under the
General Plan and Zoning Ordinance. To
establish this, the Project seeks the
following approvals: a General Plan
Amendment to the City’s General Plan
Land Use Element, a zone change to
Specific Plan SP Zone, a Tentative Map,
and a Specific Plan (see Figure 3.1.5-3,
Proposed General Plan Land Use, and
Figure 3.1.5-4, Proposed Zoning). The
Project would be consistent with the
General Plan and Zoning Ordinance upon
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issuance of the foregoing approvals.”
Additionally, the landscape and site planning would
buffer the existing residents from the new homes and
the Project’s villages would retain the character of the
surrounding land (EIR pages 3.1.5-13 and 3.1.5-14).
Therefore, the proposed Project does not conflict with
the General Plan and Zoning Ordinance. The City
acknowledges the comment and notes it expresses the
opinions of the commenter, and does not raise an issue
related to the adequacy or analysis of the EIR. The
City will include the comment as part of the Final EIR
for review and consideration by the decision makers
prior to a final decision on the Project.
I11-3

As stated in the EIR on page 3.1.1-12:
“…existing near views of the golf course are
replaced by views of the landscaped
Greenbelt/Open Spaces. The Greenbelt/
Open Space areas would enhance the
screening and buffering of views from
surrounding residences and roadways.”
The Project would not substantially degrade the
existing visual character or quality of the site, and in
some cases (such as Key Views 3 and 5) the Project
would improve the existing visual quality of the site
compared to what exists today. Therefore, the Project
would not adversely affect public views. Therefore,
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impacts to visual character and quality are less than
significant. The City acknowledges the comment and
notes it expresses the opinions of the commenter. The
City will include the comment as part of the Final EIR
for review and consideration by the decision makers
prior to a final decision on the Project.
I11-4
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The City acknowledges the comment and notes it
raises economic, social, or political issues that do
not appear to relate to any physical effect on the
environment. The City will include the comment as
part of the Final EIR for review and consideration
by the decision makers prior to a final decision on
the Project.
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INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK
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Response to Comment Letter I12
Ron Brezic
August 11, 2017
I12-1
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The City of Escondido (City) acknowledges the
comment and notes it expresses the opinions of the
commenter, and general concern regarding the proposed
zoning for the Project. As stated in Section 3.1.5, Land
Use, of the Environmental Impact Report (EIR), the
Project would be consistent with the General Plan and
Zoning Ordinance upon issuance of the foregoing
approvals. Section 3.1.5 of the EIR describes and
analyzes the Project’s land use and design compatibility.
Appendix 3.1.5-1 to the Draft EIR (City of Escondido
General Plan Policy Consistency Analysis Table)
includes a comprehensive policy consistency analysis for
the Project and addresses the Project’s potential conflicts
with applicable land use plans or regulations adopted for
the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental
effect. The analysis provided in the EIR concludes that
the Project does not conflict with the City’s General Plan
and Zoning Ordinance. The comment does not raise an
issue related to the adequacy of this land use and zoning
analysis as provided in the EIR. The City will include the
comment as part of the Final EIR for review and
consideration by the decision makers prior to a final
decision on the Project.
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I12-2

The commenter expresses general concern regarding
traffic, density, and the watershed, which were
analyzed in Section 2.7, Transportation and Traffic;
Section 3.1.5, Land Use; and Section 3.1.4,
Hydrology and Water Quality. The comment does
not raise any specific issues related to the adequacy
of this analysis as provided in the EIR. However, it
should be noted that, as stated in Section 3.1.5, page
3.1.5-14:
“The Project site is currently designated in
the Land Use Element of the General Plan
as Residential Urban I, which allows for
up to 5.5 dwelling units per acre. The
Project includes a total of 392 dwelling
units on approximately 109.3 acres, which
results in a density of 3.6 dwelling units
per acre.”
Therefore, the proposed Project’s density is not
inconsistent with the City’s General Plan.

I12-3
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The commenter states the original concept of the
country club property and surrounding neighborhood
were not reviewed by those who drafted the EIR. The
City is unclear which original concept the commenter
is referring to; however, the EIR is required to analyze
the proposed Project as well as alternatives. The EIR
provides this analysis in Chapter 2, Significant Effects
of the Proposed Project; Chapter 3, Effects Found Not
9993
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to be Significant; and Chapter 4, Project Alternatives.
The EIR also provides a comprehensive analysis of the
surrounding land uses in Section 3.1.5, Land Use.
Surrounding land uses are described in Section
3.1.5.1.1 and depicted in Figure 1-9, Surrounding
Land Uses. The comment does not raise an issue
related to the adequacy of the analysis as provided in
the EIR. However, it should also be noted that the EIR
is a disclosure document pursuant to the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), and the lead
agency is the City. Pursuant to Section 21067 of the
CEQA Guidelines, as the lead agency, the City has the
principal responsibility for carrying out or approving a
project, which may have a significant effect upon the
environment. The City has reviewed and verified all
the contents of the EIR; see Chapter 6, List of EIR
Preparers, in the EIR.
I12-4
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The City acknowledges the comment and notes it
raises economic, social, or political issues that do
not appear to relate to any physical effect on the
environment. The City will include the comment as
part of the Final EIR for review and consideration
by the decision makers prior to a final decision on
the Project.
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Response to Comment Letter I14
Irene Chennell
August 13, 2017
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I14-1

The comment expresses general concern regarding
adequacy of proposed mitigation measures associated
with the Environmental Impact Report (EIR). The
mitigation measures were identified based on analysis
provided in the EIR. The commenter does not identify
how the mitigation measures are inadequate, or which
mitigation measures are inadequate. Therefore, no
further response can be provided.

I14-2

The comment expresses concern regarding current
and future street conditions with the Project within the
Country Club area. The City of Escondido (City)
acknowledges the comment and notes it expresses the
opinions of the commenter, and does not raise an issue
related to the adequacy of any specific section or
analysis of the EIR. Therefore, no further response is
provided.

I14-3

The comment expresses concern regarding traffic
impacts associated with the Project. Project impacts on
traffic were analyzed in Section 2.7, Transportation
and Traffic, of the EIR. The study area for the traffic
analysis includes 17 existing intersections, 19 street
segments, 1 freeway ramp meter, and 1 freeway
segment. The comment does not raise any specific
9993
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issues related to the adequacy of this analysis provided
in the EIR; therefore, no further response is provided.
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I14-4

The commenter expresses concern regarding street and
tire dust, road noise, congested street parking, and
vehicle speed. These topics were analyzed in Section
2.1, Air Quality; Section 2.6, Noise; and Section 2.7,
Transportation and Traffic. The comment does not
raise any specific issues related to the adequacy of this
analysis provided in the EIR; therefore, no further
response is provided.

I14-5

The commenter expresses concern regarding the
proposed density of two-story dwellings on
surrounding views. The City acknowledges the
comment and notes it expresses the opinions of the
commenter, and does not raise an issue related to the
adequacy of any specific section or analysis of the
EIR. It should be noted that the Project includes both
one-story and two-story elements, which were
analyzed for potential visual impacts in Section 3.1.1,
Aesthetics, in the EIR. The EIR concluded the
Project would not result in any significant visual
impacts. The comment further expresses general
concern regarding the Project’s impacts on wildlife,
traffic, trees, and open space, which were all
addressed in the EIR. The comment does not raise
any specific issues related to the adequacy of the
EIR; therefore, no further response is provided.

9993
RTC-I14-2

Response to Comments

Response to Comment Letter I15
Mary Coffey
August 15, 2017
I15-1

The comment states the opinion of the commenter that
the 158- and 138-Unit Reduced-Density Alternatives
should be approved instead of the Project. The City of
Escondido (City) acknowledges the comment and
notes it expresses the opinions of the commenter, and
does not raise an issue related to the adequacy of any
specific section or analysis of the Draft Environmental
Impact Report (EIR).
The comment also references the “concept of Doctrine
of Equitable Servitudes” and makes several
unsupported assertions about that concept. The
comment raises economic, social, or political issues
that do not appear to relate to any physical effect on
the environment. The City will include the comment
as part of the Final EIR for review and consideration
by the decision makers prior to a final decision on the
project. No further response is required because the
comment does not raise an environmental issue.

I15-2
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The comment states, “The General Plan that allowed
the development of substandard lots during the build
out of the Escondido County Club developments was
predicated upon open space remaining in perpetuity”
and that credit was allegedly given for the open space
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of the golf course as a “density transfer.”
The City acknowledges the comment expresses the
opinions of the commenter, and does not raise an issue
related to the adequacy of any specific section or
analysis of the Draft EIR. The comment cites no
evidence the Project site was intended to be preserved
as open space, or that any density transfer has
occurred. To the contrary, for the duration of area
build-out, the site has retained a zoning classification
permitting residential development; it has never been
dedicated as open space. The site is currently zoned R1-7, which allows for residential development on
7,000-square-foot lots (EIR page 4-10).
Furthermore, as detailed in the Draft EIR the Project
would result in the development of fewer dwelling
units than currently permitted by the General Plan land
use designation while retaining 44% of the site (48
acres) in open space. The Project site is currently
designated in the City of Escondido General Plan
(General Plan) as Residential Urban I, which allows
for up to 5.5 dwelling units per acre (City of
Escondido 2012). This land use designation would be
amended to the Specific Plan Area #14 (SPA #14)
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land use designation, and the Project would then
develop 3811 dwelling units on approximately 109.3
acres, which results in a density of 3.6 dwelling units
per acre (EIR page 1-9.)
The comment also states the residential
characteristics of the neighborhood remained that of
a retirement community during build-out. The City
acknowledges the comment and notes it expresses the
commenter’s opinion. The comment also restates
information in the Draft EIR, as the Draft EIR states
that, historically, the golf course was to be part of a
senior citizens’ development. (EIR pages 3.1.1-2,
3.1.5-2) As established in the Draft Specific Plan, the
Project proposes 78 homes on common lots within
Village 3, which will be age-targeted for seniors.
(See Draft Specific Plan pages 24 through 25,
available at https://www.escondido.org/ecc.aspx.)
The comment does not evidence any inconsistency
between the proposed Project and existing
community on this point.
See also response to I15-3.
I15-3

1

The comment raises concerns with the Project’s
aesthetics and the Draft EIR’s description of existing

Following circulation of the Draft EIR for public review, the applicant has agreed to reduce the total number of dwelling units on site from 392 to 381 units,
and to develop 15% of units to one-story in height. The reduction in the scope of the Project does not affect the analyses or conclusions contained in the
Draft EIR except that Project impacts will be slightly reduced.
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area conditions.
The Draft EIR evaluated the aesthetic impacts in
Section 3.1.1. Responding to the portion of the
comment concerning scenic vistas, the Draft EIR
acknowledges that the Project site was developed as
an 18-hole golf course that is visible to surrounding
residences (Draft EIR pages 3.1.1-4 and 3.1.1-5).
However, impacts to the private views from adjacent
private homes generally are not considered significant
under the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) (EIR page 3.1.1-5 and pages 3.1.1-11 through
3.1.1-12.) This is because, “Under CEQA, the
question is whether a project will affect the
environment of persons in general, not whether a
project will affect particular persons.” (Mira Mar
Mobile Community v. City of Oceanside (2004) 119
Cal.App.4th 477, 492, 493-494.)
Nonetheless, existing near views of the golf course
will be replaced by views of landscaped
Greenbelt/Open Space areas, which would screen and
buffer views from surrounding residences and local
roadways. Accordingly, impacts to scenic vistas
would be less than significant (see Draft EIR pages
3.1.1-11 and 3.1.1-12). The commenter is referred to
the Draft EIR Section 3.1.1.2.2 for further discussion
on this point.
The Draft EIR also evaluates views from eight “Key
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View” locations towards the Project site (Draft EIR
pages 3.1.1-15 through 3.1.1-18). Based on this
evaluation, there is no evidence the Project would
substantially degrade the existing visual character or
quality of the site. The comment provides no evidence
to the contrary.
As to the portion of the comment that states prevailing
Project lot sizes and common lot clusters would
“overwhelm existing residences”—the City does not
concur. To the contrary, these clustered, common lot
units will be consistent with surrounding development
densities and Project single-lot densities. As shown in
the Draft EIR at Figure 1-7, the Project proposes
single-family units on 2,500– 7,000-square-foot lots
with a density of 3.6 dwelling units per acre.
Similarly, surrounding development ranges from a
high density of duplex condominium units on 2,000+
square foot lots with up to 8.3 dwelling units per acre;
to a low density of single family units on 7,000+
square foot lots with a density of 2.7 dwelling units
per acre. (See also EIR pages 3.1.1-3 through 3.1.1-4,
and Figure 1-7.) The Project proposes residential
development squarely within the range of these
surrounding development densities; and retains 48
acres (almost half the Project site) in open space and
recreational uses.
As detailed in the Draft Specific Plan, clustered
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common lot residences will be required to have a
minimum square footage of 13,104 for 4 unit clusters
and 19,824 for 6 unit clusters. Equating to about 3,300
square feet per residence, these common lot, singlefamily residences will thus have a similar
development density to the existing community and
the Project’s single-family residential development.
Furthermore, within Village 3 dwelling units on these
shared lots will be age-targeted for seniors, including,
within the common lot with six unit clusters,
development to one-story in height. (Draft EIR page
3.1.1-14) The commenter is referred to Draft EIR page
3.1.1-15 and Specific Plan pages 40, 42, and 44
regarding bulk, mass, and scale of the Project. (Draft
Specific
Plan
is
available
at
https://www.escondido.org/ecc.aspx.)
The comment also raises concerns with the height of
homes and alleges two story homes will be 38–40 feet
high. In fact, the Draft Specific Plan establishes a
maximum height of 35 feet for all homes. (See, Draft
Specific Plan page 46.) In addition, following
circulation of the Draft EIR, the applicant has agreed
to develop 15% of the total units to one-story in
height, and to and reduce the total number of units by
11 units, from 392 to 381 units. The Project site is also
at a lower elevation than the surrounding existing
community, so that the development will retain a low
profile. Accordingly, the Project will be similarly
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scaled to residential development in the area.
The comment further contends the Draft EIR
improperly describes the existing area as “heavily
developed.” The use of the term “heavily developed”
in the Draft EIR refers to the amount of undeveloped
open space in the community immediately
surrounding the Project; not to the density of existing
development. (See Draft EIR pages 3.1.1-21, Figure 17, and Figure 1-9.) In fact, the Draft EIR accurately
describes that the site is surrounded by residential
development, and that, “The location, density, and
intensity of suburban-style development within the
surrounding communities have mainly developed
through planned residential development, and are
generally characterized by low-density single-family
neighborhoods with pockets of medium-density
single-family development (duplex units and small
detached homes).” (Draft EIR pages 3.1.1-3 through
3.1.1-4, Figure 1-7, and Figure 1-9.)
Lastly, the comment implies design themes for the
Project would result in aesthetic impacts. The City
does not concur, as the Specific Plan contains a
distinct set of architectural design requirements for
each of the three villages (Craftsman, Western
Cottage, and Spanish Monterey), thereby ensuring that
all housing types have a superlative architectural
design. (Draft EIR pages 3.1.1-13 through 3.1.1-14.)

October 2017
The Villages – Escondido Country Club Final EIR

9993
RTC-I15-7

Response to Comments
Nonetheless, the City acknowledges the comment
expresses the opinions of the commenter, and the
comment will be included as part of the Final EIR for
review and consideration by the decision makers.
I15-4

The comment expresses concerns Project open
space will not be available to the general public or
that the public will be taxed to maintain the Project
open space.
The comment is incorrect. Conditions of Approval for
the Project will require formation of a landscape
management district (LMD), homeowner’s association
(HOA) and community facilities district (CFD) for the
purposes of financing and maintaining Project open
space. The applicant has further committed to record a
public access easement over Project open space areas,
as further required by Mitigation Measure M-BI-2.
(EIR pages 2.2-22 through 2.2-23)
To the extent the comment speculates as to future
actions of the HOA, an alleged impact that is
speculative or unlikely to occur is not reasonably
foreseeable and is not required to be studied in an
environmental review document. (See CEQA
Guidelines Sections 15064(d)(3) and 15145.)
Furthermore, the comment raises economic, social, or
political issues that do not appear to relate to any
physical effect on the environment. The City will
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include these comments as part of the Final EIR for
review and consideration by the decision makers prior
to a final decision on the Project.
I15-5

The comment expresses the commenter’s opinion a
convenience store is not necessary and will cause
traffic problems.
The City notes the comment expresses the opinions of
the commenter and raises economic, social, or political
issues that are unrelated to the adequacy of the Draft
EIR. The City will include the comment as part of the
Final EIR for review and consideration by the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Project.
As to traffic, the applicant incorporated a store in the
Project proposal at the City’s request in part to reduce
reliance on motor vehicles within the community. The
Draft EIR’s traffic analysis at page 2.7-20 explains
how incorporating mixed uses, such as this retail use
and the other recreational uses, together with
substantial enhancements to the bicycle and pedestrian
circulation network, will operate in tandem to reduce
vehicle miles traveled (VMT) from residents of the
Project and surrounding community. This is because
local residents would have this available retail use
accessible via non-vehicular modes of transportation.
(See also, Draft EIR, Appendix 2.7-2.) The inclusion
of the store will thus reduce traffic; not increase traffic

October 2017
The Villages – Escondido Country Club Final EIR

9993
RTC-I15-9

Response to Comments
as alleged in the comment.
Further, the Draft EIR Section 2.7 evaluated the
Project’s traffic impacts, including from operation of
the store, and determined that no significant impacts
would result near the store or on surrounding streets
with mitigation incorporated. The comment provides
no evidence to the contrary. The comment also does
not raise any issue related to the adequacy of the Draft
EIR’s traffic analysis or any other section of the EIR.
Thus, no further response can be provided.
I15-6

The comment expresses concern that allegedly only 22
senior age targeted homes will be developed and that
the homes will be subject to another separate HOA.
The comment raises economic, social, or political issues
that do not appear to relate to any physical effect on the
environment or raise any specific issue related to the
adequacy of any specific section or analysis of the Draft
EIR. Nonetheless, the comment is incorrect. As detailed
in the Specific Plan, clustered units will be age-targeted
for seniors. The Project proposes 78 homes on common
lots within Village 3; thus 78 homes (20% of the Project)
will be age-targeted for seniors. (Draft Specific Plan
page
24
through
25,
available
at
https://www.escondido.org/ecc.aspx.) Furthermore, these
homes will not be subject to a separate HOA for each
cluster unit; this contention is incorrect.
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I15-7

While this comment correctly notes construction will
be ongoing for 5 years (See Table 2.1-4, Construction
Phasing Assumptions), the comment is incorrect in its
claim heavy construction equipment would be
continuously operating at the site from 7 am to 6 pm
during week days and 9 am to 5 pm on Saturdays.
Heavy construction equipment would operate at the
site for approximately 8 hours per day, 5 days per
week (22 days per month) during Project construction.
(Draft EIR page 2.1-18 and Table 2.1-5.) The Project’s
construction schedule was based on information
provided by the applicant and on CalEEMod default
assumptions. (Draft EIR page 2.1-18 through 2.1-19.)
CalEEMod default assumption have been established
based on information complied by California Air
Pollution Officers Association (CAPCOA) in
collaboration with South Coast Air Quality
Management District (SCAQMD) and California Air
Districts to permit emission modeling for to quantify
air quality and climate change impacts. The Draft
EIR’s air quality analysis relies on these reasonable
construction phasing specifications and estimates in
modeling the Project’s air quality impacts.
The comment speculates, “The project will result in air
quality problems because the rate of pollutant
emissions will most likely exceed the rate of
dispersion given that Escondido is already in a zone of
‘particulate matter’ per the air quality index of the San
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Diego Union Tribune.” The comment is incorrect.
Initially, there is no threshold or regulation related to
the air quality index of the “San Diego Union
Tribune.” Further, the Draft EIR modeled and
evaluated whether the Project would expose sensitive
receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations
relative to applicable California and Federal air quality
standards. (Draft EIR pages 2.1-28 through 2.1-34.)
This included analyzing the Project’s pollutant
emissions, rate of dispersion, size and topography of
the air basin, prevailing meteorological conditions,
etc. (Draft EIR pages 2.1-28 through 2.1-34.) The
Draft EIR identified that construction and operation of
the Project would not exceed thresholds for particulate
matter, PM10 or PM2.5, and would not contribute to
exceedences of National Ambient Air Quality
Standards (NAAQS) and California Ambient Air
Quality Standards (CAAQS) for particulate matter.
(Draft EIR page 2.1-34.) Although the Draft EIR
identified potentially significant impacts during
construction from exceeding the City’s significance
thresholds for NOx (Impact AQ-3 and AQ-CUM-1),
impacts would be reduced to less than significant
levels with mitigation incorporated. (Draft EIR page
2.1-40 through 2.1-41.)
Lastly, the comment alleges the Project would worsen
cumulative air quality impacts by removing green
space and 620 trees as “[t]here will be no natural
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resource (open land, trees, shrubs, etc.) to combat the
carbon dioxide that will end up in the atmosphere
around the existing ECC neighborhood.” The
comment appears to presume no trees or green space
would remain following Project construction when, in
fact, the Project will retain 44 percent of the site (48
acres) in open space. The 48-acre Open Space System
would consist of 29 acres of landscaped greenbelt and
19 acres of environmental channels and retention
basins. (Draft EIR page 1-3.) Furthermore, while the
Draft EIR discloses the Project may result in
significant impacts to 601 mature trees and 18
protected trees, these trees will be replaced and Project
impacts mitigated to less than significant. Mitigation
Measure M-BI-3 provides for the replacement of
impacted mature trees at a minimum 1:1 ratio and
protected trees at a minimum 2:1 ratio, unless
otherwise determined by the City (see response to I1517). The comment is therefore incorrect as the site
retains significant natural resources at the site.
The Draft EIR evaluated the Project’s GHG impacts in
terms of carbon dioxide (CO2) and equivalent emissions.
As detailed therein, potential impacts from emissions of
GHGs, including CO2, would be reduced below
significance through the incorporation of Mitigation
Measure M-GHG-1. The commenter is referred to the
Draft EIR Section 2.4 and Appendix 2.4.1.
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I15-8

The comment first restates information provided in the
Draft EIR at page 2.1-7. To the extent this comment
concerns the previous discussion of pollutant
emissions, see response to I15-7.
The comment next claims some points cited in the
Draft EIR Section 2.1.1.2 pertaining to air quality,
“have been ignored and are applicable to everyone in
the City of Escondido.” The comment addresses
general subject areas which received extensive
analysis in the Draft EIR. The commenter is referred
to the Draft EIR Appendix 3.1.5-1, City General Plan
Policy Consistency Analysis Table. To the extent the
comment raises general, City-wide concerns, the City
acknowledges the comment and notes it raises
economic, social, or political issues that do not appear
to relate to any physical effect on the environment and
which are beyond the scope of the Project and the
Draft EIR.
Lastly, the comment alleges construction air quality
impacts will result from cut/fill and construction
equipment idling. The comment is incorrect.
Construction air quality impacts from grading, soil
import, and construction equipment idling were
analyzed in the Draft EIR and found to be less than
significant with mitigation incorporated. The
commenter is referred to Draft EIR 2.1-38 through
2.1-41, and Tables 2.1-4 and 2.1-5.
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I15-9

The comment first expresses concern that the Project
would not comply with Title 24 and does not require
installation of solar power for all electricity.
PDF-AQ-2 will be incorporated as a project design
feature and requires the Project “[e]xceed 2016 Title 24
building energy efficiency standards by 15%.
Additionally, the Project will include electricity saving
features, such as an increase in energy efficiency above
the 2016 Title 24 standards and solar photovoltaic
systems that satisfy 70% of the electricity demand for
residential buildings and 50% of the electricity demand
for the Village Center.” (Draft EIR Table 2.4-5,
Emission Reduction Strategies.) The applicant has thus
committed to incorporating energy saving features into
the Project, including a substantial amount of solar
photovoltaic systems. This measure will be fully
enforceable through inclusion in the Mitigation
Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP).
Furthermore, the Project’s potentially significant GHG
impacts will be reduced below significance through
the incorporation of Mitigation Measure M-GHG-1.
The commenter is referred to the Draft EIR Section
2.4 and Appendix 2.4.1. As “CEQA does not require
the consideration of mitigation measures for
insignificant impacts,” no further mitigation is
required to address less than significant GHG effects.
(Santa Clarita Organization for Planning the
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Environment v. City of Santa Clarita (2011) 197
Cal.App.4th 1042, 1058, Gentry v. City of Murrieta
(1995) 36 Cal.App.4th 1359, 1391, Pub. Res. Code
Sections 21001, 21081, CEQA Guidelines Section
15126.4 (a)(3) [mitigation measures are not required
for effects which are not found to be significant].)
Second, the comment expresses concern with
Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2 and posits use of Tier 3
equipment may be forgone on site due to its higher
cost compared to lower tier equipment. Mitigation
Measure M-AQ-2 contains precise and detailed
language to ensure the certainty, enforceability, and
effectiveness of the mitigation measure. Specifically,
Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2 reads:
Prior to the commencement of grading
activities
within
each
phase
of
development, the City shall confirm that
the following measures shall be adhered to
during construction activities associated
with the Project to reduce oxides of
nitrogen (NOx):
a. For off-road equipment with
engines rated at 75 horsepower or
greater, no construction equipment
shall be used that is less than Tier 3.
An
October 2017
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requirements may be granted by
the City in the event that the
Project applicant (or its designee)
documents that:
1. Equipment with the required
tier is not reasonably
available (e.g., reasonability
factors to be considered
include those related to the
commercial availability of
the necessary equipment
within the County of San
Diego within the scheduled
construction period).
2. Corresponding reductions in
criteria
air
pollutant
emissions are achieved from
other construction equipment.
For example, if a Tier 3 piece of
equipment is not reasonably
available at the time of construction
and a lower tier equipment is used
instead (e.g., Tier 2), another piece
of utilized equipment could be
upgraded from Tier 3 to a higher tier
(e.g., Tier 4 Interim or Tier 4 Final)
or replaced with an alternativeOctober 2017
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fueled (not diesel-fueled) equipment
to offset the emission reductions
associated with using a piece of
equipment that does not meet Tier 3
standards. The permissibility to
achieve greater emission reductions
through the use of cleaner
equipment engines to offset assumed
emission reductions that are not
feasibly achieved ensures that total
Project-generated
criteria
air
pollutant emissions from equipment
operation are reduced, if an
exemption is granted by the City.
b. The engine size of construction
equipment shall be the minimum
size suitable for the required job.
c. Construction equipment shall be
maintained in accordance with the
manufacturer’s specifications.
Thus, contrary to the comment’s contention, reliance
on lower tiered equipment is not permitted unless an
exemption is granted by the City based on a showing
(1) equipment at Tier 3 or above is not reasonably
available; and (2) the use of lower tier equipment has
been correspondingly offset though the use of cleaner
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equipment elsewhere.
Third, the comment states Tier 4 equipment should be
used since the County is in a non-attainment zone for
ozone (O3). While the comment is correct the County
is in non-attainment for ozone, However, with
mitigation, the Project was not found to result in
significant impacts to ozone under federal, state, or
local standards. (Draft EIR Table 2.1-1, pages 2.1-24
through 2.1-25; pages 2.1-33 through 2.1-34; and
pages 2.1-38 through 2.1-41.) Accordingly, no further
mitigation is required to address this less than
significant effect. (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4
(a)(3), Santa Clarita Organization for Planning the
Environment v. City of Santa Clarita (2011) 197
Cal.App.4th 1042, 1058.)
I15-10

The comment states the Draft EIR is “lacking in
the study of rippability at the site and its negative
effects on air quality” since the “‘the new plan
proposes deeper excavations than the original plan.’”
The City has considered the comment and does not
concur. The Draft EIR considered the rippability the
site and conservatively assumed that blasting may be
required due to the presence of these deeper cut areas
and the presence of hard rock which may not be able to
be excavated using heavy duty grading equipment.
Specifically, the rippability of the site was evaluated
based on exploratory trenching, boring logs, a seismic
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refraction survey report, and eight seismic traverses.
Based on this data, the Updated Geotechnical Report
concluded that, while the majority of excavations at the
site encountered highly weathered to weak/moderately
weak rock conditions which would be rippable, some
areas were anticipated to encounter medium to hark
rock material of marginal to difficult ripping conditions.
(Draft EIR Appendix 3.1.3, Updated Geotechnical
Report, page 4 through 5.) Specifically:
[C]onventional
heavy-duty
grading
equipment will encounter areas of
marginally to difficult ripping conditions
that may generate oversized rock (rocks
greater than 12-inches in dimension),
which will necessitate typical hard rock
handling and placement procedures during
grading operations. Blasting may be
required in the deeper cut areas and utility
corridors. Since the new plan proposes
deeper excavations than the original plan,
a supplemental rippability study may be
desired where the deeper excavations are
proposed and rippability information is
lacking (e.g. north of K Street and Country
Club Lane). Perspective contractors should
use their own judgment to evaluate the
rippability and review the logs and seismic
survey report presented in Appendices A
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and C, respectively. (EIR Appendix 3.1.3,
page 5.)
The Draft EIR Appendix 3.1.3, Updated Geotechnical
Report, page 9, thus provided the following
recommendation relative to hard rock at the site:
Hard rock and cemented alluvial and
colluvial deposits within proposed cut
areas, if present, will require special
consideration during site development. It
is anticipated that the majority of the
proposed excavations will require
moderate to heavy ripping with
conventional
heavy-duty
equipment.
Possible blasting may be necessary in the
deeper cuts or utility corridors of the
project. In addition, heavy ripping and
possible blasting may generate oversize
materials and corestones that will require
special handling and fill placement
procedures. Oversize materials should be
placed in accordance with Appendix D of
this report.
The Draft EIR conservatively assumed that blasting
may be required due to the presence of hard rock at the
site and concerns with site rippability. (See also, Draft
EIR Appendix 3.1.3, Seismic Refraction Survey, The
Lakes, Escondido, California, April 14, 2014, page 2,
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Table 1, Rippability Classification.)
This conservative assumption was carried through the
Draft EIR’s analysis of Project impacts, including the
air quality analysis. The Draft EIR’s air quality
analysis considered the effects of grading, as well as
the effects of blasting if the conventional heavy-duty
equipment proves inadequate for deeper cuts and hard
rock areas. Emissions from grading, trenching, and
other earthwork were evaluated in the Draft EIR at
pages 2.1-24 through 2.1-41, and Table 2.1-4, and
Table 2.1-5, while potential blasting emissions were
evaluated in the Draft EIR at pages 2.1-19 and 2.1-20,
2.1-27, and Table 2.1-6, Blasting Characteristics. The
evaluation of potential air quality emissions from
blasting included consideration of combustion related
emissions (NOx, CO, SOx, PM10 and PM2.5) as well as
fugitive dust emissions in the form of PM10 and PM2.5.
Complete details concerning emissions calculations
are incorporated in the Draft EIR, Appendix 2.1-1.
With mitigation incorporated, construction air quality
emissions including from earthwork and blasting
would be less than significant. (Draft EIR pages 2.140 through 2.1-41.)
I15-11

The comment cites concerns
assessment in the Draft EIR.

the

health

risk

The comment correctly restates information contained
in the Draft EIR finding health risk impacts would be
October 2017
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less than significant. The Draft EIR determined that
Project construction activities would maximally result
in a residential maximum individual cancer risk of
8.43 in one million exposures, which is below the
significance threshold of 10 in 1 million. (Draft EIR
Table 2.1-13, Appendix 2.1-1 page 54.) It is notable,
however, that the incremental cancer risk during
construction far overstates the actual health risks
associated with the Project. This is because the
“incremental cancer risk” is based on the likelihood a
person continuously exposed to concentrations of
TACs resulting from a project over a 70-year lifetime
will contract cancer based on the use of standard riskassessment methodology. As Project construction will
occur for only 5.5 years and would be intermittent
within construction phases, actual risk experienced by
workers will be far less than disclosed in the Draft
EIR. (Draft EIR pages 2.1-28 through 2.1-30 and
Table 2.1-13, Appendix 2.1-1 pages 51–54.)
As to the portion of the comment expressing the
commenter’s opinion on Project approval, the City
will include the comment as part of the Final EIR for
review and consideration by the decision makers prior
to a final decision on the Project.
I15-12
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only conducted for “2 hours in the morning and 2
hours in the evening.”
The comment is general in nature and does not cite
any evidence related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR
or its analyses. Given that the comments are general, a
general response is all that is required. (Paulek v.
California Dept. Water Resources (2014) 231
Cal.App.4th 35, 47.) The comment restates
information in the Draft EIR related to traffic counts
for limited segments of area roadways. The commeter
is referred to Table 2.7-1, Existing Traffic Volumes,
for additional volume counts. (See also, Draft EIR,
Appendix 2.7-1 page 12 through 13, Table 3-1, and
Appendix A.) Traffic counts were conducted during
peak hours, primarily in May 2016 when schools were
in session. Average daily traffic volumes were then
estimated based on peak hour counts. (See, Draft EIR,
Appendix 2.7-1 page 12 through 13, Table 3-1, and
Appendix A.) This is standard practice for modeling
existing traffic volumes as it reflects both peak and
daily average traffic volumes.
The comment second cites concerns with access and
emergency access during construction. A traffic control
plan will be required by the City for construction
activities and would to ensure efficient ingress/egress of
vehicles, and to maintain access to the degree possible
to Country Club Lane during construction. (Draft EIR
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pages 2.7-23, 2.7-27 through 2.7-28; Appendix 2.7-1
page 73.) As detailed in the EIR, adequate emergency
access would be maintained during construction (EIR
pages 2.7-22 through 2.7-23):
Existing access to the Project area for
emergency service providers would be
maintained during construction and
operation. Also, it is important to note that
emergency vehicles have the right-of-way
and therefore are able to bypass traffic
when driving to their destination when
responding to a call for emergency
services. Specifically, nonemergency
vehicle drivers are required to pull to the
right side of the road and stop to allow
emergency vehicles to pass, and there is
sufficient space provided to do so. If
required, drivers of emergency vehicles
are trained to travel in opposing through
lanes
to
pass
through
crowded
intersections. Additionally, each village
would have its own primary access routes,
as well as emergency access routes where
needed for public safety. Additionally, it
should be noted that the traffic control
plan required by the City for construction
activities would outline all requirements to
ensure that emergency access is
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maintained at all times and that Project
construction would not impact acceptable
response times. The traffic control plan
would
require
coordination
and
notification
of
emergency
service
providers. Additionally, emergency access
would be provided to all of the villages in
the Project. This would allow emergency
egress for residents in an emergency event
as well as alternative ingress and egress
for
emergency
responders.
These
alternative access routes may also provide
emergency
access
for
existing
development, depending on the type and
location of an emergency event. Thus,
impacts on emergency access would be
considered less than significant.
As to construction traffic, a supplemental traffic
analysis has been prepared and is incorporated in the
Final EIR as Appendix 8-2 to enhance the analysis of
the Draft EIR. As detailed therein, Project
construction traffic will result in less than significant
impacts to roadway capacity and intersection delays
on all studied roadways in the Project area. As the
commenter cites no evidence to the contrary, no
further response can be provided.
I15-13
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Draft EIR’s conclusion impacts on raptor foraging will
be less than significant. Yet, the comment does not
raise any issue related to the adequacy of the Draft
EIR’s analysis of impacts to foraging raptors, and cites
no evidence to support the claim a significant impact
to raptor foraging would occur.
The Draft EIR evaluated impacts to raptors in Section
2.2.2.2.A. Surveys for raptors were conducted, and it
was found the site provides marginal foraging
opportunities for red-tailed hawk (Buteo jamaicensis),
red-shouldered hawk (Buteo lineatus), and great
horned owl (Bubo virginianus) in its current state.
(Draft EIR page 2.2-12 and Appendix 2.2-1 page 15.)
The Draft EIR page 2.2-17 and Draft EIR Appendix
2.2-1 page 24 analyzed impacts to raptors and found
that impacts are expected to be less than significant
because: (1) the site provides “marginal and relatively
low quality foraging opportunities” for raptors; (2)
taller, weedy species at the site make foraging more
difficult; (3) historic golf course uses did not provide
an important foraging resources; (4) the site is
fragmented and urbanized; and (5) expansive areas
nearby, such as Daley Ranch (a 3,058-acre
conservation area) provide better foraging habitat
compared to the site. The project will incorporate open
space elements that will function as foraging habitat
for raptors and other species, including perimeter
green belt areas, trees for perching, and riparian
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corridors. With consideration to the marginal raptor
foraging functions under current conditions and
conservation of some of those functions in the Project
design, impacts to raptor foraging were determined to
be less than significant. The analysis presented in the
Draft EIR thus adequately evaluated the potential
impacts of the proposed Project to raptor foraging, and
determined impacts would be less than significant.
The comment also provides information about the
varieties of bird species that use the site, and generally
implies the Draft EIR’s evaluation of impacts to
nesting birds was inadequate and that birds will not
return to the site as a result of the “lack of trees during
the 5 year or longer construction period.” The
comment is general in nature and does not provide any
evidentiary support for the claim that birds would not
return to the site or that the Draft EIR’s analysis of
impacts to biological resources, including nesting
birds, is inadequate. Given that the comments are
general, a general response is all that is required.
(Paulek v. California Dept. Water Resources (2014)
231 Cal.App.4th 35, 47.)
Nevertheless, the comment’s reference to M-BI-1 as
identifying potential significant impacts to nesting
birds, and mention of bird species, is generally correct
and not at variance with the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR
evaluated impacts to nesting birds at page 2.2-17 and
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determined impacts would be potentially significant
(Impacts BI-1 and BI-CUM-1) because suitable nesting
habitat exists on the Project site and could be removed
during the breeding season (January 15 to September
15). The impact and significance threshold in question
only addresses nesting birds protected under the
Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) and California Fish
and Game Code (CFG Code). This is exclusive to those
birds protected by these policies that could establish a
breeding territory and active nest within a potential
impact area of the Project. Mitigation Measure M-BI-1
would, then ensure that potential significant impacts to
nesting birds are avoided in compliance with the
MBTA and CFG Code.
Mitigation Measure M-BI-1 in the EIR reads:
Nesting Bird and Raptor Avoidance. If
initial grading and vegetation removal
activities (i.e., earthwork, clearing, and
grubbing) must occur during the general
bird breeding season for migratory birds
and raptors (January 15 and September 15),
the Project applicant shall retain a qualified
biologist to perform a preconstruction
survey of potential nesting habitat to
confirm the absence of active nests
belonging to migratory birds and raptors
afforded protection under the Migratory
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Bird Treaty Act and California Fish and
Game Code. The preconstruction survey
shall be performed no more than 7 days
before the start of the activities. If the
qualified biologist determines that no active
migratory bird or raptor nests occur, the
activities shall be allowed to proceed
without any further requirements. If the
qualified biologist determines that an active
migratory bird or raptor nest is present, no
construction activities shall occur until the
young have fledged the nest and the nest is
confirmed to no longer be active, as
determined by the qualified biologist.
The mitigation measure thus specifically addresses
impacts to protected nesting birds during Project
construction. Potential impacts to non-protected birds
that would not establish a breeding territory or active
nest on the site would not constitute a significant
impact and do not require analysis under the
established thresholds.
I15-14
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scrub may be present at the site and indicate presence
of gnatcatcher.
The comment is mistaken in the presumption coastal
sage scrub or gnatcatcher exist on site. Qualified
biologists performed four biological surveys of the site
in 2016 on March 23, November 11, November 12,
and November 13. (Draft EIR page 2.2-2, Appendix
2.2-1 pages 7 through 8.) The surveys included a
general inventory of existing conditions and focused
primarily
on
verifying
existing
vegetation
communities or habitat types, assessing suitability for
sensitive plant and animal species, assessing potential
jurisdictional waters and wetlands, and identifying any
other potential sensitive resources. (Draft EIR page
2.2-2 through 2.2-3.) No coastal sage scrub
community was observed. (See, Draft EIR Appendix
2.2-1 [Appendix A], Draft EIR Section 2.2.1.1 and
Figure 2.2-1.)
As analyzed in Appendix D of Appendix 2.2-1 to the
Draft EIR, the coastal California gnatcatcher
(Polioptila californica californica), a federally
threatened bird species, is not expected to occur due to
lack of suitable habitat on the site. (Draft EIR page
2.2-5, Appendix 2.2-1 [Appendix D, page D-8].)
Furthermore, while a total 36 animal species were
detected on site, including 34 bird species, coastal
California
gnatcatcher
(Polioptila
californica
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californica) was not observed on site. (Draft EIR page
2.2-5, Appendix 2.2-1 [Appendix B].)
Nonetheless, the intent of Mitigation Measure M-BI-I
is for the qualified biologist to survey potential nesting
habitat that occurs within potential impact areas of the
Project. This is standard practice and will include both
direct impact areas on site and potential indirect
impact areas within 500 feet of the site that support
nesting habitat and could be affected by construction
noise and vibration. If the qualified biologist
determines that an active migratory bird or raptor nest
is present, no construction activities shall occur until
the young have fledged the nest and the nest is
confirmed to no longer be active, as determined by the
qualified biologist.
I15-15

The comment expresses concern over mitigation
adopted for impacts to 0.29 acres of wetland/ riparian
sensitive natural community. The comment also states
the opinion the wetland area should not be relocated
and that “there will be no way to reestablish the
wetland/riparian ecosystem once it is destroyed by
grading.”
The City acknowledges the comment and notes it
expresses the opinions of the commenter, and does not
raise an issue related to the adequacy of any specific
section or analysis of the Draft EIR. Contrary to the
comment’s statement, the wetland/riparian habitat on
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the site has evidently been in a decline since irrigation
ceased back four years ago. This is best evidenced by
the 2016 survey findings and a review of aerial
imagery since the irrigation ceased, which very clearly
depicts much drier conditions.
The comment’s statement regarding the features on the
site getting some water from another source beside the
previous golf course irrigation is accurate. In fact,
water entering the site as run-on from adjacent
developed areas and falling onto the site from rainfall
would be conserved; the Project was intentionally
designed to conserve these functions. The water would
be allowed to move through the site in a much more
efficient and natural manner and would achieve
superior conveyance, water quality, and habitat
functions compared to the existing condition.
Regarding the success of mitigation in achieving nonet-loss, the City does not concur with the comment’s
assertion Mitigation Measure M-BI-2 is inadequate.
M-BI-2 would implement certain and enforceable
mitigation to assure no-net-loss of this riparian habitat
in the short- and long- term. (Draft EIR page 2.2-22
through 2.2-23.) Regarding long-term success,
Mitigation Measure M-BI-2 includes requirements for
the preparation and implementation of a Restoration
Plan, which must be reviewed and approved by
responsible agencies and must include at least five
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years of maintenance and monitoring to ensure
success. The specific success criteria to be met during
the five years of maintenance and monitoring is
determined by responsible agencies during regulatory
permitting for the Project; however, the current
standard is to implement a functional equivalency
analysis, such as California Rapid Assessment Method
(CRAM), to ensure that the mitigation site achieves a
superior functions, values, and services compared to
the impact site.
The site will further be subject to long-term
management actions, including active maintenance
and monitoring of the habitat, in perpetuity, to ensure
that superior functions, values, and services are
maintained over time. M-BI-2 specifically requires the
recording of a conservation easement or similar
protective mechanism for the area; long-term
management directives; establishment for a nonwasting endowment maintenance, monitoring, and
management by an approved agency or non-profit; and
installation of permanent fencing and signage. The
City will be responsible for approving these various
mechanisms incorporated in M-BI-2 which will act to
assure impacts to riparian habitat are reduced below a
level of significance and wetland/riparian communities
fully restored. The success of mitigation is thus
foreseeably assured.
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To the extent the comment states riparian habitat
and/or on-site streams should not be relocated, the
Draft EIR Appendix 2.2-1 explains that, “Direct
impacts to many of the on-site channels will be
temporary in nature, as many of them will be widened
and re-established along the same linear path, or
within immediately-adjacent paths, and restored with
native riparian/wetland habitat.” (Draft EIR Appendix
2.2-1, page 21.) The Draft EIR Appendix 2.2-1, page
22, further explains how the Project has been designed
to avoid and minimize impacts to waters and wetlands
on site and to create a linear preserve of riparian and
wetland habitat that is biologically superior to the
existing condition.
The comment also states the California Department of
Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) has notified the City it
requires an LSA (streambed alteration) for the Project.
This is false. The City has received no such notification
or request for an LSA. Nonetheless, as stated in the
Draft EIR, notification to the CDFW for impacts to
jurisdictional streambed and riparian habitat is needed.
(Draft EIR Section 2.2.2.2.C.) If an LSA is required,
the applicant will comply with all regulatory
requirements and mitigation as required by CDFW.
I15-16
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It should first be noted that the unvegetated streambed
does not involve wetland habitat or riparian vegetation,
as asserted by the comment. As discussed at Table 2.22, the unvegetated streambed is comprised of manmade earthen channel, man-made concrete channel, and
man-made basin/pond. Draft EIR pages 2.2-4 through
2.2-5 further describe that these channels/basins
formerly served as irrigation and storm water
conveyance features for the golf course and are either
bare, overgrown with non-native grasses, concrete, or
earthen-lined. (Draft EIR page 2.2-4 through 2.2-5.)
Also, contrary to the comment, many of the pond and
channel features have completely dried out now that
golf course areas are no longer being artificially
irrigated and maintained. (Ibid.)
The comment confuses riparian/wetland sensitive
natural communities with jurisdictional waters and
wetlands. The commenter is directed to the correct
language in Section 2.2.4 of the Draft EIR, which
states that the Project would impact approximately
2.56 acres of wetland and jurisdictional waters for
Impact BI-3. The commenter is also directed to Tables
2.2-3 and 2.2-4 of the Draft EIR, which detail the
mitigation requirements for each resource type
impacted by the Project. Most notably, the Project
would provide for 3:1 establishment/re-establishment
mitigation for the low-quality wetlands being
impacted on the site. Successful implementation of
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this mitigation would provide for three times the
spatial area and substantial increase in wetland
functions on the site compared to the existing
conditions. Accordingly, Mitigation Measure M-BI-2
will ensure the establishment/reestablishment,
enhancement, and replacement of impacted
jurisdictional waters in an amount to satisfy a no-netloss standard.
The comment also expresses the opinion of the
commenter that the streambed should be preserved in
place. As described above, the Project has, in fact,
been designed to preserve the streambed along the
same linear path while enhancing riparian and wetland
habitat to create a preserve that is biologically superior
to the existing condition and which will better treat
and filter pollutant runoff. (Draft EIR Appendix 2.2-1
page 21 through 22.) The Project design thus already
addresses the commenter’s concern.
The comment goes on to cite information concerning
waters of the United States under section 404 of the
Clean Water Act. The comment generally provides
background information and restates information in
the Draft EIR about Section 404 permits. (See, Draft
EIR page 2.2-6.) As detailed in the Draft EIR at page
2.2-14, the man-made drainage features and basins
throughout the site were evaluated and do not qualify
as waters of the United States under the Clean Water
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Act. This is because the features on the site are
geographically isolated with no downstream
connectivity to a navigable waterway due to their
termination within uplands on site or the existing
municipal separate storm sewer system. Also, the
features have been created wholly within uplands, as
evidenced by historical imagery and other maps.
Accordingly, as concluded in the Draft EIR, the
features are geographically isolated and would not
qualify as waters of the United States as regulated by
the Army Corps of Engineers pursuant to Clean Water
Act Section 404. (Draft EIR page 2.2-14 and
Appendix 2.2-1 page 16.)
Lastly, the comment implies M-BI-3 relates to
unvegetated stream beds. This is incorrect. M-BI-3
relates to Mature and Protected Tree Replacement.
The commenter is directed to the Draft EIR pages
2.2-22 through 2.2-23 for the discussion of M-BI-2
and M-BI-3.
I15-17

The comment expresses concerns with Project impacts
to mature trees.
The City notes the comment it expresses the opinions
of the commenter regarding tree loss. The City will
include the comment as part of the Final EIR for
review and consideration by the decision makers prior
to a final decision on the Project.
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As noted at Impact BI-4, the Project would result in
unavoidable impacts to up to 601 mature trees and 18
protected trees. The loss of mature trees received
extensive analysis in the Draft EIR, including with
reference to Section 33-1069 of the City’s municipal
code and the general goals and policies of the
Escondido General Plan. (Draft EIR page 2.2-19, 2.29 through 2.2-10, 2.2-12.) To summarize, the 2016
surveys confirmed the presence of both mature and
protected trees within the site. Of the mature trees, 18
were coast live oak (Quercus agrifolia) trees with
DBH greater than 10 inches, which are further
considered protected trees by the City. No heritage
trees or other protected trees exist on site. The
complete results of the tree surveys are provided in
Appendix 2.2-1.
The determination of whether a tree can be salvaged,
relocated, and preserved on site would be determined
prior to construction and in consultation with the City,
taking into account a tree’s ability to survive without
supplemental irrigation. Nevertheless, in an abundance
of caution the Draft EIR page 2.2-19 states a
potentially significant impact may result to mature and
protected trees, which would conflict with local
policies or ordinances protecting biological resources.
The Draft EIR also concludes the Project may result in
a cumulatively considerable impact from conflicts
with tree preservation policies before mitigation.
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(Draft EIR page 2.2-21.)
To mitigate these impacts below a level of significance,
M-BI-3 will be required. M-BI-3 provides for the
replacement of impacted mature trees at a minimum 1:1
ratio, unless otherwise determined by the City. The
Project applicant shall replace protected trees at a
minimum 2:1 ratio, unless otherwise determined by the
City. The number, size, and species of replacement
trees shall be determined on a case-by-case basis by the
City’s Director of Community Development.
Mitigation Measure M-BI-4 is consistent with the
requirements of the City for mature and protected trees.
No additional mitigation is required.
The comment also states the opinion replacement trees
will provide inadequate mitigation for habitat loss. The
Draft EIR explains the Project site is characterized by
disturbed and developed land associated with the old
Escondido Country Club and golf course, and thus
native and naturalized habitat is largely absent from the
site. The loss of mature trees, 601 of which are nonnative, thus only results in a potentially significant
impact before mitigation from conflicts with the City’s
tree preservation policy, not significant impact from
habitat loss as would adversely impact special status
species. Furthermore, Project landscaping will act to
improve habitat values on-site through the prevention
of non-native, invasive plants; and through active
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management of the open space areas including regular
weed removal to control non-native species. (Draft EIR
Appendix 2.2-1 page 23.)
The comment lastly inquires who will monitor the 5
year restoration plan of Mitigation Measure M-BI-2.
As detailed in Mitigation Measure M-BI-2, the
applicant will not only fund the restoration effort but
will contract with an agency, non-profit organization,
or other entity approved by the City for the perpetual
maintenance, monitoring, and management of the
biological conservation easement area. (Draft EIR
page 2.2-23.) Upon approval of the draft Long-Term
Management Plan, the applicant shall submit the final
Long-Term Management Plan to the City and/or other
responsible agencies of the Project and a contract with
the approved land manager, as well as transfer the
funds for the non-wasting endowment to a non-profit
conservation entity.
I15-18

The comment expresses concerns with GHG impacts,
and states that the Project will not incorporate
adequate solar panels or energy efficiency measures.
Initially, the comment is general in nature and does
not cite any substantial evidence GHG impacts would
be significant or inadequately mitigated. Given that
the comments are general, a general response is all
that is required. (Paulek v. California Dept. Water
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Resources (2014) 231 Cal.App.4th 35, 47.)
The Project’s potentially significant GHG impacts will
be reduced below significance through the
incorporation of Mitigation Measure M-GHG-1. The
commenter is referred to the Draft EIR Section 2.4 and
Appendix 2.4.1. Accordingly, no further mitigation is
required to address this less than significant effect.
(Santa Clarita Organization for Planning the
Environment v. City of Santa Clarita (2011) 197
Cal.App.4th 1042, 1058, Gentry v. City of Murrieta
(1995) 36 Cal.App.4th 1359, 1391, Pub. Res. Code
Sections 21001, 21081, CEQA Guidelines Section
15126.4 (a)(3) [mitigation measures are not required
for less than significant effects].)
As detailed at response to I15-9, PDF-AQ-2 will be
incorporated as a project design feature and requires the
Project “[e]xceed 2016 Title 24 building energy
efficiency standards by 15%. Additionally, the Project
will include electricity saving features, such as an
increase in energy efficiency above the 2016 Title 24
standards and solar photovoltaic systems that satisfy
70% of the electricity demand for residential buildings
and 50% of the electricity demand for the Village
Center.” (Draft EIR Table 2.4-5, Emission Reduction
Strategies.) The applicant has thus committed to
incorporating energy saving features into the Project
including solar photovoltaic systems. This measure will
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be fully enforceable through inclusion in the Mitigation
Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP).
To the extent the comment cites general background
information and does not raise an environmental issue
within the meaning of CEQA, the City will include the
comment as part of the Final EIR for review and
consideration by the decision makers prior to a final
decision on the Project.
I15-19

The comment states the Project will allegedly
substantially increase GHG emissions in ten discrete
ways, including: (1) required electricity production;
(2) transportation; (3) raw construction materials; (4)
reduction in open space; (5) increased solid waste and
wastewater; (6) electricity for water pumps; (7)
construction-related emissions; (8) consumption of
natural gas and gasoline for automobiles and
construction equipment; (9) ongoing maintenance and
operation of the development; and (10) unavoidable
impacts to 601 mature trees and 18 protected trees.
As to emissions associated with energy production, the
industry standard emissions quantification model used
in this Draft EIR [the California Emissions Estimator
Model (CalEEMod)] states, in Appendix A (page 30)
of its user manual:
Criteria pollutants and GHGs are also
emitted during the generation of electricity
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at fossil fuel power plants. When
electricity is used in buildings, the
electricity generation typically takes place
offsite power plants, the majority of which
burn fossil fuels. Because power plants are
existing stationary sources permitted by air
districts and/or the USEPA, criteria
pollutant
emissions
are
generally
associated with the power plants
themselves, and not individual buildings
or electricity users. Additionally, criteria
pollutant emissions from power plants are
subject to local, state, and federal control
measures, which can be considered to be
the maximum feasible level of mitigation
for stack emissions. In contrast, GHG
emissions from power plants are not
subject to stationary source permitting
requirements to the same degree as criteria
pollutants. Likewise, it is difficult to
mitigate GHG emissions emitted at power
plants using exhaust after treatment
control technologies. The most effective
way to control GHGs from power plants is
to reduce electricity demand. As such,
GHGs emitted by power plants may be
indirectly attributed to individual buildings
and electricity users, who have the greatest
ability to decrease usage by applying
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mitigation
measures
to
individual
electricity “end uses.” The program
therefore calculates GHG emissions (but
not criteria pollutant emissions) from
regional power plants associated with
building electricity use.
Consistent with the direction provided in the
CalEEMod user manual, the emissions associated with
electrical generation facilities are quantified and
accounted for when such facilities go through CEQA
and air district permitting processes. Likewise,
CalEEMod quantifies the indirect emissions, such as
GHG emissions from energy use, solid waste disposal,
vegetation planting and/or removal, and water use;
cited by the commenter. Therefore, quantifying
emissions from indirect and downstream electricity
demand; as stated by the comment at numbers 1
through 3, 5 through 6, and 9; in a land use
development project subject to CEQA would
constitute double counting.
As relevant background, CalEEMod is a statewide
land use emissions computer model designed to
provide a uniform platform for government agencies,
land use planners, and environmental professionals to
quantify potential criteria pollutant and GHG
emissions associated with both construction and
operations from a variety of land use development
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projects. The model quantifies direct emissions from
construction and operational activities (including
vehicle use), as well as indirect emissions, such as
GHG emissions from energy use, solid waste disposal,
vegetation planting and/or removal, and water use.
Further, the model identifies mitigation measures to
reduce criteria pollutant and GHG emissions along
with calculating the benefits achieved from measures
chosen by the user.
The model was developed for the California Air
Pollution Officers Association (CAPCOA) in
collaboration with numerous expert consultants and
California Air Districts, including the South Coast Air
Quality Management District, the Bay Area Air
Quality Management District, Placer County Air
Pollution Control District, Sacramento Metropolitan
Air Quality Management District, the San Joaquin
Valley Air Pollution Control District, the San Luis
Obispo Air Pollution Control District, and the Santa
Barbara County Air Pollution Control District. Default
data (e.g., emission factors, trip lengths, meteorology,
source inventory, etc.) have been provided by the
various California Air Districts to account for local
requirements and conditions. The model is
periodically updated when modifications are
warranted. (The DEIR utilizes the most current
version of CalEEMod – Version 2016.3.1.)
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The model is broadly accepted by lead agencies and
technical experts as a comprehensive tool for
quantifying air quality impacts from land use projects
located throughout California. The model can be used
for a variety of situations where an air quality analysis
is necessary or desirable, such as preparing CEQA or
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
documents, conducting pre-project planning, and,
verifying compliance with local air quality rules and
regulations, etc.
As to impacts from mobile sources/ vehicular traffic
(numbers 7 and 8 in the comment), the GHG analysis
included GHG emissions from mobile sources during
construction and operation. (See, Draft EIR Appendix
2.4.1 page 45 through 53.)
As to impacts from the reduction of open space and
impacts to mature trees, 44 percent of the site (48
acres) will be retained in open space. In addition, MBI-3 provides for the replacement of impacted mature
trees at a minimum 1:1 ratio, unless otherwise
determined by the City. The Project applicant shall
replace protected trees at a minimum 2:1 ratio, unless
otherwise determined by the City. The number, size,
and species of replacement trees shall be determined
on a case-by-case basis by the City’s Director of
Community Development. Mitigation Measure M-BI4 is consistent with the requirements of the City for
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mature and protected trees. No additional mitigation is
required. In fact, the landscaping plan shows the
Project plans to incorporate a total 1,451 trees. The
Project will thus not substantially reduce the GHG
absorption potential of the site.
Lastly, GHG impacts from the Project will be further
mitigated to a level less than significant individually
and cumulatively through the incorporation of
Mitigation Measure M-GHG-1, which requires the
applicant or its designee to purchase and retire GHG
offsets to reduce the Project’s GHG emissions level
to 3.15 metric tons carbon dioxide equivalent (MT
CO2E) per service population per year, consistent
with performance standards and requirements. (Draft
EIR page 2.4-40 through 2.4-41.) Project GHG
emissions will thus be less than significant and
ensure the Project is consistent with statewide GHG
emission reduction goals.
I15-20

The comment states the spreading of chicken manure
of the golf course should be considered when
discussing hazardous materials.
Initially, the comment is incorrect in presuming manure
has not been considered in the Draft EIR’s evaluation
of hazard impacts. The Draft EIR states that:
Land uses in the Project area that may
handle or have handled or have generated
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hazardous
wastes
include
former
agricultural uses…[which] could have a
potential risk of site contamination from
historical use of herbicides, pesticides, and
fertilizer uses. It should be noted that any
required cleanup would have been
completed in order to allow the residential
development that currently occupies the
surrounding area. During the preparation
of the Phase I ESA, no evidence of
hazardous material release(s) onto the
Project site was found.
In any event, while no evidence of hazardous material
release onto the Project site was found, the Draft EIR
incorporates Mitigation Measure M-HZ-4 to ensure
that, if cleanup is necessary, it is accomplished in
accordance with all applicable federal, state, and local
laws occur prior to development. Specifically, M-HZ4 requires:
Prior to excavation and other earth-moving
or
soil
disturbance
activities,
representative soil samples shall be
collected from areas subject to historical
agricultural use, submitted to a State of
California-certified
laboratory,
and
analyzed for the following potential
contaminants of concern, as follows:

October 2017
The Villages – Escondido Country Club Final EIR

9993
RTC-I15-49

Response to Comments


Organochlorine Pesticides using
U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency(EPA) Method No. 8081A



Arsenic using EPA Method No. 6010



CAM-17 Metals, including lead,
using
EPA
Method
Nos.
6000/7000 series

Any soil identified as contaminated shall
be remediated in accordance with all
applicable federal, state, and local laws to
the satisfaction of the City of Escondido
Fire Department, the County of San Diego
Department of Environmental Health, or
other applicable agency. No excavation or
other earthmoving or soil-disturbance
activities shall commence until written
regulatory concurrence is obtained that no
further action is required with respect to
the historical agricultural use of the
Project site.
While the City is sensitive to the commenter’s
concern, the comment does not cite any substantial
evidence 5 tons of chicken manure fertilizer
(approximately 1–2 cubic yards of material) dumped
on the site in 2014 would result in any hazard impacts
presently, let alone significant hazard impacts after the
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incorporation of this mitigation measure.
I15-21

The comment expresses concerns with soil testing on
site and states that soil sampling should be done prior
to the issuance of permits for ground disturbance or
construction.
In fact, Mitigation Measure M-HZ-4 requires soil
testing and any needed remediation occur prior to soil
moving activities on site. Specifically, testing must be
completed “[p]rior to excavation and other earthmoving or soil disturbance activities,” and, “[n]o
excavation or other earthmoving or soil-disturbance
activities shall commence until written regulatory
concurrence is obtained that no further action is
required with respect to the historical agricultural use
of the Project site.” Compliance with this mitigation,
including regulatory concurrence the no further action
is required, will ensure no hazard impacts result from
ground disturbance.
See response to I15-20.

I15-22

This comment expresses concerns with the Phase 1 ESA
and water quality impacts from soil contamination.
The comment is general in nature and does not cite
any substantial evidence hazardous materials would be
released on site. Given that the comments are general,
a general response is all that is required. (Paulek v.
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California Dept. Water Resources (2014) 231
Cal.App.4th 35, 47.) Nonetheless, see responses to
I15-20 and I15-21.
Regarding water quality, the Draft EIR Section 3.1.4
included extensive analysis of potential water quality
impacts. The comment does not raise any specific
issue regarding that analysis and does not cite any
substantial evidence of water quality impacts.
Therefore, no more specific response can be provided
or is required.
Lastly, the comment also raises concerns that property
reconnaissance showed three cell towers on site but
allegedly no towers exist. The comment does not raise
an issue concerning the adequacy of the Draft EIR;
however, it is noted that the commenter is correct no
cell towers exist on site.
I15-23

The comment expresses concern the Draft EIR, or
specifically the Updated Geotechnical Report prepared
by Geocon, evaluated groundwater direction and depth
reliant on groundwater data from a Unocal Station 1.2
miles away on higher ground. The commenter requests
Geocon, the preparer of the Updated Geotechnical
Report at Draft EIR Appendix 3.1.3, conduct a sitespecific hydrogeology analysis.
The comment is generally incorrect. Reference to the
Unocal Station is only made in the Phase 1 ESA
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prepared by Stantec, located in the Draft EIR at
Appendix 2.5.1, page 4.1 through 4.2. The purpose of
the Phase 1 ESA was to identify adverse
environmental conditions including recognized
environmental conditions (“RECs”) of the Property.
(Draft EIR Appendix 2.5.1, page 2.1.) For this
purpose, the Unocal Station’s groundwater
information was used to provide a general summary of
the physical setting of the property and its
hydrogeology. (Draft EIR Appendix 2.5.1, page 2.1
and pages 4.1 through 4.2.)
The Phase 1 ESA was not relied on by Geocon in
preparing the Updated Geotechnical Report for the
purpose of compiling existing subsurface information
on a revised grading plan and providing geotechnical
recommendations for developing the property. Geocon
instead relied on previous field work consisting of
drilling 14 hollow-stem auger borings, 49 exploratory
trenches, and 8 seismic traverses and its previous
reports
entitled
Preliminary
Geotechnical
Investigation, The Lakes, Escondido, California, dated
July 3, 2013 and Update Geotechnical Report, The
Lakes Escondido, Escondido, California, dated May
26, 2015. The recommendations in the Updated
Geotechnical Report were then based on analysis of
the data and observations performed during Geocon’s
previous studies, laboratory information and Geocon’s
experience with similar soil and geologic conditions.
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(Draft EIR, Appendix 3.1.3, Updated Geotechnical
Report, page 1.)
Concerning groundwater specifically, the Updated
Geotechnical Report page 5 explains that
“groundwater and/or seepage were encountered within
several of the exploratory trenches and borings
performed during the field investigation.” The
recommendations in the Geotechnical Repot
specifically include measures to address groundwater
and wet/saturated soil conditions encountered at the
site. For example, recommendation 7.1.7 states that,
“Due to shallow depth of groundwater/seepage
encountered within the low lying alluvial drainages,
possible dewatering and/or top loading may be
required to remove the unsuitable surficial deposits
within these areas.” (Appendix 3.1.3, Updated
Geotechnical Report, page 10.) As another example,
recommendation 7.2.1 provides for subdrains in the
event localized or perched groundwater conditions are
encountered during grading. (Appendix 3.1.3, Updated
Geotechnical Report, page 11.)
The comment isolates and reads a segment of the
Storm Water Management recommendations out of
context. As noted in the Storm Water Management
Recommendations if low-impact development (LID)
integrated management practices (IMPs) are
considered, Geocon recommends review of the design
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to reduce impacts offsite to ensure proper
construction. (Appendix 3.1.3, pages 23-24
[Recommendation 7.10.1].) The quote cited in the
comment states that if the LID IMPs are considered
but not properly constructed, distress to properties
“hydrologically down gradient or adjacent” to these
devices may result. (Appendix 3.1.3, page 23
[Recommendation
7.10.2].)
However,
Recommendation 7.10.3 then provides the methods
which will be used to manage any potential adverse
effects from new or existing improvements due to
storm water infiltration and ensure such effects will be
less than significant. These methods have been
incorporated in the Project’s design. See, Figure 3.1.41, Proposed Site Drainage, noting that, “per the
project’s Geotechnical Report, the depth of
groundwater varied from a depth of 4.5 feet to 24 feet”
such that, “infiltration BMPs are not being
recommended” and instead “modular wetland systems
are being proposed to provide stormwater treatment.
Accordingly, through proper design of storm water
management systems, impacts on and off site will be
less than significant.
In sum, the comment is incorrect in asserting Geocon
failed to evaluate groundwater impacts at the site. The
comment is also incorrect in asserting Geocon has not
addressed subsurface hydrologic and geologic
conditions at the site through geotechnical
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recommendations for developing the property. For
these reasons, the City also does not concur with the
comment’s assertion that the property or off-site
properties may be subject to impacts from subsurface
groundwater. The comment cites no substantial
evidence which contradicts the conclusions of Geocon
in its Updated Geotechnical Report based on the
performed exploratory trenches, borings, and field
investigation, and conclusions based on this factual
data. No further response is required or necessary.
I15-24

The comment expresses concern the Benton Burn
Dump site may result in hazards to the Project site and
water quality.
The City does not concur. Initially, the comment restates
information addressed in detail in the Draft EIR.
Specifically, page 2.5-4 of the Draft EIR discloses:
It was found that the Benton Burn Dump
at the end of Still Water Glen in
Escondido, California, is listed in the
ENVIROSTOR and SWF databases. This
site is 845 feet north northwest of the site,
and was found to not create a [Recognized
Environmental Condition] REC for the
Project site. This facility is reported as
having waste that potentially contains
dioxins and lead. The facility had a
preliminary assessment with sampling
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approved by the Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) and no further action has
been required. Given the distance from the
Project site, this facility is considered
unlikely to represent an environmental
concern to the Project site.
The existence, location, and additional details
concerning the Benton Burn Dump are also disclosed
in the Draft EIR, Appendix 2.5.1, Phase 1
Environmental Site Assessment at page 4.3 and its
Appendix B, pages 2, 8, 9, 29–31.
The City undertook remediation of the Benton Burn/
Dump Site and, in 2013, capped the site to seal any
potential lead and other waste at the site, including during
flood events. (See, Remedial Action Plan, Benton Burn
Site,
October
5,
2009,
available
at
<https://www.escondido.org/ Data/Sites/1/media/PDFs/
Planning/Benton/RemedialActionPlan.pdf>,
accessed
August 31, 2017; “Burn dump capping ends tumultuous
saga for Escondido neighborhood,” January 12, 2013,
<http://www.sandiegouniontribune.com/ sdut-escondidoburn-dump-cleanup--2013jan12-story.html > accessed
August 31, 2017.) The commenter acknowledges
containment action has occurred on the burn site, and
notes that long-term-monitoring and maintenance is
“expected to continue and be provided by the Waste Local
Enforcement Agency.”
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An EIR need not study impacts which are speculative
or not reasonably foreseeable. (See CEQA Guidelines
Sections 15064(d)(3) and 15145.) The commenter’s
expressed concern that the City will not comply with
legally
mandated
and
planned
monitoring,
maintenance, and oversight; and that such noncompliance will cause hazard impacts at the Project
site or downstream, calls for undue speculation.
Moreover, the City may correctly presume that it will
continue to comply with legal mandates.
Moreover, CEQA requires an EIR evaluate impacts of
the Project on the environment, not “the effects of
existing environmental conditions on a proposed
project's future users or residents.” (California Building
Industry Assn. v. Bay Area Air Quality Management
District (2015) 62 Cal.4th 369, 392.) To the extent the
comment contends the Benton Burn Dump may impact
the Project or its future users or residents, such
evaluation is beyond the scope of this EIR.
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of the Clean Water Act contained in the Draft EIR and
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asks why Section 404 is not applicable to the Project.
As detailed in the Draft EIR at page 2.2-6, the Clean
Water Act applies to “waters of the United States”
which includes: (1) all navigable waters (including all
waters subject to the ebb and flow of tides); (2) all
interstate waters and wetlands; (3) all other waters,
such as intrastate lakes, rivers, streams (including
intermittent streams), mudflats, sand flats, wetlands,
sloughs, or natural ponds; (4) all impoundments of
waters mentioned above; (5) all tributaries to waters
mentioned above; (6) the territorial seas; and (7) all
wetlands adjacent to waters mentioned above.
The man-made drainage features and basins
throughout the site were evaluated to determine
whether the features qualify as waters of the United
States. Based on information reviewed, the features on
the site are geographically isolated with no
downstream connectivity to a navigable waterway due
to their termination within uplands on site or the
existing municipal separate storm sewer system. Also,
the features have been created wholly within uplands,
as evidenced by historical imagery and other maps.
Accordingly, as concluded in the Draft EIR the
features are geographically isolated and would not
qualify as waters of the United States as regulated by
the Army Corps of Engineers pursuant to Clean Water
Act Section 404. (Draft EIR page 2.2-14 and
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Appendix 2.2-1 page 16.)
To the extent the comment restates information in the
Draft EIR about Section 404 permits, Draft EIR page
2.2-6, or provides background information, the comment
does not raise an issue related to the adequacy of any
specific section or analysis of the Draft EIR. The City
will include the comment as part of the Final EIR for
review and consideration by the decision makers prior to
a final decision on the project.
I15-27

The comment states the commenter disagrees with the
Draft EIR’s finding the Project will result in less than
significant impacts to wildfires.
The City has considered the comment and does not
concur. First, the Draft EIR correctly states, “Pursuant
to the City’s Wildland–Urban Interface Fire Severity
Zones, the Project site is not mapped in the high or
very high fire severity zone.” (Draft EIR page 2.5-5.)
The commenter is referred to the Escondido Municipal
Code Section 11-21, “Wildland- Urban Interface Fire
Severity Zones.”
Second, while the comment states the Project is
located in a high fire hazard zone according the City’s
2012 General Plan, this comment restates information
contained in the Draft EIR and considered by the City
in reaching its conclusions. Specifically, as stated at
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page 2.5-25:
[T]he Project site is located within a high
fire hazard zone according to the City’s
General Plan (City of Escondido 2012,
Figure VI- 6). However, the Project site is
not adjacent to wildlands, has been
previously developed, and is located in an
area surrounded by residential uses.
Compliance with all applicable existing
laws, regulations, and policies would
reduce impacts associated with wildland
fires. The Project would be required to pay
a development impact fee per dwelling
unit, which would ensure fire response
times are adequately met throughout the
City, refer to Section 3.1.7, Public
Services, for further information on
development impact fees. Additionally,
the Project would incorporate site design,
maintenance practices, and fire resistant
landscaping to protect properties and
reduce risks, consistent with General Plan
Policy 2.14. Therefore, impacts would be
less than significant.
In sum, while the commenter is correct the Project site
is located in a high fire hazard zone under the General
Plan, impacts were deemed less than significant as the
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Project is not adjacent to wildlands and will be subject
to existing regulations which will reduce fire risk.
Third, the commenter is incorrect most of the property is
located in a “very high” fire hazard zone based on the
City’s General Plan, Wildfire Risk, Figure VI-6 map.
The comment also expresses concern with wildfires
during construction. In addition to compliance with all
applicable existing laws, regulations, and policies
which would reduce impacts associated with wildland
fires, Table 2.1-7 notes that during construction, the
Project will be required to comply with SDAPCD
Rule 55: Fugitive Dust, which mandates, “The
applicant would perform dust suppression during the
grading and surface improvement phases using
application of water three times per day.” Site
watering will not only act to control fugitive dust and
particulate matter during construction activities, but
will alleviate the dry vegetation conditions noted by
the comment. Furthermore, grading will clear and
remove from the site much of the dry vegetation noted
by the comment, ameliorating the current dry
condition of the site. Following construction, the site
will be landscaped and irrigated with recycled water.
For each of these reasons, impacts to wildland fires
will be less than significant.
I15-28
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review and approval of “the waste discharge
mediation” is mandatory given “the significant impact
of water quality downstream.”
The comment is incorrect. The Draft EIR Section
3.1.4.2.2 evaluated Project impacts to water quality
and determined impacts will be less than significant
during both construction and operation.
During construction, under the National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit
program, to reduce the occurrence of pollutants in
surface water best management practices (BMPs) are
mandated for construction sites greater than 1 acre
through preparation of Stormwater Pollution
Prevention Plans (SWPPP). SWPPPs are submitted to
the RWQCB prior to ground-disturbing activities and
set forth the measures that will be employed during
construction to avoid runoff into surface waters. This
is a regulatory requirement, not mitigation required
due to potential Project impacts. With implementation
of a SWPPP and compliance with water quality
requirements, construction runoff from the site that
will not significantly adversely affect surface waters.
(Draft EIR pages 3.1.4-11 through 3.1.4-12)
The comment also states a Section 404 permit “may
also be mandatory for this development project.” The
City does not concur. As detailed in response to I1526, the Draft EIR at page 2.2-14 evaluated the manOctober 2017
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made drainage features and basins throughout the site
and determined these features do not qualify as waters
of the United States under the Clean Water Act.
Accordingly, no Section 404 permit is required. (Draft
EIR page 2.2-14 and Appendix 2.2-1 page 16.)
To the extent the comment provides background
information and restates information in the Draft EIR
about Section 404 permits, the comment does not raise
an issue related to the adequacy of any specific section
or analysis of the Draft EIR.
I15-29

This comment first expresses concern about the Draft
EIR’s evaluation of water quality impacts to
downstream waterways including San Marcos Creek
and related Carlsbad Watershed cities.
The Draft EIR Section 3.1.4.1 describes the Project
site as located with the San Marcos Creek watershed
which is a part of the larger Carlsbad Watershed. The
Project site encompasses part of a natural drainage
which is tributary to San Marcos Creek. (Ibid.) San
Marcos Creek was included on the 2012 Clean Water
Act, Section 303(d) List of Water Quality Limited
Segments, due to the presence of DDE, phosphorus,
sediment toxicity, and selenium.
As detailed in the Draft EIR, the Project design and
compliance with regulatory requirements will ensure
no significant impacts will result to downstream water
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quality. During construction, under the National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
permit program, to reduce the occurrence of pollutants
in surface water BMPs are mandated for construction
sites greater than 1 acre through preparation of a
SWPPP. BMPs would ensure substantial pollutant
concentrations would not be discharged from the
Project site. (See response to I15-28.) Project
temporary construction BMPs would typically include
the following: street sweeping, waste disposal, vehicle
and equipment maintenance, concrete washout area,
materials storage, minimization of hazardous
materials, and proper handling and storage of
hazardous materials. Typical erosion and sediment
control BMPs include silt fences, fiber rolls, gravel
bags, temporary desilting basins, velocity check dams,
temporary ditches or swales, stormwater inlet
protection, and soil stabilization measures.
Implementation of these state-mandated measures
would ensure that short-term impacts from
construction-related activities would not violate any
water quality standards and would not violate any
waste discharge requirements. (Draft EIR pages 3.1.411 through 3.1.4-12)
During operations, the Project would include removal
of existing concrete drainage channels that currently
convey runoff through the Project site. The Project
would collect stormwater in treatment basins where it
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would flow through a biofiltration treatment system to
remove pollutants. (see Figure 3.1.4-1, Proposed Site
Drainage.) A Priority Development Project
Stormwater Quality Management Plan (SWQMP) has
been developed for the Project to identify a
preliminary list of BMPs, which would be
implemented as PDFs, to minimize disturbance,
protect slopes, reduce erosion, and limit or prevent
various pollutants from entering surface water runoff
(Appendix 3.1.4-2). In addition, the Project includes
the PDF-HY-1 through PDF-HY-4 to avoid significant
water quality impacts. PDFs are included in the
SWQMP, detailed at Appendix 3.1.4-2. Based on the
Project design and applicable requirements, and in
particular with the inclusion of the proposed
biofiltration detention basins, vegetated channels, and
other LID strategies, operational water quality impacts
would be less than significant.
The comment also expresses concerns with the soil
analysis for pollutants and their potential to enter
drainages. Mitigation Measure M-HZ-4 will require
soil testing and any needed remediation occur prior to
earth-moving or grading on site, confirming no
significant effects will result. Specifically the Draft
EIR states, at page 2.5-28:
Prior to excavation and other earth-moving or soil
disturbance activities, representative soil samples shall
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be collected from areas subject to historical
agricultural use, submitted to a State of Californiacertified laboratory, and analyzed for the following
potential contaminants of concern, as follows:


Organochlorine Pesticides using
U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) Method No. 8081A



Arsenic using EPA Method No. 6010



CAM-17 Metals, including lead,
using
EPA
Method
Nos.
6000/7000 series

Any soil identified as contaminated shall
be remediated in accordance with all
applicable federal, state, and local laws to
the satisfaction of the City of Escondido
Fire Department, the County of San Diego
Department of Environmental Health, or
other applicable agency. No excavation or
other earthmoving or soil-disturbance
activities shall commence until written
regulatory concurrence is obtained that no
further action is required with respect to
the historical agricultural use of the
Project site.
Hence, if remediation is required, it will be conducted
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in accordance with all applicable laws, including those
concerning water quality, prior to site disturbance.
I15-30

The comment states that Caltrans submitted a letter
stating the EIR should consider SR-78 in its scope
because the “Project will add 50 to 100 peak hour trips.”
The Caltrans NOP letter referenced by the commenter
was issued prior to the completion of the traffic report.
As such, Caltrans was not aware of the Project’s exact
trip generation, or the distribution of traffic through
the study area at that time.
Caltrans is a signatory of the “SANTEC/ITE
Guidelines for Traffic Impacts Studies [TIS] in the
San Diego Region,” which provides direction on
determining study area for projects within District 11,
the State Department of Transportation District within
which the Project lies. The traffic study utilizes the
SANTEC/ITE Guidelines for Traffic Impact Studies
utilized by Caltrans District 11 in the San Diego
Region to determine which State facilities should be
included in the study area. ( EIR page 2.7-14.) These
Guidelines state that
“The geographic area examined in a
[Traffic Impact Study] TIS must include
the following: All local roadway segments
(including all State surface routes),
intersections, and mainline freeway
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locations where the proposed project will
add 50 or more peak-hour trips in either
direction to the existing roadway traffic,
and; All freeway entrance and exit ramps
where the proposed project will add a
significant number of peak-hour trips to
cause any traffic queues to exceed ramp
storage
capacities
(see
Figure
1.)”(Citation).
Figure 7–3 of the Transportation Impact Analysis, EIR
Appendix 2.7-1, shows the total Project-related traffic
volumes, including the intersections at El Norte
Parkway to/from the I-15 mainline. This figure shows
that, for intersection numbers 13 and 14 (the
southbound and northbound ramp intersections at I-15
and El Norte Parkway, respectively), the maximum
contribution of project traffic is 44 AM peak hour trips
to the I-15 southbound mainline and on-ramp; and 60
PM peak hour trips to I-15 northbound mainline and
off-ramp. The 60 PM peak hour trips generated by the
Project exceed the 50-or-more peak-hour trip
threshold for inclusion in the scope of the TIA. The
TIA therefore evaluates the Project’s impacts to the I15 northbound mainline from SR-78 to I-15, and to the
intersections and ramp facilities from I-15 northbound.
The 44 AM peak hour southbound trips do not exceed
the threshold for inclusion in the TIA. However, the
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TIA explains that while
“the maximum peak hour contribution to
the I-15 southbound mainline segment is
44 trips during the AM peak hour,” which
“is less than the 50 peak hour trip
threshold to require analysis of a freeway
mainline, based on the published, regional
SANTEC/ITE Guidelines for the Traffic
Impacts Studies [TIS] in the San Diego
Region”(Citation at page 11).
The mainline segment was nevertheless included to
provide a “conservative analysis.” In other words, by
including the I-15 southbound segment to SR-78, and
associated ramps and intersections, the TIA provides a
more inclusive analysis than generally is required by
Caltrans District 11 for the San Diego Region.
As to other Caltrans facilities in the area including SR78 mainline segments, and mainline segments, ramps,
and intersections, a greater distance away from the
Project than the El Norte Parkway interchange, the
Project would add even less trips to these facilities
than the 44 and 60 peak hour trips added at El Norte
Parkway. For example, the next I-15 freeway segment
south of El Norte Parkway would be south of the I15/SR-78 junction, approximately 1.4 miles south of
El Norte Parkway. Project southbound traffic
generally would be split between I-15 and SR-78, and
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therefore it is reasonable to conclude that the Project
would add less than 50 peak hour trips (i.e., would add
approximately 20-30 trips) to either segment (I-15
south of SR-78, or SR-78 east or west of I-15) or ramp
facilities. Consequently, based on the SANTEC/ITE
Guidelines, analyses of facilities beyond the El Norte
Parkway vicinity are not warranted due to the limited
amount of traffic that would be added to these
facilities as a result of the Project.
In addition, the City notes that, in their comment letter
dated July 18, 2017, Caltrans District 11 raised no
concerns with regard to the scope of the traffic study
area selected for the TIA’s analysis.
Nonetheless, in response to the comment and others,
the City has prepared a supplemental freeway traffic
analysis which evaluates Project impacts to additional
freeway mainline segments, including I-15 south of
SR-78, and SR-78 from I-15 to Twin Oaks Valley
Road. This supplemental analysis demonstrates that
the Project would not result in any new significant
impacts to freeway mainline operations at these
segments. The supplemental analysis has been
incorporated in the Final EIR as Appendix 8.0-2.
This supplemental freeway traffic analysis does not
add significant new information to the EIR as no new
or more severe substantial adverse environmental
effects have been identified by the analysis. (CEQA
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Guidelines § 15088.5.) Accordingly, based on the
standards set forth in CEQA Guidelines Section
15088.5, it is not necessary to recirculate the EIR with
this information incorporated because the EIR was
adequate and no new significant impacts or substantial
increases in the severity of significant Project impacts
have been identified.
I15-31

The comment states the EIR fails to address North
County Transit District’s recommendations.
In response to the NCTD comments, the Project will
include improvements to Country Club Lane pursuant
to the standards described in the NCTD comments.
See, Response to NCTD-1 through NCTD-3.

I15-32

The comment expresses concerns with bike lane
improvements and the width of area roadways.
As a point of clarification, the comment is incorrect in
claiming that street widths are narrower than normal
on Country Club Lane where the Class II Bike Lanes
will be added. The existing lanes of travel on Country
Club Lane are, to the contrary, exceptionally wide.
While a typical travel lane is 10-12 feet wide; the
existing lane widths on Country Club Lane vary from
13-20 feet (west of Nutmeg Street) to 30 feet wide
(west of Gary Lane). The reconfiguration of Country
Club Lane to include buffered bike lanes will be
accommodated within the existing curb-to-curb width,
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and will provide for minimum 10-foot travel lanes and
minimum 5-foot bike lanes with minimum 3-foot
buffers. The commenter is referred to EIR Figures 2.71a and 2.7-1b for depictions of the Specific Alignment
Plan, including these wider than normal street widths.
The comment also implies the Project will require
approval from other agencies from new Class II Bike
Lane improvements. To clarify, new Class II bike lane
improvements will be constructed within the City’s
jurisdiction to Country Club Lane as depicted by the
Specific Alignment Plan. ( EIR page 1-10 through 111; EIR Appendix 2.7-2, page 2.) The new Class II
Bike Lanes will extend from El Norte Parkway to
Nutmeg Street. While the Project will retain existing
bike lanes where they currently exist within
neighboring jurisdictions, new Class II bike lanes will
not be constructed in these areas. (See EIR, Appendix
2.7-1 pages 11 through 12.)
The comment further expresses concern with on-street
parking following the addition of bike lanes to
Country Club Lane. The Specific Alignment Plan was
generally designed to maintain existing on-street
parking for residents with properties fronting along
Country Club Lane. (See, EIR Figures 2.7-1a and 2.71b.) While some removal of on-street parking is
planned—for example at the east end of Country Club
Lane near Nutmeg Street— it is planned for areas
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where there is no fronting property and, accordingly,
on-street parking it is not utilized under current
conditions. (Ibid.)
Lastly, the comment asserts bike lane widths will be
insufficient. As discussed above, the proposed Class II
buffered bike lanes on Country Club Lane will provide
approximately 8 feet of total width, comprised of a 5foot lane plus a 3-foot buffer. (See, EIR Figures 2.7-1a
and 2.7-1b.) This is more than sufficient to allow for
legal overtaking of cyclists in buffered bike lanes by
motorists in the travel lanes without violating the “3foot law” cited in the comment. This is also well above
the 4 to 6 feet in width requested by the comment.
I15-33

The comment states potential traffic impacts would
result from the proposed removal of a left turn lane at
Intersection #8 (El Norte Parkway and Woodland
Parkway) and the addition of a through lane to Borden
Road pursuant to mitigation measures M-TR-1.
The City has modeled traffic impacts with and without
this mitigation and, on that basis, does not concur with
the comment. The existing condition for the
westbound (WB) approach at this intersection includes
two lefts, one through, a striped out lane (presumably
to become a through at a future date), and a right-turn
lane. The mitigation and accompanying analysis
conservatively assume a single left-turn lane postmitigation, together with two through lanes and one
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right turn lane. ( EIR page 2.7-31 through 2.7-36.) The
analysis and modeling of comprehensive “existing +
cumulative + project” conditions with this
conservative assumption (i.e., with only one left-turn
lane) showed improved LOS over the pre-project
condition for both the overall intersection LOS (shown
in the study) and also for the WB approach on its own.
( EIR, Table 2.7-14.) As such, the EIR demonstrates
that the mitigation proposed with a single WB left-turn
lane would improve the overall intersection
operations. (Id.)
Nevertheless, the removal of one of the existing dual
WB left-turn lanes is not necessary to incorporate the
second WB through lane required for Project
mitigation. There is, in fact, adequate right-of-way to
complete this improvement while retaining existing
dual WB left-turn lanes. The City will coordinate with
the City of San Marcos on the best design prior to
improvements being made by the developer, and may
ultimately determine to retain two left turn lanes.
However, at this time, the City of San Marcos has
reviewed the EIR, including the proposed mitigation
and did not raise any concerns with this mitigation
measure.
In addition, the comment generally asserts traffic
flow will stop when through lanes combine into a
single lane after Amber Drive due to addition traffic
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from Emerald Heights. Please note that, in response
to comments from the City of San Marcos, the
second WB through lane will be dropped prior to
Amber Drive, in the vicinity of La Cienega Road.
The through lanes will thus combine prior to the
addition of traffic from Emerald Heights. The
Project’s mitigation has been revised accordingly in
the Final EIR.
I15-34

First, the comment states mitigation measure M-TR-2
will remove the existing median strip eastbound. As a
point of clarification, as stated at M-TR-2, while the
median will be removed, it will then be reconstructed
to accommodate a second eastbound left-turn lane.
The median will thus be retained at this intersection.
Second, the comment suggests the City reconsider the
existing convenience center at the corner of Country
Club Lane and El Norte Parkway to ensure customers
can make a left from Country Club Lane into the
parking lot. In response to this comment, the City has
reviewed the access to this center and confirmed that
full access to the commercial center will be
maintained via both existing driveways to Country
Club Lane. The commenter is referred to the Specific
Alignment Plan, which depicts the planned access to
this center. ( EIR, Figure 2.7-1a.)
Third, the comment states concerns the proposed
convenience grocery store will create traffic problems.
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As detailed in the EIR at Table 2.7-5 (Table 7-1 of
Appendix 2.7-1, Transportation Impact Analysis), the
traffic analyses accounted for traffic related to the
restaurant and market components of the Project and
for the local HOA Amenities. As such, all traffic
analyses and modeling evaluating impacts under “with
Project” conditions included the traffic generation
related to these uses. Within the neighborhood
surrounding the convenience grocery store, all traffic
impacts would be less than significant or reduced to
less than significant levels with mitigation
incorporated. ( EIR pages 2.7-34 through 2.7-36.)
As to the commenter’s concerns regarding parking and
traffic safety, adequate parking (approximately 150
spaces) for the restaurant, market, and local HOA
amenities will be provided for users of the Village
Center that drive to those amenities. (See, Specific
Plan, page 20 and Figure 3.4 – Village Center
Illustrative.) The Specific Alignment Plan also shows
parking will be allowed on both sides of this
intersection. ( EIR Figure 2.7-1a) Note, however, that
the site design and land uses are intended to promote
the use of the interconnecting trail and sidewalk
systems in lieu of motor vehicles to access the Village
Center amenities. (Ibid.) As to safety, the Country
Club Lane/Golden Circle Drive intersection located
proximate to the Village Center area is to be improved
with a roundabout that will provide traffic calming
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(i.e., speed reductions), and will provide full
pedestrian access across all four legs of the
intersection. ( EIR Figure 2.7-1a.)
Lastly, the comment states alternative routes to Ruby
Road and Rosemary Court were not evaluated in the
EIR. In its Traffic Impact Analysis Guidelines (2014),
the City has established thresholds for inclusion of street
segments in a Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) to ensure
impact analyses incorporate all potentially impacted
roadway segments and intersections. For streets
classified as “Local Collector and other,” the minimum
trigger-point for evaluation is 200 Average Daily Trips
(ADT). Ruby Road and Rosemary Court are unclassified
local roadways subject to a minimum 200 ADT trigger
for inclusion in the TIA. These roadways were not
included within the scope of the TIA as the City
considered the Project’s effect to these roadway
segments, and determined that the Project would not
generate the minimum 200 Average Daily Trips (ADT)
needed for inclusion in the TIA at these segments.
Nonetheless, the Project will actually reduce, not
increase, alleged cut-through traffic on these streets by
improving the El Norte Parkway/Country Club Lane
signalized intersection. With the addition of turn lanes
from El Norte Parkway, the overall intersection
operations at El Norte Parkway and Country Club
Lane will improve by the more efficient processing of
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eastbound left-turns. As a consequence, more greenlight time will be made available for intersection
movements from southbound Country Club Lane to
westbound El Norte Parkway. Improved traffic flow at
this intersection and reduced delays on southbound
Country Club Lane will result, as is shown in the
mitigation summary located at Table 13–1 of the TIA,
EIR Appendix 2.7-1. Levels of Service (LOSs) will
thus be improved on southbound Country Club Lane
from a LOS E to LOS D during the AM peak hour,
and from LOS D to LOS C during the PM peak hour.
This indicates the Project and its mitigation measures
will reduce or eliminate the incremental congestion on
southbound Country Club Lane. By reducing the
congestion allegedly creating cut-through traffic, the
Project would result in reductions to any cut-through
traffic on neighboring streets. Hence, the Project will
reduce, not add to traffic utilizing neighboring
roadways to avoid this intersection.
I15-35
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identified a history of serious collisions at the location.
Thus, by restricting this left-turn movement, the
mitigation measure will enhance operations and safety.
This measure will also enhance operations by
removing a conflicting movement from the mid-block
location. This results in less interruption in flow and
better arterial operations.
The comment also states that the commenter disagrees
with mitigation measure M-TR-3’s proposed removal
of the eastbound U-turn restriction at the El Norte
Parkway/I-15 northbound ramps intersection. As a
point of clarification, this signalized intersection
already has a dedicated left-turn lane, so removal of
the U-turn restriction would not result in backups to
through-lanes on El Norte Parkway, as stated by the
commenter. Nevertheless, U-turns could, as suggested
by the comment, also be accomplished at the Seven
Oaks signalized intersection further to the east.
Removing that portion of M-TR-3 concerning removal
of the eastbound U-turn restriction would not affect
the analysis or conclusions of the EIR. The opinion of
the commenter on this point will thus be included in
the Final EIR for review and consideration by the
decision-makers prior to making a final decision on
the Project.
I15-36
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15 southbound. As an initial point of clarification, the
Project’s impact to the I-15 southbound on-ramp is
concluded to be significant and unmitigable as, despite
incorporating all feasible mitigation, the proposed
improvement to the I-15 southbound on-ramp would
be located within the jurisdiction and control of the
State of California (Caltrans), and neither the applicant
nor the City of Escondido can ensure that Caltrans will
permit the improvement to be made. ( EIR pages 2.735 through 2.7-36.)
The proposal to improve the southbound on-ramp with
an additional mixed-flow lane 770 feet in length is
thus presented as a Project Design Feature. As such,
the results of the Transportation Impact Analysis are
not dependent upon its implementation. The provision
of the proposed second mixed-flow lane on the onramp is intended to allow for storage of approximately
31 vehicles (based on the assumption of 25 feet per
vehicle) that would otherwise be queued on City
streets. The additional lane is, accordingly, considered
to be an improvement. With respect to timing, there is
no evidence presented by the comment to suggest that
Caltrans approval will be untimely as suggested,
particularly where the Project itself will be developed
in phases over a five-year period.
The comment also generally implies that the Project
will worsen traffic on Centre City Parkway. The City
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has analyzed the Project impacts to intersections and
mainline segments of Center City Parkway. Based on
the analysis and modeling incorporated in the
Transportation Impact Analysis, EIR Appendix 2.7-1,
the EIR demonstrates that all potentially significant
impacts to Center City Parkway would be reduced to
less than significant levels with mitigation
incorporated. The commenter is referred to Chapter
2.7, Transportation and Traffic, of the EIR. Moreover,
as shown in the Transportation Impact Analysis,
Figure 7-3, the Project’s peak hour contribution in
traffic to Centre City Parkway is relatively minor—
just 44 directional trips peak hour or less. Based on the
determination impacts would be less than significant,
no further mitigation is required.
I15-37

The comment states general concerns that eminent
domain and “City enforcement of easements” would
be required to construct the improvements proposed in
mitigation measure M-TR-4. To clarify, the mitigation
measure states the interim improvements will occur
“in the existing right-of-way.” Therefore, no eminent
domain will be required.
The comment also states street parking will need to be
eliminated to add bicycle lanes. Currently, there is no
street parking available along this roadway segment
due to slope with the exception of the single property
on the northwest corner of Nutmeg Street/Turtle Dove
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Lane. This portion of Nutmeg Street/Turtle Dove Lane
has been recently improved. The improvements
proposed by M-TR-4 will align very closely with the
existing improvements at this property.
Moreover, no Class II bike lanes exist or are proposed
to be constructed on this street segment. Rather, this
portion of Nutmeg Street will only be widened to
provide a wider travel lane, and curb, gutter, and
sidewalk improvements to the satisfaction of the City
engineer, which will serve to enhance overall corridor
operations and circulation.
The comment additionally states adverse effects to
trash collection, mail delivery, and parking on Nutmeg
Street would result from implementation of mitigation
measure M-TR-4. Contrary to the comment, no
changes in trash pickup and mail/parcel deliveries will
occur with the interim widening proposed with
mitigation measure M-TR-4.
The comment also states the opinion of the commenter
that mitigation measure M-TR-4 will not mitigate
traffic impacts. The City has analyzed and modeled
traffic impacts on Nutmeg Street and area roadways,
as evidenced in the EIR Chapter 2.7, Transportation
and Traffic, and Appendix 2.7-1, and on that basis
does not concur with the comment. Based on this
analysis and modeling, the City has determined that
the interim widening of this portion of Nutmeg Street,
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in conjunction with the proposed improvements at
Country Club Lane and El Norte Parkway, will
mitigate the Project’s potentially significant impacts
on this roadway. The commenter provided no
evidence the analysis in the EIR is inaccurate.
Lastly, the comment states there “has been no
discussion concerning mitigation of excessive traffic
flow for commuters using northbound Nutmeg to get
to the I-15 further north to avoid the El Norte Parkway
on-ramp.” As shown on Figure 7-3 of the
Transportation Impact Analysis, Project average daily
traffic (ADT) on Nutmeg north of Country Club Lane
would be less than even the threshold 200 trips
warranting inclusion in the traffic analysis. See
Response to I15-34. Nevertheless, this street segment,
Segment #14, was evaluated in the Transportation
Impact Analysis, and Project impacts were shown to
be less than significant. ( EIR p. 2.7-4, 2.7-18 through
2.7-19, 2.7-26 through 2.7-27, Table 2.7-7.)
The commenter is also incorrect in the assumption the
Project would add 50-100 peak hour trips to Nutmeg
Street north of Country Club Lane. The Transportation
Impact Analysis, Figure 7-3, Total Project Traffic,
shows the peak hour Project contribution to this area
to be less than 10 directional trips in either peak hour.
Nevertheless, the TIA evaluates Project impacts to the
Nutmeg Street/Country Club Lane intersection
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(Intersection #6) and the Nutmeg Street/Coyote Hill
Glen/Centre City Parkway intersection (Intersection
#1) based on the Project’s additional trip generation.
Under existing + project and existing + project +
cumulative conditions, Intersection #6 would operate
at an acceptable LOS. ( EIR p. 2.7-4, 2.7-18 through
2.7-19, 2.7-26 through 2.7-27, Tables 2.7-6 and 2.710.) Intersection #1 would operate at an acceptable
LOS under existing + project conditions, but would
operate at LOS D in the AM peak hour under existing
+ project + cumulative conditions. ( EIR p. 2.7-4, 2.718 through 2.7-19, 2.7-26, Tables 2.7-6 and 2.7-10.)
However, Project traffic would result in no change to
delays at this intersection. ( EIR Table 2.7-6.)
Accordingly, Project impacts to these intersections are
shown to be less than significant.
The City acknowledges the comment expresses concerns
with existing conditions not resulting from the Project,
and is sensitive to the commenter’s concern. However,
mitigation cannot be required of this Project to address
wholly existing conditions where the Project will not
result in significant impacts. (CEQA Guidelines §
15126.4 (a)(3), Paulek v. Department of Water
Resources (2014) 231 Cal.App.4th 35, 44.) No further
response can be provided.
I15-38
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and with the effectiveness of mitigation measure MTR-6. Regarding the proposed improvements at this
intersection, the commenter is referred to the Specific
Alignment Plan, which shows the proposed
improvements which will enhance this intersection.
The mitigation measure would retain the bike lane
which currently exists on Nutmeg Street north of El
Norte Parkway, to connect to bike lanes on El Norte
Parkway. No new Class II bike lane would be
provided at this intersection.
Figure 5.2, Bicycle Routes, in the Specific Plan (as a
point of clarification, the Figure is not, in fact, located in
the EIR) shows a Proposed Class III bicycle route on
Nordahl Road south of El Norte Parkway. This is a
bicycle route proposed by the City in its Bicycle Master
Plan and General Plan, Figure III-3. A Class III bicycle
route is a signed shared roadway that provides for shared
use with pedestrians or vehicle traffic. There is nothing
different about a roadway classified as a Class III bicycle
route except that it has signs posted identifying it as a
bike route. (See, City of Escondido Bicycle Master Plan,
Adopted October 17, 2012, page 19. Available at
https://www.escondido.org/Data/Sites/1/media/
PDFs/Planning/BicycleMasterPlan.pdf. )
The comment lastly states there will be 50 to 100 peak
hour trips on Nordahl south of El Norte Parkway,
triggering the need to evaluate intersections further to
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the south. This is incorrect. As shown in the
Transportation Impact Analysis at Figure 7-3, Total
Project Traffic, the peak hour Project contribution to
this area will be less than 20 directional peak hour
trips. Accordingly, analysis of Nordahl Road south of
El Norte Parkway is not warranted analysis based the
City’s Traffic Impact Analysis Guidelines.
I15-39

The comment questions why mitigation measure MTR-7 is being proposed. The proposed mitigation to
install a two-way left-turn lane for the subject segment
of Bennett Avenue is based on the volume to capacity
ratio increase caused by the Project where the street
segment will operate at LOS D, in exceedance of City
standards, under near-term, existing + cumulative +
project scenario. (See, Table 2.7-7.) The benefit of a
two-way left-turn lane is that it allows drivers turning
into residences to queue in the center turn lane instead
of in the through lane, which is what occurs under the
current condition. As a point of clarification, this
portion of Bennett Avenue is located in the City of
Escondido, and would not, as posited in the comment,
require City of San Marcos approval.

I15-40

The comment questions the effectiveness of Adaptive
Signal Control as a mitigation measure.
Preliminarily, implementation of the Adaptive Signal
Control is proposed as a Project Design Feature, rather
than mitigation for a specifically identified significant
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impact. As such, the results of the analysis are not
dependent upon its implementation. While it is the
Project applicants’ desire to implement this
improvement, implementation will ultimately be left
to the discretion of the City’s engineering staff. To the
extent the comment raises economic, social, or
political issues that do not appear to relate to any
physical effect on the environment, the City has
considered the comment and will include the comment
for review and consideration by the decision-makers
prior to a final decision on the project.
I15-41

The comment generally raises concerns with
construction traffic. While the comment correctly
restates the information in the EIR, please note that a
supplemental construction traffic analysis has been
prepared for the Project and is incorporated in the
Final EIR as Appendix 8.0-2. As detailed therein,
Project construction traffic will result in less than
significant impacts to roadway capacity and
intersections on all studied area roadways.
This supplemental construction traffic analysis does
not add significant new information to the EIR as no
new or more severe substantial adverse environmental
effect has been identified by the analysis. (CEQA
Guidelines § 15088.5.) Accordingly, based on the
standards set forth in CEQA Guidelines Section
15088.5, it is not necessary to recirculate the EIR with
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this information incorporated because the EIR was
adequate and no new significant impacts or substantial
increases in the severity of significant Project impacts
have been identified.
I15-42

The comment states that unacceptable operations at six
(6) intersections cannot be mitigated. The City has
analyzed and modeled traffic impacts at these
intersections, and on the basis of this analysis does not
concur with the comment. As shown at EIR Table 2.714 summarizing intersection impacts, the three
identified intersections that would experience
potentially significant impacts as a result of the Project
will be mitigated to less than significant levels with
Project mitigation incorporated. EIR Table 2.7-15
summarizes impacts at roadway segments, and
demonstrates that all three impacted roadway
segments will be mitigated to less than significant
levels with Project mitigation incorporated. EIR Table
2.7-16 summarizes the ramp meter impacts, and
demonstrates that the impacted ramp meter locations
will not be mitigated to less than significant levels
with Project mitigation, but only due to the fact that
completion of the proposed mitigation is contingent on
Caltrans’ approval for implementation of the proposed
mitigation.
The comment also states that the Project must mitigate
for impacts to I-15 between El Norte Parkway and SR-
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78. The Project will not result in a significant impact
to I-15 as the Project’s traffic contribution does not
exceed the allowable thresholds. Mitigation cannot be
required of this Project to address this existing
condition where the Project will not result in a
potentially significant impact. (CEQA Guidelines §
15126.4 (a)(3), Paulek v. Department of Water
Resources (2014) 231 Cal.App.4th 35, 44; see also,
Dolan v. City of Tigard (1994) 512 U.S. 374 [ruling
mitigation must be “roughly proportional” to a
project’s significant impact].)
I15-43

The comment states the City does not have a
published capacity for two-lane roadways with raised
medians, and requests the City adopt such standards.
The Transportation Impact Analysis uses a 2-lane
Local Collector capacity of 15,000 Average Daily
Trips (ADT) to evaluate the two-lane with raised
median segments of Country Club Lane with the
Specific Alignment Plan, as described in the comment.
According to the City of Escondido Proposed Level of
Service Standards Street Segment Average Daily
Vehicle Trip Thresholds shown in Appendix B of the
Transportation Impact Assessment, this capacity
reflects a two-lane local collector with a 42’ paved
width in 66’ of ROW, without parking. While these
segments do include some parking, they more
importantly include a raised median, which prevents
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conflicting turning movements considered to have a
greater negative effect on operations than parking.
By way of comparison, the County of San Diego’s
Table 1 Average Daily Vehicle Trips tables are
included in the EIR’s Transportation Impact Analysis,
Appendix B, for reference. This table shows a 2.2A
Light Collector Standard w/Raised Median with 54’ of
pavement in 78’of ROW. This includes two 8’
shoulders which would allow for parking. The
capacity for this roadway is 19,000 ADT.
The Project’s paved widths of the subject segments
range from 64’ to 84’. This is closer to meeting the
wider County standards than to the City standards, so
may support the County’s permitted larger volume of
19,000 trips per day. Nonetheless, to provide a
conservative analysis of Project impacts, the City’s
lower volume, 15,000 ADT capacity was used in the
Transportation Impact Analysis.
The City notes the comment requesting the City adopt
published capacity standards, and will include the as
part of the Final EIR for review and consideration by
the decision-makers. However, such action is beyond
the scope of the Project and this EIR.
I15-44
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The comment states removing a left turn option on
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modeled traffic impacts at this intersection, as well as
the surrounding intersections including Sunbury
Street, and on that basis does not concur with the
comment. The result of all “with Project” analyses
included the left-turn restriction at Firestone Drive,
and did not evidence significant impacts would result
from the restriction. Therefore, any effects of out-ofdirection travel has been accounted for and determined
to maintain acceptable levels of operation. Please also
note that the measure was suggested to actually reduce
the use of Firestone Drive as a through route, and thus
benefit the community south of Country Club Lane. (
EIR Appendix 2.7-1, page 7)
As to Figure 5.2 Bicycle Routes in the Specific Plan
showing a proposed Class III bicycle route on
Firestone Drive south of Country Club Lane, again
this is a proposed Class III bike route proposed by the
City in its Bicycle Master Plan and General Plan,
Figure III-3. No separate Class II bike lane would be
constructed. See Response to I15-38 above for a
description of a Class III bike lane.
I15-45

The comment generally states the Project will add to
traffic at the SR-78 and I-15 “choke point,” and
provides information concerning freeway corridor
bottlenecks in the region.
The Transportation Impact Analysis concludes that the
Project does not significantly impact the segment of I-
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15 between El Norte Parkway and SR-78, which is
included in the study area per the regional guidelines.
While Project traffic is not sufficient to warrant
additional analysis of I-15 or SR-78 nonetheless, in
response to this comment and others received by the
City, the City has prepared a supplemental freeway
traffic analysis evaluating Project impacts to
additional freeway mainline segments, including I-15
south of SR-78, and SR-78 from I-15 to Twin Oaks
Valley Road. This supplemental analysis demonstrates
that the Project would also not result in any new or
more severe significant impacts to freeway mainline
operations at these segments. The supplemental
analysis has been incorporated in the Final EIR as
Appendix 8.0-2.
This supplemental freeway traffic analysis does not
add significant new information to the EIR as no new
or more severe substantial adverse environmental
effects have been identified by the analysis. (CEQA
Guidelines § 15088.5.) Accordingly, based on the
standards set forth in CEQA Guidelines Section
15088.5, it is not necessary to recirculate the EIR with
this information incorporated because the EIR was
adequate, and no new significant impacts or
substantial increases in the severity of significant
Project impacts have been identified.
I15-46
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operational noise will impact the Country Club
neighborhood.
The comment does not raise an issue related to the
adequacy of any specific section or analysis of the
EIR. The commenter is referred to the EIR Chapter
2.6, Noise, and Appendix 2.6-1, which evaluates noise
from Project construction and operation, and
demonstrates that while the Project may result in
potentially significant impacts, all significant effects
would be reduced below significance with mitigation
incorporated. Nonetheless, the City acknowledges the
comment as expressing the opinion of the commenter.
The comment also cites the commenter’s concern that
ambient existing noise in the Project area was based
only on measurements at four intersections for 10
minutes. While the commenter is correct four short
term measurements were taken, noise was also
modeled based on existing traffic volumes. To
summarize, as stated in the EIR, four short-term noise
measurements were conducted at three locations
adjacent to existing roadways onsite and one location
near the rear yard boundary for the ROW of residences
along the west side of David Drive. (See, EIR
Appendix 2.6-1, page 6 through 7; Appendix 2.6-1,
Table 2.) The short-term measurements were taken
during non-peak traffic hours, and thus conservatively
show a quieter noise environment than likely occurs
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during busier traffic conditions. ( EIR Appendix 2.6-1,
page 6 through 8; and Table 2.)
In addition to taking these measurements, existing
noise was modeled based on current daily traffic
volumes. The measured sound levels were then
compared to the modeled levels to ensure the accuracy
of modeled calculations. (See, EIR Appendix 2.6-1,
page 6 through 8; Appendix 2.6-1, Tables 2 and 3; and
Appendix 2.6-1, Attachment 2.) Indeed, measured
noise conditions validated the accuracy of subsequent
traffic noise modeling. (Ibid.)
This comment also states the City does not specify
noise limits for blasting, and states the City should
consider setting such limits. The City acknowledges
the comment and notes the comment raises concerns
beyond the scope of the Project and this EIR.
However, the adoption of blasting limits by the City is
not a necessary measure to validate the conclusions of
the blasting noise and vibration analysis presented in
the EIR. The City will, nevertheless, include the
comment as part of the Final EIR for review and
consideration by the decision-makers.
I15-47
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This comment first cites to a table regarding sound
limits in the City of Escondido. While from a source
unrelated to the Project, the table appears to accurately
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Noise Ordinance Section 12-229 for operational noise.
Please see, EIR at Appendix 2.6-1, Table 1.
The comment is correct that the EIR identifies
construction noise levels would average between 8790 dBA LEQ at the existing adjacent residences closest
to the edge of proposed construction areas. The
comment is also correct that construction noise 200
feet from the edge of the construction activity would
average 75 – 78 dBA LEQ. However, the comment’s
statement that 200 feet from the closest building was
chosen for the analysis so that compliance could be
demonstrated with the City construction limit of 75
dBA LEQ is not accurate. The analysis was performed
to identify at what distance mitigation should be
required to protect adjacent residences. The analysis
concluded that a noise barrier would be required
between the construction activity and adjacent
residences wherever the separation distance would be
less than approximately 200 feet. The residential
building construction phase would have noise levels
up to 78 dBA LEQ at 200 feet; these noise levels would
be attenuated to 75 dBA LEQ at 260 feet. As such, the
preamble to the mitigations for construction noise has
been slightly revised to change the referenced 200 feet
to 260 feet. It should be noted the mitigation language
itself does not specify a separation distance at which
noise barriers would not be required between
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construction activities and adjacent residences.
To reduce construction noise impacts Mitigation
Measure M-N-1 will be required to reduce
construction noise to a performance standard of 75
dBA or less at adjacent property lines unless an
acoustical engineer submits documentation that
confirms that the barriers are not necessary to achieve
the attenuation levels. ( EIR page 2.6-20.) These
reductions will be achieved through the installation of
noise barriers. ( EIR page 2.6-20.) Further mitigation
for construction noise impacts includes requiring
construction equipment be maintained in good
working order; locating stationary equipment as far as
practical from adjacent residences; and minimizing the
number of pieces of construction equipment operating
simultaneously. ( EIR page 2.6-20.) Accordingly, with
this mitigation, construction noise will be reduced to
less than significant levels of 75 dBA or less at
residential property lines.
I15-48

The comment notes that the Noise Assessment at
Appendix 2.6-1 states, “No special construction
techniques, (i.e., pole driving or blasting) are
anticipated” at page 14, while evaluating the effects of
blasting below at pages 15 through 17.
The Final EIR will be corrected to delete this
typographical error at page 14. These clarifications to
the EIR are presented in strikeout/underline format;
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refer to Section 2.6.5 of the EIR. The changes do not
raise important new issues about significant effects on
the environment. Such changes are insignificant as the
term is used in Section 15088.5(b) of the CEQA
Guidelines. The comment does not raise an issue
related to the adequacy of any specific section or
analysis of the EIR. Noise impacts from blasting
received extensive analysis in the EIR. (See, EIR
pages 2.6-10 through 2.6-11, 2.6-14 through 2.6-15,
2.6-19, 2.6-22 through 2.6-23, Appendix 2.6-1 pages
15 through 17.)
The comment also states blasting noise is estimated to
be 93 dBA Leq at 100 feet and 87 dBA Leq at 200 feet.
While the comment correctly restates this information
contained in the EIR at Table 2.6-5, the commenter is
incorrect these levels would exceed the City’s adopted
noise significance threshold for blasting, which is
separate from non-blasting construction effects.
Indeed, the EIR notes,
“The Escondido General Plan and
Municipal Code do not identify specific
construction noise level limits for blasting
activities. Therefore, the OSMRE and
CFR lowest maximum Air Blast Limit (30
CFR 816.67(b)) of 129 dBA Lmax at nearby
sensitive uses is used in this analysis as an
acceptable threshold for noise levels due
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to blasting activity at the Project site (refer
to Section 1.4.2).” ( EIR page 2.6-11.)
Nevertheless, blasting must comply with the general
construction noise restriction of 75 dBA Leq. To achieve
these reductions, M-N-5 would restrict blasting to no
more than 3 minutes per hour during construction.
The comment implies M-N-5 would be inadequate to
achieve reductions from blasting noise below the 75
dBA Leq threshold. The comment is incorrect. As
stated in the EIR, blasting is measured using Lmax,
which measures maximum or peak noise and is a
suitable measure for single-event noise, such as
blasting. ( EIR page 2.6-11, Appendix 2.6-1 page 4
through 5.) The City’s 75 dBA construction threshold,
on the other hand, uses a Leq hour limit, which averages
noise levels over a one-hour period. ( EIR page 2.6-16,
Appendix 2.6-1 page 6.) While blasting is anticipated
to approach 93 dBA Lmax at 100 feet, by limiting
blasting to 3 minutes per hour, the average noise levels
over a one hour period will be reduced to below the 75
dBA Leq max limit. ( EIR page 2.6-11, Appendix 2.6-1
page 16.)
EIR Table 2.6-5 and Appendix 2.6-1 Table 8 incorrectly
state blasting noise measurements as dBA Leq. The Final
EIR will include a correction of this typographical error
to read “dBA Lmax.” This correction does not impact the
EIR’s analysis or conclusions. These clarifications to the
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EIR are presented in strikeout/underline format; refer to
Section 2.6.5 of the EIR. The changes do not raise
important new issues about significant effects on the
environment. Such changes are insignificant as the term
is used in Section 15088.5(b) of the CEQA Guidelines.
I15-49

The comment expresses concerns blasting noise levels
of 93 dBA will create stress cracks or foundational
issues to adjacent residences which will not be
mitigated by limiting blasting to 3 minutes per hour.
As a point of clarification, the comment appears to
incorrectly equate blasting noise impacts and vibration
impacts. Vibration is the potential cause of structural
impacts from blasting; and as evaluated in Section 2.6,
Noise, the vibration impacts from Project blasting
would be less than significant with Mitigation
Measure M-N-6 incorporated.
The EIR evaluated vibration impacts associated
with blasting at pages 2.6-14 through 2.6-15. As
detailed therein,
“it is unusual for damage to be caused to
residential structures from the vibrations
caused by blasting activities, given the
restrictions imposed under OSMRE (30
CFR 816.67).” ( EIR page 2.6-14.)
Nevertheless, the EIR concluded potentially
significant impacts could occur as minor structural
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damage may result to the closest residences (i.e.,
within 100 feet) if vibration levels exceed 3.0 in/sec
(PPV). ( EIR pages 2.6-14 through 2.6-15.)
Mitigation Measure M-N-6 has been incorporated to
reduce potential impacts from blasting vibration to
less than significant levels. M-N-6 requires:
“To reduce adverse effects related to rock
blasting, the following measures shall be
adhered to:
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The blasting contractor shall design
the blasts to reduce vibration
velocity levels from each blast
below the damage threshold of 3.0
inches per second at the closest
nearby residences (i.e., as close as
100 feet from the blast area).



A blast signal (e.g., air horn) shall
be used to notify nearby residents
that blasting is about to occur per
the
California
Code
of
Regulations, Title 8, Section 5291
Firing of Explosives regulations.



All complaints shall be responded
to and investigated as they occur”
(Citation).
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As vibration velocity levels will be reduced below the
damage threshold of 3.0 inches per second, minor
structural damage or more severe impacts to homes is
not anticipated to occur.
I15-50

The comment expresses concerns with vibration
impacts from blasting. As discussed at Response to
I15-49 above, Mitigation Measure M-N-6 has been
incorporated to ensure vibration impacts to adjacent
residences will be less than significant.

I15-51

The comment implies M-N-5, requiring blasting be
limited to 3 minutes an hour, would be inadequate to
reduce noise below a level of significance.
The comment is incorrect for the reasons detailed at
Responses to I15-48 and I15-49 above, and at Delano-19.
The comment states the mitigation adopted for
blasting will be inadequate, and compares the
anticipated noise to a sonic boom or bombing
activities at Camp Pendleton. To clarify, the
comment’s comparison extremely overstates the noise
levels which are anticipated from blasting at the
Project site.
Blasting for construction purposes is generally
conducted in a very controlled manner which will limit
noise impacts and ensure impacts to surrounding
residences will be less than significant. Generally,
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blasting includes drilling multiple holes in the hard rock
area and placing charges in the multiple holes to
fragment the rocks into smaller, crushable pieces. The
blasts will be single-event noise sources which occur
over a few seconds, with multiple small blasts in each
hole occurring milliseconds apart from each other. (
EIR page 2.6-10.) As stated in the EIR, before
mitigation blasting noise will be 93 Lmax at 100 feet.
With mitigation, these activities will be restricted to no
more than 3 minutes an hour, and the blasting
contractor shall design the blasts to reduce vibration
velocity levels from each blast below the damage
threshold of 3.0 inches per second at the closest nearby
residences (i.e., as close as 100 feet from the blast area).
( EIR page 2.6-22, Mitigation Measures M-N-5 and MN-6.) Noise impacts and vibration impacts from
blasting will therefore be less than significant.
By contrast, noise from individual mortars and other
weapons such as those which may be used at Camp
Pendleton are above 150-190 dB; and a sonic boom
may exceed 200 dB, some ten times as loud as Project
noise. ( EIR page 2.6-1 [10 dB increase perceived as a
doubling of sound], see, “Noise levels of Common
Army Equipment,” U.S. Army Center for Health
Promotion and Preventative Medicine Army Hearing
Program,
accessed
September
8,
2017.
http://www.vi.ngb.army.mil/html/safety/docs/Noise%
20in%20Army%20Equipment.pdf.)
It
is
thus
October 2017
The Villages – Escondido Country Club Final EIR

9993
RTC-I15-103

Response to Comments
inaccurate to compare construction blasting
anticipated for Project development to sonic booms or
Camp Pendleton’s weapon activities.
I15-52

The comment cites concerns with geologic conditions
on site; hydrogeologic conditions; that “blasting could
result in future ground movement”; and with noise.
The comment addresses general subject areas, which
received extensive analysis in the EIR. The
commenter is referred to the EIR Chapter 2.6, Noise,
Chapter 3.1.3, Geology and Soils, Chapter 3.1.4,
Hydrology and Water Quality, and their associated
Appendices. Given that the comments are general in
nature, a general response is all that is required.
(Paulek v. California Dept. Water Resources (2014)
231 Cal.App.4th 35, 47.)
Regarding noise and vibration associated with
blasting, see Response to I15-51.
Regarding geologic and hydrogeologic conditions, see
Response to I15-23.
Regarding ground movement at the site from blasting
(beyond the vibration impacts discussed above), the
comment cites no factual basis or reasoning for
suggesting such movement may occur. The comment
raises concerns too speculative for review in the EIR.
(CEQA Guidelines § 15145 [agency need not engage
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in speculation].) The Updated Geotechnical Report,
located in the EIR at Appendix 3.1.1, adequately
analyzed faulting, seismicity, and other geotechnical
issues based on drilling 14 hollow-stem auger borings,
49 exploratory trenches, and 8 seismic traverses and
its previous reports entitled Preliminary Geotechnical
Investigation, The Lakes, Escondido, California, dated
July 3, 2013 and Update Geotechnical Report, The
Lakes Escondido, Escondido, California, dated May
26, 2015. No further analysis is required.
I15-53

The comment states the 5.5 to 8 foot noise barriers
proposed will not reduce construction noise or
vibration impacts from blasting.
As a point of clarification, the noise barriers referred
to in the comment are not intended to mitigate for
impacts from construction, or from blasting noise or
vibration. The noise barriers are proposed to mitigate
for operational noise impacts as a result of traffic noise
at the receiver locations. (See, EIR page 2.6- 13,
Mitigation Measure M-N-4 and Table M-N-1.) As
discussed at Mitigation Measure M-N-4, the barriers
will be successful in achieving 5 dB to 15 dB of
attenuation for that purpose.
As discussed at Responses to I15-48 through I15-51
above, noise and vibration impacts associated with
blasting will be reduced to less than significant levels
through the incorporation of Mitigation Measures M-
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N-5 and M-N-6, which, among other things, limit
blasting to 3 minutes an hour and require blasts be
designed to reduce vibration velocity below 3.0 inches
per second at the closest nearby residences.
Residences will also benefit from the installation of
temporary noise barriers, if needed to achieve
attenuation levels, pursuant to Mitigation M-N-1
during Project construction. Note, these temporary
noise barriers were included as part of the Project’s
mitigation measures, but not relied on in the EIR to
reduce blasting impacts to less than significant.
I15-54

The comment states that vibration impacts from
construction equipment assumed a distance of 100 feet
to residences while noise assumed a distance of 50 feet.
While the comment correctly restates information
contained in the EIR, the commenter incorrectly
implies the EIR inconsistently applied noise and
vibration standards to varying distances. While noise
and vibration would each be caused by the same
source-- construction equipment— construction noise
would be louder outside than inside, and a person
might be trying to enjoy their yard. Thus the City
construction noise ordinance applies at the property
line, and the closest property lines are at located 50
feet from construction equipment. ( EIR page 2.6-4,
Appendix 2.6-1, page 13.) The Noise Assessment
correctly states that construction noise was evaluated
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to the
“property boundary of the closest existing
residence …approximately 50 feet from
the edge of the construction area.”
(Appendix 2.6-1, page 13.)
Vibration nuisance, on the other hand, is typically not
experienced by humans outdoors. It is not until that
vibration is translated to a structure, causing rattling of
items or a buzzing sensation of the entire floor, that
nuisance occurs – and where structural damage is
possible. (See, Appendix 2.6-1 pages 5, 14 through 15)
Therefore, the vibration standard is applied at the
distance of the closest residential structure, not at the
property line. The closest residential structures are
here located at a distance of 100 feet from construction
equipment. (Appendix 2.6-1 pages 14.) Thus, this is
not a case of inconsistently applied standards.
I15-55

The comment states that information concerning
height of operational noise barriers is lacking. The
commenter is referred to EIR page 2.6-21 through 2.622, Mitigation Measure M-N-4, Table M-N-1, and
Figure 2.6-3 which provide detailed information
concerning barrier heights.
The comment asserts barriers “will not do
anything…to mitigate the increased noise impacts.”
The comment is incorrect. As stated in Mitigation
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Measure M-N-4:
“Placing a barrier between the sound
source (roadway) and receiver location
(backyard) is an effective means of
reducing sound levels at the receiver. If
the barrier blocks a direct line of site
between receiver and sound source, the
minimum attenuation is approximately 5
dB; with increasing height of the wall,
effective attenuation rates up to
approximately 15 dB can be achieved. A
standard barrier attenuation calculation
was performed to determine the minimum
necessary barrier height to achieve
compliance with the 60 dBA CNEL
criterion. Noise barriers shall either be (1)
solid masonry walls, or (2) tongue-andgroove
walls
with
1-inch-thick
lumber”(Citation).
Future ambient noise levels at impacted backyards are
predicted to range from 60 dBA CNEL to 65 dBA
CNEL before mitigation and would thus exceed the
City’s 60 dBA CNEL exterior noise standard by up to
5 dBA CNEL. ( EIR page 2.6-13, Table 2.6-6.) Noise
barriers will achieve a minimum 5 dBA reduction and
have been designed to appropriate heights needed to
achieve the needed noise attenuation sufficient. ( EIR
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page 2.6-13, 2.6-23.) This mitigation will reduce
exterior exposures at existing residences to below the
City’s 60 dBA CNEL exterior noise standard. ( EIR
page 2.6-23.)
I15-56

This comment states vibration impacts need to be
reassessed at 50 feet to match the assumptions of the
noise assessment. This comment has been addressed in
Response to I15-54 above.

I15-57

The comment expresses concerns with Hale Avenue
Resource Recovery Facility (HARRF) capacity to
accommodate wastewater from the Project.
The EIR details that, based on the 2012 Escondido
Wastewater Master Plan, the HARRF has a maximum
capacity of 18 million gallons per day (mgd.). ( EIR
page 3.1.9- 20.) Currently, the facility treats the City’s
flow of 11.8 mgd and Rancho Bernardo’s flow of 3.8
mgd, for a total of 15.6 mgd. ( EIR page 3.1.9-45.)
Furthermore, the City intends to expand the HARRF
to a capacity of 27 mgd for secondary wastewater
treatment and 20 mgd for tertiary treatment. ( EIR
page 3.1.9-21.) Based on this information, there is
capacity to treat the Project’s average additional flow
of 78,400 gallons per day and maximum flow of
128,400 gallons per day. ( EIR pages 3.1.9-41 and
3.1.9-45.) The Project would result in a maximum
HARRF flow of 15.7 mgd, well within the design
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treatment flow of 18 mgd. ( EIR page 3.1.9-45.)
With respect to the commenter’s concern regarding
GHG emissions from electrical generation associated
with the HARRF, see Response to I15-19.
I15-58

The comment expresses concern wastewater from the
Project will cause existing pipes within the sewer
system to fail.
First, the comment raises issues unrelated to the
established thresholds of significance which address
whether there is adequate wastewater treatment capacity.
( EIR page 3.1.9-38 through 3.1.9-39.) Second, the City
has considered the comment and determined the
particular impact is too speculative to evaluate. (CEQA
Guidelines § 15145.) It is infeasible for the City to
forecast with any degree of certainty the potential for
sewer system failure attributable to the Project.
Third, the reinforced concrete pipe of the sort referred
to in the comment is not common in the Escondido
wastewater collection system. However, the project
proposes to tie into portions of the sewer system that
include reinforced concrete piping. Corrosion in these
pipelines occurs when hydrogen sulfide (H2S) is
oxidized. H2S has the potential to form in pipelines
that have a flatgrade and/or pipelines that do not have
adequate flow-through velocity. When oxidized, H2S
produces sulfuric acid (H2SO4), which rises to the top
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of the pipe causing corrosion. Additional flow to the
existing system from the Project will act to reduce the
potential for this type of corrosion because higher flow
velocities reduce the detention time of sewage within a
sewer line. This reduces the potential for H2S
production, which subsequently reduces the potential
for corrosion due to sulfuric acid. Accordingly, the
Project will actually reduce potential impacts from
corrosion of reinforced concrete pipes compared to the
existing condition.
In addition, the existing system was evaluated based
on 8-inch wastewater lines, and it was determined that
the system has capacity for the additional flows.
Adequate sewer line capacity is detailed in the sewer
analysis performed by Dexter Wilson Engineering,
Inc., incorporated in the EIR at Appendix 3.1.9-2,
pages 3 through 4. (See also, EIR, Figure 3.1.9-2.)
I15-59

The comment suggests sewage treatment capacity is
inadequate. The City does not concur. See Response
to I15-57.
As to the commenter’s assertion the updated sewer
master plan did not include the Project in its growth
assumptions based on the General Plan, this is
incorrect. The General Plan considered existing and
projected levels of development based on land use
designations and development capacity under those
designations. (See, e.g., General Plan Figure II-5,
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“General Plan (GP) Development Capacity.”) The site
is designated in the General Plan as Residential Urban
1 which allows up to 5.5 dwelling units per acre, more
units than the currently proposed development at 3.6
dwelling units per acre. ( EIR, page 3.1.5-14) Hence,
the General Plan’s growth projections and, in turn, in
the updated sewer master plan did generally consider
residential use of the site.
The commenter’s opinion concerning alternatives will
be included as part of the Final EIR for review and
consideration by decision-makers prior to a final
decision on the Project.
I15-60

As detailed in the EIR and Appendix 3.1.9-2, Lift
Station No. 4 currently has a capacity of 1,008,000
gallons per day. The estimated existing peak flow to
Lift Station No. 4 is 650,880 gallons per day. At the
Project’s buildout, the peak flow to the pump station
will be approximately 779,300 gallons per day. The
pump station thus has adequate capacity to treat the
additional flow as built, and Project impacts are
anticipated to be less than significant.
The anomalous constraint to capacity cited by the
commented was, in fact, addressed following the
preparation of Appendix 3.1.9-2 to confirm adequate
capacity at this Lift Station No. 4 remains. The
constrained capacity at Lift Station No. 4 in February
2017 resulted from a historic rain event, together with

October 2017
The Villages – Escondido Country Club Final EIR

9993
RTC-I15-112

Response to Comments
clogged pumps at this station. The pump has since
been unclogged. Accordingly, the EIR correctly
concluded Lift Station No. 4 has adequate capacity to
treat Project flows as built.
I15-61

The comment states the discussion of sewer
connection lines do not include recycled water lines.
This is correct in that recycled water lines do not
constitute a sewer connection. The EIR at page 3.1.944 discusses the recycled water connection. To
summarize, the City maintains an existing recycled
water line beneath Country Club Lane which would be
used for irrigation of proposed greenbelts, pocket
parks, community clubhouse landscaping, and the
community farm.
To the extent the comment alleges the Project is a
“growth-inducing Project,” the City does not concur.
The EIR at Section 1.8, Growth Inducing Impacts,
evaluated the Project’s potential for growthinducement. The analysis concludes that the Project’s
proposed density would be consistent with the
surrounding area and the General Plan. The analysis
also concludes that the economic growth attributable
to the Project would not result in an indirect adverse
environmental impact. Furthermore, as analyzed in
Section 3.1.6, Population and Housing, the Project
would not remove an obstacle to substantial
population growth in the area, or require the
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construction of a substantial amount of new
community service facilities or encourage other
activities or growth that could significantly affect the
environment. For these reasons, the City does not
agree the Project would be growth-inducing.
As to payment for minor off-site improvements,
improvements will be constructed by the applicant, and, in
addition, the Project will be required to pay connection
fees to the City concurrent with permit issuance.
I15-62

The comment generally states there will not be
adequate water supply to serve the Project. The
comment is general in nature and does not provide any
evidentiary support for the claim that the EIR’s water
supply analysis is inadequate or must be revised due to
a lack of evidence or similar claims. Given that the
comments are general, a general response is all that is
required (Paulek v. California Dept. Water Resources
(2014) 231 Cal.App.4th 35, 47).
Nonetheless, the City does not concur with this
comment. The EIR considered water supply impacts,
and determined based on substantial evidence
including estimates of Project demand and information
concerning supply, including potential constraints to
supply, that adequate water supplies exist to serve the
Project currently and in the future.
As discussed in the EIR, the Project site is located within

October 2017
The Villages – Escondido Country Club Final EIR

9993
RTC-I15-114

Response to Comments
the boundaries of two water purveyors, Rincon and the
City Water Service Area, or Escondido Exchange Area.
Approximately 55% of the Project residences would be
within the Rincon district, and about 45% would be
within the Escondido Exchange Area.
The Project’s water demand was considered assuming
a worst-case scenario that only potable water be
used—despite that recycled water is expected to
supply the Project’s irrigation demand—and
considering all Project facilities including 392
residences, a clubhouse, community farm, and
landscape irrigation (EIR page 3.1.9-47, and Appendix
3.1.9-1, Table 3.1.9-2). Total average water demand is
estimated at 350,784 gallons per day of potable water
based on these assumptions (EIR page 3.1.9-47, and
Appendix 3.1.9-1, Table 3.1.9-2)
To estimate water supply availability and evaluate
Project water supply impacts, regional and local water
demand and supply information was obtained from
four sources: (1) the City of Escondido water service
area’s 2015 Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP)
(City of Escondido 2016a); (2) Rincon del Diablo
Municipal Water District’s 2015 UWMP (Rincon
2016a); (3) San Diego County Water Authority’s
(SDCWA) 2015 UWMP (SDCWA 2016); and (4)
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California’s
(Metropolitan) 2015 UWMP (Metropolitan 2016)
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because the City and Rincon are member agencies of
SDCWA, and its supplies, for the most part, are
purchased from SDCWA. SDCWA, in turn, purchases
a portion of its water supply from Metropolitan (EIR
page 3.1.9-46). SDCWA also manages demand during
times of limited supply through its approved Water
Shortage and Drought Response Plan (SDCWA 2012)
and a Model Drought Response Ordinance (SDCWA
2008) (EIR page 3.1.9-46) Notably, no water supply
assessment is required for the Project under state law
as the Project does not meet the minimum, 500residential unit requirement for triggering this
additional layer of review (EIR p. 3.1.9-46, SB 221,
SB 610, and Water Code Section 10910 et seq.)
The EIR discusses each of the applicable UWMPs,
including details concerning how adequate, reliable
water supplies will be maintained for at least 20 years
into the future based on available water sources, supply,
and demand, contingency planning and water
conservation efforts (EIR Section 3.1.9.1.1; EIR pages
3.1.9-3 to 3.1.9-8; 3.1.9-15 to 3.1.9-20; and 3.1.9-46 to
3.1.9-48; and Water Code Sections 10631–10635
[discussing UWMP]). The EIR also provides a thorough
analysis of the circumstances that may affect demand
and supply, including from climate and drought
response, climate change, environmental and regulatory
constraints, etc. (EIR pages 3.1.9-8 to 3.1.9-14). In
addition, the EIR discusses that the Hale Avenue
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Resource Recovery Facility is currently being expanded
to increase its storage and treatment capacity for recycled
water available for use by Rincon and the City (EIR
pages 3.1.9-47, 3.1.9-8, 3.1.9-20, and 3.1.9-21).
An agency is entitled to rely on an UWMP or other
analysis prepared by a water supplier estimating water
sources, supply, and demand, including contingency
planning and water conservation efforts (Vineyard
Area Citizens for Responsible Growth, Inc. v. City of
Rancho Cordova (2007) 40 Cal.4th 412, 434-435;
Water Code Sections 10631–10635 [discussing
UWMP]). In Section 3.1.9, Utilities and Service
Systems, the EIR stated that, for water supplied by the
City of Escondido, the Project was anticipated in the
City of Escondido 2015 UWMP because UWMP
forecasts are based on potential future development of
available land, including the Project site (EIR page
3.1.9-47). The UWMP used SANDAG projections
based on land use in developing land use and growth
forecasts, which were incorporated into the UWMP
(EIR page 3.1.9-47). Accordingly, the EIR evidences
the City has adequate water to supply the project. (EIR
page 3.1.9-47)
For Rincon, the EIR states that both Escondido and
Rincon rely on Metropolitan’s UWMPs and Integrated
Resources Plans and SDCWA’s UWMP and Regional
Water Facilities Master Plan for documentation of
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supplies available to meet projected demands (EIR
page 3.1.9-15). These UWMPs update their demand
forecasts based on the most recent SANDAG
forecasts, which in turn are based primarily on land
use project data. (EIR pages 3.1.9-15 and 3.1.9-47).
As to the site’s land use within the City of Escondido,
the site is designated in the Land Use Element of the
General Plan as Residential Urban 1, allowing up to
5.5 dwelling units per acre, a more dense designation
than the currently proposed development at 3.6
dwelling units per acre (EIR page 3.1.5-14). The
SANDAG forecasts and SDCWA projections thus
accounted for the currently proposed level of
development at the site.
Rincon estimated future demands for purposes of
Rincon’s 2015 UWMP using updated population
projections provided by SDCWA (EIR page 3.1.9-20).
Rincon’s 2015 UWMP evidenced it would have
adequate supplies to meet future demand, including
during drought conditions, accounting for population
growth (EIR page 3.1.9-20). Rincon has also indicated
it has adequate capacity to support the Project,
contingent on the applicant completing necessary
infrastructure improvements (EIR pages 3.1.9-46 to
3.1.9-47). The EIR thus adequately evaluates water
supply availability and determines adequate supplies
exist to serve the Project.
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I15-63

The comment asks about what consultation occurred
with Native American tribes. As detailed in the EIR,
Appendix 2.3-1 page v. and page 4.0-2, all Native
American representatives listed in the Native
American Heritage Commission (NAHC) response
letter were contacted and, as of the date of the report,
responses have been received from the Iipay Nation of
Santa Ysabel, the Pala Band of Mission Indians, and
the Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians, and the
San Luis Rey Band of Mission Indians. In addition,
the City of Escondido conducted Assembly Bill 52
(AB 52) consultation with the Native American
representatives identified by the NAHC for this
Project. (Id., See also, EIR, Appendix 2.3-1, Appendix
D.) The City has satisfied the legal requirements for
tribal consultation and notification.

I15-64

The comment expresses concern archaeological
resources may be unearthed during construction and
requests that mitigation, including monitoring during
ground disturbing activities, be required.
To summarize the findings of the EIR, the cultural
resources survey identified two previously unrecorded
prehistoric bedrock milling sites. In order to determine
if sites SDI-21,998 and SDI-21,999 represented
significant cultural resources, a testing program was
implemented and the sites were found to be lacking any
significant subsurface deposits or further research
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potential, and were therefore evaluated as not
significant. ( EIR, Appendix 2.3-1 pages 5.0-1, 6.0-1.)
Five previous cultural resources studies overlapping
Project boundaries did not result in the identification of
any cultural resources within the Project site. ( EIR,
Appendix 2.3-1 page 1.0-12.) Furthermore, a records
search did not identify additional cultural resources
within or adjacent to the Project. ( EIR, Appendix 2.3-1
pages 1.0-12 through 1.0-13.) Accordingly, the
likelihood of encountering additional cultural resources
on this already developed site is relatively low.
Nonetheless, because of the potential to encounter
additional cultural sites that have been buried or
masked by the previous development of the golf
course, Mitigation Measure M-CR-1 requires
implementation of an archaeological resources
monitoring program. The monitoring program will
include having an archaeological monitor and a tribal
representative on site to perform periodic inspections
of excavations to ensure any impacts to archaeological
resources are reduced to less than significant.
(Mitigation Measure M-CR-1.) The frequency of
inspections will depend upon the rate of excavation,
the materials excavated, and the presence and
abundance of artifacts and features. (Id.) The
commenter provides no evidence this level of
mitigation is inadequate given the low likelihood of
impacts where less than significant impacts would
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occur to identified resources and previous cultural
resources studies and records searches did not identify
additional cultural resources on site.
Also, if previously unidentified cultural resources are
discovered, the archaeologist shall have the authority
to divert or temporarily halt ground disturbance
operation in the area of discovery to allow for the
evaluation of potentially significant cultural resources.
(Mitigation Measure M-CR-1) The City must concur
with the evaluation before construction activities will
be allowed to resume in the affected area. (Id.)
Mitigation Measure M-CR-1 will thus ensure impacts
to previously undetected archaeological resources, if
any, will be less than significant.
I15-65

The comment states a paleontologist, not a
paleontological monitor, should be retained to monitor
Pleistocene-age alluvial deposits.
In response to this comment, the mitigation measures
CR-2 has been revised as follows:
“(1) A qualified paleontologist, or a
paleontological monitor under the
direction and supervision of a qualified
paleontologist, shall be on site during
original cutting of Pleistocene-age alluvial
deposits.
The
paleontologist
and
paleontological monitor shall meet the
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following qualifications:


Qualified
Paleontologist:
The
project paleontologist is a person
who has a Ph.D. or M.S. or
equivalent in paleontology or closely
related field (e.g., sedimentary or
stratigraphic geology, evolutionary
biology, etc.); has a demonstrated
knowledge of southern California
paleontology and geology; and has
documented
experience
unprofessional
paleontological
procedures and techniques.



Qualified Paleontological Monitor: A
paleontological monitor is defined as
an individual with at least one year of
experience in field identification and
collecting of fossil materials

Monitoring of the noted geologic unit shall
be conducted at least half-time at the
beginning of the excavation, and may be
either increased or decreased thereafter by
the qualified paleontologist depending
upon initial results of monitoring.”
These clarifications to the EIR are presented in
strikeout/underline format; refer to Section 2.6.5 of the
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EIR. The changes do not raise important new issues
about significant effects on the environment. Such
changes are insignificant as the term is used in Section
15088.5(b) of the CEQA Guidelines.
As to that portion of the comment addressing Native
American consultation, see response to I15-63 above.
I15-66

The comment restates information contained in the
EIR concerning the No Project alternative. ( EIR p. 419.) Aside from the No Project/No Development
Alternative, the City identified the 138-Unit ReducedDensity Alternative as the Environmentally Superior
Alternative in compliance with CEQA Guidelines
Section 15126.6(e)(2). (Id.)

I15-67

The City acknowledges the comment and notes it
expresses the opinions of the commenter regarding
project alternatives, and does not raise an issue
related to the adequacy of any specific section or
analysis of the EIR. The City will include the
comment as part of the Final EIR for review and
consideration by the decision-makers prior to a final
decision on the project.
The City will consider the feasibility and desirability
of alternatives in making its decision concerning
whether to approve the Project or an alternative
(Public Resources Code Section 21081(a)(3)). The
City has discretion to reject mitigation or alternatives
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if it deems them undesirable or infeasible, meaning
they are not capable of being accomplished in a
successful manner within a reasonable period of time
taking into account economic, environmental, social,
technological, legal, or other factors (Public Resources
Code Sections 21061.1 and 21081(a)(3); CEQA
Guidelines Sections 15091(c)(3) and 15364).
I15-68
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The City acknowledges the comment and notes it
expresses the opinions of the commenter regarding
project alternatives, and does not raise an issue
related to the adequacy of any specific section or
analysis of the EIR. The commenter is referred to
Chapter 4, Project Alternative, of the EIR concerning
Project alternatives. The City will include the
comment as part of the Final EIR for review and
consideration by the decision-makers prior to a final
decision on the project.
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Response to Comment Letter I16
Mary Coffey
August 15, 2017
I16-1

The City of Escondido (City) acknowledges the
comment as an introduction to the comments that
follow. This comment is included in the Final
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for review and
consideration by decision makers prior to a final
decision on the Project. Regarding the EIR’s analysis
of Project alternatives, see responses to I15-1, I15-67,
and I15-68.

I16-2

The City has considered the comment and does not
concur with the commenter’s suggestion of the
existence of undue influence or bias.
Regarding the existing state of the site, the applicant
and lead developer for the Project, New Urban West
Inc., was selected by the City as an alternative
developer of the site. The applicant is not responsible
for the current state of the Project site.
The EIR correctly discloses the existing condition of
the site as a blighted condition. The EIR correctly
notes the Project site is a nonoperational golf course,
which in its current state, has resulted in code
enforcement issues for the City. The blighted
condition of the abandoned former clubhouse facility
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has created ongoing public health and safety hazards
for existing, surrounding residents (EIR page 3.1.5-1).
The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
requires that an EIR specify the existing physical
environmental
conditions
to
establish
the
“environmental baseline” against which project
impacts may be evaluated (14 CCR 15125(a)).
Environmental impacts generally should be examined
in light of this baseline environment as it exists when a
project is approved (14 CCR 15125(a)).
Courts have determined an EIR properly describes the
existing environment even where the existing
condition arose by a prior applicant or an owner that
illegally altered the site. For example, in Riverwatch v.
County of San Diego (1999), the court upheld the
baseline of a disturbed, degraded site where part of a
proposed mining site had been illegally disturbed by
the site’s owners and predecessors and was subject to
enforcement action. The court held that the proper
baseline was the existing condition even though that
condition was caused by the illegal activity of the
applicant owner: “In general, preparation of an EIR is
not the appropriate forum for determining the nature
and consequences of prior conduct of a project
applicant” (Riverwatch v. County of San Diego 1999).
Likewise, in Banning Ranch Conservancy v. City of
Newport Beach (2012), the court held that the
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appropriate baseline was the existing condition of the
site even though the site was degraded only by illegal
mowing. Relying on Riverwatch v. County of San
Diego, the court reiterated that “any illegal activities
affecting the baseline environmental condition are best
addressed by enforcement agencies,” not in an EIR
(Riverwatch v. County of San Diego 1999).
Similarly, the court in Eureka Citizens for Responsible
Government v. City of Eureka (2007) upheld an
existing condition baseline even though there were
claims of prior zoning violations that the City of
Eureka was responsible for enforcing. The court
nevertheless found the more prudent method of
addressing alleged illegality was first relying on
“direct enforcement by the agencies charged with the
responsibility” of enforcement (Eureka Citizens for
Responsible Government v. City of Eureka 2007).
Even where the alleged violations may have been
relevant to the City of Eureka’s consideration of the
project approval requested, the court found it was not
a CEQA consideration (Eureka Citizens for
Responsible Government v. City of Eureka 2007).
As explained in these cases, CEQA requires
evaluation of a project against existing environmental
conditions, regardless of how those conditions came
about. Therefore, the EIR properly considered the
Project’s effects and established Project objectives in
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comparison to existing, blighted conditions at the site.
The manner in which the blighted conditions were
created is immaterial to the EIR. In addition, the
City’s enforcement obligations or authority are not
impacted by the Project or the EIR.
Nevertheless, the City acknowledges the comment and
notes it expresses the opinions of the commenter and
does not raise an issue related to the adequacy of any
specific section or analysis of the EIR. The City will
include the comment as part of the Final EIR for
review and consideration by the decision makers prior
to a final decision on the Project.
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See response to I15-67.

I16-4

The comment raises concerns with the traffic
analysis, and traffic impacts received extensive
analysis in the EIR. The commenter is referred to
EIR Chapter 2.7, Transportation and Traffic;
Appendix 2.7-1; and Appendix 2.7-2. Furthermore,
the supplemental construction and freeway traffic
analyses have been prepared for the Project and are
incorporated into the Final EIR in Appendix 8-2. As
detailed, the Project will not result in significant
traffic impacts during construction and will not
result in significant traffic impacts to the freeway
mainline. Thus, the analyses confirm the accuracy of
the EIR’s findings and conclusions.

9993
RTC-I16-4

Response to Comments
The supplemental construction and freeway traffic
analyses do not add significant new information to the
EIR since no new or more severe substantial adverse
environmental effects have been identified by the
analyses (14 CCR 15088.5). Accordingly, based on
the standards set forth in CEQA Guidelines, Section
15088.5, it is not necessary to recirculate the EIR with
this information incorporated because the EIR was
adequate, and no new significant impacts or
substantial increases in the severity of significant
Project impacts have been identified.
The comment generally asserts mitigation in the EIR
will not work. Because the comment does not raise
any specific issue regarding the EIR’s analysis or
specific mitigation measures, no more specific
response can be provided or is required.
I16-5
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The comment expresses disagreement with the findings
that aesthetics, hydrology and water quality, public
services, and utilities would be less than significant.
These potential impacts received extensive analysis in
the EIR. The commenter is referred to EIR Chapters
3.1.1, Aesthetics; 3.1.4, Hydrology and Water Quality;
3.1.7, Public Services; and 3.1.9, Utilities and Service
Systems; as well as Appendices 3.1.4-1, 3.1.4-2, 3.1.91, and 3.1.9-2. Impacts were assessed against
established thresholds and determined to be less than
significant based on substantial evidence.
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The comment also states that the City will pay for the
traffic improvements included in the Specific
Alignment Plan as required by mitigation. This
assertion is incorrect. The EIR makes clear that the
applicant will be responsible for completing these
improvements (see EIR Chapter 2.7 and Mitigation
Measures M-TR-1 through M-TR-7).
The comment expresses the opinions of the
commenter or concerns regarding economic, social, or
political issues. These issues do not appear to relate to
any physical effect on the environment. The City
acknowledges the comment and will include the
comment as part of the Final EIR for review and
consideration by the decision makers prior to a final
decision on the Project.
I16-6

See Responses to Comments I15-1, I15-2, and I15-68.

I16-7

The comment implies Project green space will instead
consist of asphalt. This is incorrect. Initially, the
commenter cites only a portion of the description of
walking trails provided in the Draft Specific Plan
(page 34). The full description reads as follows:
The hardsurface, all-weather trail can
accommodate a variety of activities and
include exercise and rest areas along its
length. The trail will be a mix of paved
surfaces and compacted decomposed
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granite or ‘grasscrete’ pavers [emphasis
added] where needed for shared use with
emergency fire access. Alternative
attractive paving materials, such as
‘grasscrete’ will be used to create
attractive trail while still providing
vehicular access where necessary.
The EIR further states that the “48-acre Open Space
System would consist of 29 acres of landscaped
greenbelt and 19 acres of environmental channels and
retention basins to convey stormwater from San
Marcos Creek through the Project site and stormwater
from the Project site” (EIR page 1-3). The commenter
is referred to EIR Figure 1-5 for a depiction of
proposed open space and park areas, as well as the
location of the proposed trail system.
In response to the portion of the comment concerning
the location of drainage channels, in the site’s existing
condition, constructed drainage features and basins
occur throughout portions of the Project site. The
features were previously created for conveyance of
stormwater and irrigation run-on/runoff, as well as
aesthetic water features for the golf course (EIR pages
2.2-4 through 2.2-5, 2.2-14). The Project will restore,
rehabilitate, and widen channels throughout the
property, retaining only limited segments of existing
culvert crossings and storm drain segments (see EIR
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pages 3.1.4-12 and 1-3; EIR Appendix 2.2-1, page
21). Therefore, the Project will improve the biological
and hydrological quality of these existing drainages on
site (EIR pages 3.1.4-13 through 3.1.4-15).
The Project will also reduce runoff through the
incorporation of Low Impact Development Strategies
into the Project design. For example, the following is
stated in Appendix 3.1.5-1, City of Escondido General
Plan Policy Consistency Analysis Table, of the EIR
regarding Infrastructure Policy 3.10:
The Project would include pedestrianfriendly streetscape improvements to
reduce stormwater and pollutant runoff
into the drainage system. For instance, the
existing man-made concrete drainage
channels will be reconstructed as open
environmental drainage channels and
biofiltration basins to treat stormwater
from the proposed land uses as well as to
safely carry stormwater from San Marcos
Creek through the Project site.
The following is further stated in Appendix 3.1.5-1 of
the EIR regarding Infrastructure Policy 14.6:
Hydrology and Water Quality, Low
Impact Development strategies have
been incorporated into the Project
October 2017
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design, including:


Minimize impervious areas.



Avoid compaction
landscape spaces.



Till and amend soil for improved
infiltration capacity.



Drain rooftops, roads, or sidewalks
into adjacent landscape areas.



Drain impervious surfaces through
pervious areas.



Replace pervious drainage ditches
with open, vegetated swales.



Collect runoff.



Landscape with native or drought
tolerant species.



Manage
stormwater
within
proposed biofiltration BMPs [best
management practices].

in

planned

Thus, the Project will result in significant
improvements to drainage and the existing drainage
channels located on the Project site.
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See response to I15-3.

I16-9

The comment restates information in the EIR and
9993
RTC-I16-9

Response to Comments
generally raises concerns with construction traffic. The
supplemental construction traffic analysis has been
prepared for the Project and is incorporated in the
Final EIR in Appendix 8-2. As detailed, Project
construction traffic will result in less-than-significant
impacts to roadway capacity and intersections on all
studied area roadways. Based on the substantial
evidence incorporated in the EIR and the supplemental
analysis, there is no evidence that the Project would
result in significant impacts to traffic during
construction.
This supplemental construction traffic analysis does
not add significant new information to the EIR since
no new or more severe substantial adverse
environmental effect has been identified by the
analysis (14 CCR 15088.5). Accordingly, based on the
standards set forth in CEQA Guidelines, Section
15088.5, it is not necessary to recirculate the EIR with
this information incorporated because the EIR was
adequate, and no new significant impacts or
substantial increases in the severity of significant
Project impacts have been identified.
I16-10
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The comment concerns the affordability of homes and
payment for planned features of the Project. The City
acknowledges the comment and notes it raises
economic, social, or political issues that do not appear
to relate to any physical effect on the environment.
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Regarding payment for mitigation measures, the
applicant will be required to implement the measures
based on the mitigation monitoring and reporting
program and Project conditions of approval. The City
will include the comment as part of the Final EIR for
review and consideration by the decision makers prior
to a final decision on the Project. No further response
is required because the comment does not raise an
environmental issue.
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I16-11

The comment concerns future ownership of the site.
The City acknowledges the comment and notes it
raises economic, social, or political issues that do not
appear to relate to any physical effect on the
environment. The Project Design Features and
mitigation measures will be subject to the mitigation
monitoring and reporting program. The City will
include the comment as part of the Final EIR for
review and consideration by the decision makers prior
to a final decision on the Project. No further response
is required because the comment does not raise an
environmental issue.

I16-12

The comment implies non-residents will be required to
pay for the Project’s amenities. The City
acknowledges the comment and notes it raises
economic, social, or political issues that do not appear
to relate to any physical effect on the environment.
The City will include the comment as part of the Final
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EIR for review and consideration by the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Project. No
further response is required because the comment does
not raise an environmental issue. However, as a point
of clarification, the homeowners’ association, LMD,
and CFD will apply to the Project site and will not
apply City-wide.
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See response to I16-2.

I16-14

See responses to I15-1, I15-67, and I15-68.
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I16-15
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See response to I15-46.
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I16-16

See response to I15-47.

I16-17

See response to I15-48.

I16-18

See response to I15-49.

9993
RTC-I16-14

Response to Comments

I16-19

See response to I15-50.

I16-20

See response to I15-51.

I16-21

See response to I15-52.

I16-22

The comment states that the 5.5- to 8-foot noise
barriers will have a minimal impact on reducing
blasting vibrations, and that the success of mitigation
is dependent on the ability of the blasting contractor to
be able to limit ground vibrations and air blast.
Regarding air blast, levels anticipated with Project
blasting activities will be well below the Office of
Surface Mining Reclamation and Enforcement
(OSMRE) air blast limits. The EIR notes that “the
Escondido General Plan and Municipal Code do not
identify specific construction noise level limits for
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blasting activities. Therefore, the OSMRE and CFR
[Code of Federal Regulations] lowest maximum Air
Blast Limit (30 CFR 816.67(b)) of 129 dBA [Aweighted decibel] Lmax [maximum sound level] at
nearby sensitive uses is used in this analysis as an
acceptable threshold for noise levels due to blasting
activity at the Project site (refer to Section 1.4.2)”
(EIR page 2.6-11). Blasting noise associated with the
Project is estimated to be 93 A-weighted decibel
maximum sound level at the closest residential
receiver, and therefore, will be significantly less than
the acceptable air blast limitations.
Regarding vibration impacts, the EIR evaluated
vibration impacts associated with blasting on pages
2.6-14 through 2.6-15. As detailed, “it is unusual for
damage to be caused to residential structures from the
vibrations caused by blasting activities, given the
restrictions imposed under OSMRE (30 CFR 816.67)”
(EIR page 2.6-14). Nevertheless, the EIR concluded
potentially significant impacts could occur as minor
structural damage may result to the closest residences
(i.e., within 100 feet) if vibration levels exceed 3.0
inches per second (peak particle velocity) (EIR pages
2.6-14 through 2.6-15).
Mitigation Measure M-N-6 has been incorporated to
reduce potential impacts from blasting vibration to
less than significant. Mitigation Measure M-N-6
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requires the following:
To reduce adverse effects related to rock
blasting, the following measures shall be
adhered to:


The blasting contractor shall design
the blasts to reduce vibration
velocity levels from each blast
below the damage threshold of 3.0
inches per second at the closest
nearby residences (i.e., as close as
100 feet from the blast area).



A blast signal (e.g., air horn) shall
be used to notify nearby residents
that blasting is about to occur per
the
California
Code
of
Regulations, Title 8, Section 5291
Firing of Explosives regulations.



All complaints shall be responded
to and investigated as they occur.

Because vibration velocity will be reduced below the
damage threshold of 3.0 inches per second, minor
structural damage or more severe impacts to homes is
not anticipated to occur. Adequate mitigation has been
incorporated to reduce potentially significant impacts
associated with groundborne vibration to below a level
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of significance.
Regarding noise barriers, see response to I15-53,
explaining how the 5.5- to 8-foot noise barriers are
proposed to reduce operational impacts from traffic
noise, not to reduce blasting noise impacts. Mitigation
measures to reduce blasting impacts include
Mitigation Measures M-N-5 and M-N-6. These
measures would restrict blasting to no more than 3
minutes per hour during construction and require the
blasting contractor to design the blasts to reduce
vibration velocity levels from each blast below the
damage threshold of 3.0 inches per second at the
closest nearby residences (i.e., as close as 100 feet
from the blast area).
I16-23

The comment states, “In addition, no pre-blasting survey
has been conducted on neighborhood residences that will
be adversely affected by the blast zones.”
As detailed in response to I16-22, no significant
impacts are anticipated to result to residences from
potential blasting associate with Project construction
with mitigation incorporated. Nonetheless, Mitigation
Measure M-N-6 is an excess of caution and states that
“all complaints shall be responded to and investigated
as they occur.” No further mitigation is required
because impacts will be less than significant (14 CCR
15126.4(a)(3); Paulek v. Department of Water
Resources 2014). However, in response to this
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comment, the following language has been added to
Mitigation Measure M-N-6: “The contractor shall
perform a pre-blast survey at the request of any
residences located within 300 feet of the blasting site
prior to blasting activities.” The EIR has been revised
to clarify this. These clarifications to the EIR are
presented in strikeout/underline format; refer to
Section 2.6 of the errata of the Final EIR. The changes
do not raise important new issues about significant
effects on the environment. Such changes are
insignificant as the term is used in Section 15088.5(b)
of the CEQA Guidelines.
I16-24
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This comment states that the EIR inappropriately
relies on studies that are over 35 years old, implying
that such studies contain outdated, unreliable
information. As stated in the EIR, “estimated
emissions of NOx [oxides of nitrogen], CO [carbon
monoxide], and SOx [sulfur oxides] from explosives
used for blasting were determined using emission
factors in Section 13.3 (Explosives Detonation) of AP42 (EPA 1980), and PM10 [coarse particulate matter]
and PM2.5 [fine particulate matter] emissions were
determined using Section 11.9 of AP-42 (EPA 1998)”
(EIR page 2.1-19). The analysis employed
conservative assumptions in employing the coarse
particulate matter and fine particulate matter emissions
factors from Section 11.9 of AP-42, as these factors
“may overestimate emissions for blasting of hard
9993
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rock” for this Project (EIR page 2.1-20).
The emission factors for blasting explosives questioned
by the comment are the industry standard approved by
the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EIR page
2.1-20). AP-42, Compilation of Air Pollutant Emissions
Factors, is a publication of the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency’s emission factor information based
on source test data, material balance studies, and
engineering
estimates
(accessible
at
https://www.epa.gov/air-emissions-factors-andquantification/ap-42-compilation-air-emission-factors).
The age of the data sources underlying the AP-42
emissions factors is acknowledged in the EIR; however,
these factors continue to be relevant and used within the
industry. It is noted that the compounds in the explosive
materials have not changed since the development of
the emission factors and the studies on which those
emission factors were based. As such, there is no reason
to conclude that the emission factors are no longer
reasonably representative of emissions from the
blasting compounds.
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See response to I15-56.

I16-26

See response to I15-33.

I16-27

See response to I15-34.
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I16-28

See response to I15-35.

I16-29

See response to I15-36.
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I16-30
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See response to I15-37.
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I16-31

See response to I15-38.

I16-32

See response to I15-39.

I16-33

See response to I15-40.

I16-34

See response to I15-41.
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I16-35

See response to I15-42.

I16-36

See response to I15-43.

I16-37

See response to I15-44.

I16-38

See response to I15-45.
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I16-39

See response to I15-45.

I16-40

The comment states that traffic mitigation will impact
the budgets of three jurisdictions and take years before
the improvements are implemented. The comment
also states that freeway ramps will be impacted during
the AM/PM commute.
Generally, the comment raises economic, social, or
political issues that do not appear to relate to any
physical effect on the environment. The City has
considered the comment and will include the comment
in the Final EIR for review and consideration by the
decision makers prior to a final decision on the Project.
Regarding Project construction traffic, please note that
a supplemental construction traffic analysis has been
prepared for the Project and is incorporated in the
Final EIR in Appendix 8-2. As detailed in the EIR and
the supplemental analysis, Project construction traffic
will result in less-than-significant impacts to roadway
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capacity and intersections in the Project area.
In response to the portion of the comment concerning
freeway on-ramp conditions, the comment incorrectly
states that impacts will occur in both directions during
the AM/PM commute. Impacts to the Interstate (I-) 15
northbound ramps were demonstrated to be less than
significant in the EIR. However, the Project’s impact
to the I-15 southbound on-ramp at El Norte Parkway
is concluded to be significant and unmitigable
because, despite incorporating all feasible mitigation,
the proposed improvement to the I-15 southbound onramp would be located within the jurisdiction and
control
of
the
California
Department
of
Transportation, and neither the applicant nor the City
can ensure that the California Department of
Transportation will permit the improvement to be
made (EIR pages 2.7-35 through 2.7-36).
Regarding impacts to State Route (SR-) 78 and the I15 south of SR-78, the City has prepared a
supplemental freeway traffic analysis evaluating
Project impacts to additional freeway mainline
segments, including I-15 south of SR-78 and SR-78
from I-15 to Twin Oaks Valley Road. This
supplemental analysis demonstrates that the Project
would not result in significant impacts to freeway
mainline operations at these segments. The
supplemental analysis has been incorporated in the
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Final EIR in Appendix 8-2.
The supplemental construction and freeway traffic
analyses do not add significant new information to the
EIR since no new or more severe substantial adverse
environmental effects have been identified by the
analyses (14 CCR 15088.5). Accordingly, based on
the standards set forth in CEQA Guidelines, Section
15088.5, it is not necessary to recirculate the EIR with
this information incorporated because the EIR was
adequate, and no new significant impacts or
substantial increases in the severity of significant
Project impacts have been identified.
The comment expresses concerns with existing
conditions at SR-78 and adjacent streets. The City
acknowledges that the comment expresses concerns
with conditions that are not a result of the Project.
While the City is sensitive to the commenter’s concern,
mitigation cannot be required for the Project to address
wholly existing conditions where the Project will not
result in significant impacts (14 CCR 15126.4 (a)(3);
Paulek v. Department of Water Resources 2014).
Project impacts have been evaluated and demonstrated
to be less than significant in this area.
I16-41
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See response to I15-18.
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I16-42
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See response to I15-19.
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I16-43

The City acknowledges the comment and notes it
expresses the opinions of the commenter and provides
concluding remarks that do not raise new or additional
environmental issues concerning the adequacy of the
EIR. The City will include the comment as part of the
Final EIR for review and consideration by the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Project.
Regarding the portion of the comment related to
alternatives, refer to responses to I15-1, I15-67, and
I15-68.
Regarding the portion of the comment related to
greenhouse gas emissions and carbon dioxide
absorption, refer to response to I15-19.
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Response to Comment Letter I17
Carol and Terence Collins
July 4, 2017
I17-1

The City of Escondido (City) acknowledges the
comment and notes it raises economic, social, or
political issues that do not appear to relate to any
physical effect on the environment. The City will
include the comment as part of the Final
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for review and
consideration by the decision makers prior to a final
decision on the Project.

I17-2

As stated in Section 2.2, Biological Resources, no
impacts on special-status species are anticipated.
Additionally, impacts to raptors are expected to be less
than significant, and with implementation of
Mitigation Measures M-BI-1, M-BI-2, and M-BI-3,
impacts to biological resources would be reduced to
less than significant. The City will include the
comment as part of the Final EIR for review and
consideration by the decision makers prior to a final
decision on the Project.

I17-3

As stated in Section 3.1.1, Aesthetics, of the EIR
(page 3.1.1-16):
Rustic posts and rail fencing would be
installed along Country Club Drive, in place
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of the existing dilapidated chain-link fencing.
The landscape buffer includes trees and landscaping
densely arranged to separate and buffer the
surrounding neighborhoods. Additionally, the Project
would be designed to maintain a relatively low profile
and would be similarly scaled to residential
development in the area (EIR page 3.1.1-12).
Therefore, the privacy and visual quality will remain
below a level of significance. The City will include the
comment as part of the Final EIR for review and
consideration by the decision makers prior to a final
decision on the Project.
I17-4

The comment cites a general concern regarding traffic,
which was analyzed in Section 2.7, Transportation and
Traffic, of the EIR.
Regarding the performance of the circulation system,
as shown in Tables 2.7-14, 2.7-15, and 2.7-16 of
Section 2.7, Transportation and Traffic, with
mitigation incorporated, potentially significant
impacts at all roadway segments and intersections will
be less than significant with one exception. The
Project would result in a significant impact to the El
Norte Parkway on-ramp to Interstate 15 (I-15)
southbound during the AM peak hour. Because the
improvement necessary to mitigate the identified
impact would be located within the jurisdiction and
control of the California Department of Transportation
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(Caltrans), the City cannot ensure at this time that
Caltrans will permit the improvement to be made.
Therefore, although the impact can and may be
mitigated to a less than significant level, the impact at
this location is considered significant and unavoidable.
If a project results in significant and unavoidable
environmental impacts, the lead agency is required to
prepare a statement of overriding considerations,
which reflects a balancing of competing public
objectives (including environmental, legal, technical,
social, and economic factors). Therefore, a statement
of overriding considerations must be considered and
adopted by the decision makers with the EIR, if the
Project is approved.
The comment does not raise any specific issues related
to the adequacy of information and analysis provided
in the EIR; therefore, no further response can be
provided. The City will include the comment as part of
the Final EIR for review and consideration by the
decision makers prior to a final decision on the
Project.
I17-5

October 2017
The Villages – Escondido Country Club Final EIR

As addressed in Section 3.1.7, Public Services, the
Escondido Public Facility Development Fee
Ordinance requires that all new residential or
nonresidential development pay a fee for the purpose
of ensuring that the public facility standards
established by the City are met with respect to the
9993
RTC-I17-3

Response to Comments
additional needs created by such development. The
Project applicant is responsible for these fees as well
as the cost of the public facilities mentioned in the
Project objectives. The City acknowledges the
comment and notes it expresses the opinions of the
commenter. The City will include the comment as part
of the Final EIR for review and consideration by the
decision makers prior to a final decision on the
Project.
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I17-6

The City acknowledges the comment and notes it
raises economic, social, or political issues that do not
appear to relate to any physical effect on the
environment. The City will include the comment as
part of the Final EIR for review and consideration by
the decision makers prior to a final decision on the
Project. No further response is required because the
comment does not raise an environmental issue.

I17-7

The Project is required to abide by the City of
Escondido General Plan Mobility and Infrastructure
Element, City of Escondido Water Reclamation Plan,
City of Escondido Water Conservation Plan, City of
Escondido Municipal Code, Senate Bill 244, Water
Conservation Project Act, California Groundwater
Legislation, and multiple other water regulations
which ensure the Project will minimize its water
usage. The City will include the comment as part of
the Final EIR for review and consideration by the
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decision makers prior to a final decision on the
Project.
I17-8
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As stated in Section 2.2, Biological Resources, the
Project applicant shall prepare and submit to the City
and/or other responsible agencies of the Project for
approval
a
Restoration
Plan
for
the
establishment/reestablishment and enhancement of
sensitive habitat within the Project’s open space. The
Restoration Plan shall provide for replacement of
impacted sensitive habitat, i.e., wetland/riparian
sensitive natural communities and jurisdictional
wetlands and waters in an amount to satisfy a no-netloss standard for both function and spatial area of
wetland and non-wetland resources. The Restoration
Plan shall include 5 years of maintenance and
monitoring to ensure the restoration effort is
successful (EIR page 2.2-22). Additionally, the Project
applicant shall replace impacted mature trees at a
minimum 1:1 ratio, unless otherwise determined by
the City. The Project applicant shall replace protected
trees at a minimum 2:1 ratio, unless otherwise
determined by the City. The number, size, and species
of replacement trees shall be determined on a case-bycase basis by the City’s Director of Community
Development (EIR page 2.2-23). This will mitigate the
removal of trees and other impacts to natural resources
on site. The City will include the comment as part of
the Final EIR for review and consideration by the
9993
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decision makers prior to a final decision on the
Project.
I17-9

The community farm will act as a Project amenity
under the open space system. Additionally, the
community farm would be under the acreage
requirement to necessitate a zoning amendment;
therefore, the community farm would not need to be
designated as farmland. The City will include the
comment as part of the Final EIR for review and
consideration by the decision makers prior to a final
decision on the Project.

I17-10

As discussed in Section 2.7, Transportation and
Traffic, additional traffic trips will be caused by
residential Villages 1, 2, and 3; local retail including a
restaurant and market; and the various homeowners’
association amenities. The City will include the
comment as part of the Final EIR for review and
consideration by the decision makers prior to a final
decision on the Project.

I17-11

As stated in Section 3.1.1, Aesthetics, of the EIR
(page 3.1.1-12):
The pad elevations for the new residential
development have been designed to be
lower than the existing development in
most areas so that existing near views of
the golf course are replaced by views of
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the landscaped Greenbelt/Open Spaces.
The Greenbelt/Open Space areas would
enhance the screening and buffering of
views from surrounding residences and
roadways (namely West Country Club
Lane, La Mirada Street, La Brea Street and
Portola Avenue). Additionally, the Project
would be designed to maintain a relatively
low profile and would be similarly scaled
to residential development in the area…
The Project would not substantially
interrupt or obstruct available views from
any scenic vistas. No designated scenic
vistas would be impacted by the Project.
The Project includes a Specific Plan proposal and
detailed design guidelines, which provide a framework
for requiring the development to be context sensitive
and be appropriately sited, scaled, and designed to
complement the existing environment. The design
guidelines require that the Project be designed to relate
to community character, design context, and site
design. The Specific Plan design guidelines would
ensure appropriate scale of development and an
aesthetically
pleasing
architectural
character.
Therefore, the Project would not adversely affect
public views. In many areas, the site is set back at an
appropriate distance and shielded by vegetated slopes
or context sensitive landscaping. Therefore, impacts
October 2017
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relative to the substantial degradation of visual
character and quality as a result of implementation of
the Project would be less than significant (EIR page
3.1.1-19). The City will include the comment as part
of the Final EIR for review and consideration by the
decision makers prior to a final decision on the
Project. No further response is required because the
comment does not raise an environmental issue.
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I17-12

See response to I17-11.

I17-13

The Project will include blasting of hard rock areas.
However, the only potential impact it may have on
nearby residents is noise and vibration impacts. The
intensity of the noise and vibration impacts associated
with rock blasting depends on location, size, material,
shape of the rock, and the spacing of the charges
determined to be necessary for successful fracturing
(EIR page 2.6-10). The shortest distance between
potential blast locations and existing residences is
approximately 100 feet (property lines are as close as
50 feet, but the OSMRE standard is based upon
distance to residence, rather than property line). Based
on the reference blasting noise level, the closest
residential receiver will experience noise levels
approaching 93 dBA Lmax over the course of the blast,
which will likely occur for only a few seconds. As
required to comply with the more general construction
noise limit of 75 dBA Leq 1-HOUR, blasting would be
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limited to no more than 3 minutes within any given
hour. Although some blasting noise may be noticeable
to nearby residents, the single-event, temporary noise
levels generated by the blast will not exceed the
OSMRE and the Code of Federal Regulations
standards for air blasts, and therefore noise impacts
due to blasting would be less than significant (EIR
page 2.6-11). The City will include the comment as
part of the Final EIR for review and consideration by
the decision makers prior to a final decision on the
Project. No further response is required because the
comment does not raise an environmental issue.
I17-14
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The duration of the activities mentioned in the comment
(road closures, blasting, construction hazards,
demolitions, road paving, road widening, road striping)
would be temporary and in short durations. There will be
no road closures as part of the Project. In order to be
consistent with the General Plan, the City shall
coordinate roadway improvements to ensure that bicycle
facilities are temporarily accommodated by identifying
alternate routes during roadway construction projects, as
well as coordinate with Caltrans for temporary traffic
control measures during any activities that interfere with
the normal function of a roadway. As stated in response
to I17-15, blasting would be limited to no more than 3
minutes within any given hour. Construction would
involve the transport of commonly used hazardous
substances, however they would be stored in staging
9993
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areas then transported off-site. These materials would be
transported, handled, and disposed of in accordance with
all applicable federal, state, and local laws and
regulations. Demolition and construction would also be
in compliance with applicable federal, state, and local
laws. Demolition is anticipated to take 2 months.
Construction is anticipated to take 4 years, as shown in
Appendix 2.1-1. The City will include the comment as
part of the Final EIR for review and consideration by the
decision makers prior to a final decision on the Project.
I17-15
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The City acknowledges the comment and notes it
expresses the opinions of the commenter, and does not
raise an issue related to the adequacy of any specific
section or analysis of the EIR. The City will include
the comment as part of the Final EIR for review and
consideration by the decision makers prior to a final
decision on the Project.
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Response to Comment Letter I18
Terry and Carol Collins
July 31, 2017
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I18-1

The comment requests analysis of La Brea Street.
Section 2.7, Transportation and Traffic, of the EIR
analyzed La Brea Street. Tables 2.7-7 and 2.7-11 of
the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) show the
street segments that were analyzed in the near term
and 2035 horizon year, which includes La Brea Street
from Country Club Lane to Cortez Avenue. As shown
in these tables, the Project would not create a
significant impact at this segment. Additionally, as
discussed in Section 2.7 of the EIR, the Project
includes a Specific Alignment Plan (SAP) that would
provide a series of intersection improvements
designed to calm traffic speeds and enhance pedestrian
and bicycle circulation. As part of the SAP, a
roundabout is proposed at La Brea Street. The
comment does not raise any issues concerning the
adequacy of the analysis provided in the EIR.

I18-2

As stated in Chapter 1, Project Description, the Project
includes a total of 392 residential homes. As
illustrated in Figure 1-1, Site Plan, the Project consists
mostly of single-family detached lots, and some
attached housing types as part of the common
residential lots. The comment does not raise any
issues concerning the adequacy of the analysis
9993
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provided in the EIR. The City will include the
comment as part of the Final EIR for review and
consideration by the decision makers prior to a final
decision on the Project.
I18-3
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This comment does not raise any issue concerning the
adequacy of the EIR. The City will include the
comment as part of the Final EIR for review and
consideration by the decision makers prior to a final
decision on the Project.
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Response to Comment Letter I19
Collins
July 4, 2017
I19-1

The City acknowledges the comment as an introduction
to comments that follow. The commenter’s location
within proximity to Village 3 is noted.

I19-2

As indicated in Figure 2.6-2 of the EIR, some blasting
will occur in central and southern portion of the
proposed Village 3. As discussed on page 2.6-14 in
Section 2.6.2.3 of the EIR,
According to the California Department of
Transportation’s Transportation and Construction
Vibration Guidance Manual (Caltrans 2008), it is
unusual for damage to be caused to residential
structures from the vibrations caused by blasting
activities, given the restrictions imposed under
OSMRE (30 CFR 816.67).
The EIR further identified that for residential
structures, the threshold of damage for vibration is
approximately 3.0 inches per second (peak particle
velocity) for cosmetic cracking and damage. While it
is not common for blasting activities to cause damage
to residential structures, the analysis provided in the
EIR conservatively assumed that some minor
structural damage to the closest residences (i.e., within
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100 feet), could potentially occur without mitigation
(Impact-N-5). Mitigation measure M-N-6 requires that
the blasting contractor design the blasts to reduce
vibration velocity levels below the damage threshold
of 3.0 inches per second at the closest nearby
residences (i.e., as close as 100 feet from the blast
area). Therefore, the EIR concluded that the Project
would not cause damage to surrounding residences
due to blasting activities and the project would result
in less than significant impacts related to blasting.
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I19-3

The City notes the comment provides factual
background information and does not raise an
environmental issue within the meaning of the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The
City will include the comment as part of the Final EIR
for review and consideration by the decision makers
prior to a final decision on the Project.

I19-4

The comment addresses noise concerns relative to
blasting activities during construction. As discussed
and analyzed in Section 2.6, Noise, of the EIR, the
Project will include blasting of hard rock areas. The
intensity of the noise and vibration impacts associated
with rock blasting depends on location, size, material,
shape of the rock, and the spacing of the charges
determined to be necessary for successful fracturing.
As analyzed in Section 2.6.2.3, of the EIR, page 2.610, the shortest distance between potential blast
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locations and existing residences is approximately 100
feet (property lines are as close as 50 feet, but the
OSMRE standard is based upon distance to residence,
rather than property line). Based on the reference
blasting noise level, the closest residential receiver
will experience noise levels approaching 93 dBA Lmax
over the course of the blast, which will likely occur for
only a few seconds. As required to comply with the
more general construction noise limit of 75 dBA Leq 1HOUR, blasting would be limited to no more than 3
minutes within any given hour. Although some
blasting noise may be noticeable to nearby residents,
the single-event, temporary noise levels generated by
the blast will not exceed the OSMRE and the CFR
standards for air blasts, and therefore noise impacts
due to blasting were determined in the EIR to be less
than significant (EIR page 2.6-11).
I19-5
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As stated in Section 2.6 Noise, mitigation measure MN-6 requires that, “a blast signal (e.g., air horn) shall
be used to notify nearby residents that blasting is
about to occur per the California Code of Regulations,
Title 8, Section 5291 Firing of Explosives regulations”
(EIR page 2.6-22). In response to this comment, M-N6 will be revised in the Final EIR to include
notification of surrounding property owners within
100 feet of blasting activities via U.S. mail at least one
week prior to blasting activities. These revisions and
clarifications to the EIR are presented in
9993
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strikeout/underline format; refer to Section 2.6.5 of the
EIR. The changes do not raise important new issues
about significant effects on the environment. Such
changes are insignificant as the term is used in Section
15088.5(b) of the CEQA Guidelines.
I19-6

The City acknowledges the comment and notes it
raises issues that do not relate to any physical effect on
the environment, or the adequacy of the EIR. The
City will include the comment as part of the Final EIR
for review and consideration by the decision makers
prior to a final decision on the Project.

I19-7

As analyzed in Section 3.1.3, Geology and Soils, of
the EIR, any strong seismic ground shaking in or
around the Project site would be the result of seismic
activity common to the Southern California region and
would not be caused or otherwise affected by the
implementation of the proposed Project. As stated in
Section 3.1.3 Geology and Soils,
“compliance with the CBC and the seismic
design criteria recommendations described
in Appendix 3.1.3-1 would reduce exposure
of people or structures to potential
substantial adverse effects from seismic
ground shaking” (EIR page 3.1.3-9).
Therefore, impacts regarding seismic ground shaking
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would be less than significant.
I19-8

As stated in Section 3.1.1 Aesthetics,
“Rustic posts and rail fencing would be
installed along Country Club Drive, in
place of the existing dilapidated chain-link
fencing” (EIR page 3.1.1-16).
Additionally, the proposed landscape buffer includes
trees and landscaping densely arranged to separate and
buffer the surrounding neighborhoods. The comment
does not raise issues related to the adequacy of the
EIR. The City will include the comment as part of the
Final EIR for review and consideration by the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Project.
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INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK
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Response to Comment Letter I20
Sid Colquitt
July 21, 2017
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I20-1

The City of Escondido (City) acknowledges the comment
and notes it expresses the opinions of the commenter and
does not raise an issue related to the adequacy of any
specific section or analysis of the Environmental Impact
Report (EIR). The City will include the comment as part
of the Final EIR for review and consideration by the
decision makers prior to a final decision on the Project.

I20-2

The City acknowledges the comment and notes it raises
questions about traffic resulting from the Project. As
shown in Table 2.7-14 in Section 2.7, Transportation and
Traffic, in the EIR, all intersections will operate at a level
of service (LOS) C or better, and all roadway segments
will be mitigated to below a level of significance, with the
exception of the El Norte Parkway on-ramp to Interstate
15, which relies on the California Department of
Transportation’s (Caltrans’) approval to implement the
proposed mitigation measure. The concept of LOS is
defined as a qualitative measure describing operational
conditions within a traffic stream and the motorist’s
perception of operations. LOS designations range from A
to F, with LOS A representing the best operating
conditions, and LOS F representing the worst operating
conditions. According to the City’s General Plan Mobility
Element, streets and intersections shall be planned and
developed to achieve a minimum LOS C as defined by
9993
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the Highway Capacity Manual, as amended or updated, or
other national standard deemed appropriate by the City.
The EIR and traffic impact analysis, including details of
the Specific Alignment Plan and proposed roundabouts,
can
be
found
on
the
City’s
website
(https://www.escondido.org/ecc-deir.aspx).
The Project will implement a Specific Alignment Plan
for Country Club Lane from El Norte Parkway to
Nutmeg Street in which the roundabouts are proposed
(see Figure 2.7-1a and 2.7-1b (EIR page 2.7-1)).
Roundabouts, also known as “traffic circles,” are
defined as road junctions at which traffic moves in one
direction around a central island. The Specific
Alignment Plan would provide a series of intersection
improvements designed to calm traffic speeds and
enhance pedestrian and bicycle circulation.
During the preparation of the EIR, site visits were
conducted by the applicant, consultants, and City staff.
As stated in Section 2.7 of the EIR and in the traffic
impact analysis (Appendix 2.7-1 of the EIR), a traffic
signal is proposed at Nutmeg Street, along with curb
bulbouts, to enhance both peak-hour operations and
pedestrian security. Refer to the City’s website
(https://www.escondido.org/ecc-deir.aspx) for access
to the EIR and traffic impact analysis, including
details on the Specific Alignment Plan and proposed
roundabouts and improvements to Nutmeg Street.
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Response to Comment Letter I21
Sid Colquitt
July 31, 2017
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I21-1

The City of Escondido (City) acknowledges the
comment as an introduction to comments that follow.
This comment is included in the Final Environmental
Impact Report (EIR) for review and consideration by the
decision makers prior to a final decision on the Project.

I21-2

The City acknowledges the comment and notes it
expresses general concern about traffic in the area. As
shown in Table 2.7-14 of Section 2.7, Transportation
and Traffic, all intersections will operate at a level of
service (LOS) C or better, and all roadway segments
will be mitigated to below a level of significance, with
the exception of the El Norte Parkway on-ramp to
Interstate 15, which relies on the California
Department of Transportation’s (Caltrans’) approval to
implement the proposed mitigation measure. The
concept of LOS is defined as a qualitative measure
describing operational conditions within a traffic
stream and the motorist’s perception of operations.
LOS designations range from A to F, with LOS A
representing the best operating conditions, and LOS F
representing the worst operating conditions.
According to the City’s General Plan Mobility
Element streets and intersections shall be planned and
developed to achieve a minimum LOS C as defined by
9993
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the Highway Capacity Manual, as amended or
updated, or such other national standard deemed
appropriate by the City. Therefore, the Project would
not create “gridlock” on the existing neighborhood.
Additionally, as stated in Section 2.7, Mitigation
Measure M-TR-4 would require the construction of
the following (EIR page 2.7-33):
Interim improvements in the existing
right-of-way on southbound Nutmeg
Street between La Paloma Avenue and Via
Alexandra to provide a wider travel lane,
and
curb,
gutter,
and
sidewalk
improvements to the satisfaction of the
City engineer. These improvements will
enhance vehicular, pedestrian, and bicycle
circulation and will increase capacity to
mitigate the Project’s impact.
Through widening the travel lane on Nutmeg Street,
these improvements would improve visibility from
Via Alexandra. However, the Project is not liable for
existing problems, except when the Project
significantly contributes to the issue. With
implementation of these improvements, the near-term
significant direct and cumulative impacts from the
Project would be reduced to less than significant. The
City will include the comment as part of the Final EIR
for review and consideration by the decision makers
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prior to a final decision on the Project.
I21-3

The comment is referring to Mitigation Measures MTR-5 and M-TR-3 and the proposed Specific
Alignment Plan, which were included as part of the
Project to create traffic calming and reduce anticipated
impacts. Roundabouts and other traffic-calming
measures were analyzed in the Traffic Impact Analysis
and the EIR (refer to Section 2.7). The following is
stated in Section 2.7 (EIR page 2.7-34):
M-TR-1 through M-TR-5 would reduce
the identified near-term significant direct
and cumulative impacts (Impact TR-1
through Impact TR-4) to less than
significant levels.
The City will include the comment as part of the Final
EIR for review and consideration by the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Project.

I21-4
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The comment is referring to Mitigation Measure MTR-6, which is a mitigation measure that would
mitigate the significant near-term cumulative impacts
identified under the Existing + Cumulative Projects +
Project scenario. This intersection would remain less
than significant under Year 2035 + Project Conditions;
therefore, no extra mitigation would be required. The
City will include the comment as part of the Final EIR
for review and consideration by the decision makers
9993
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prior to a final decision on the Project.
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I21-5

Refer to response to I21-4. The City acknowledges the
comment and notes it expresses general concern and
does not raise an issue related to the adequacy of any
specific section or analysis of the EIR. The City will
include the comment as part of the Final EIR for
review and consideration by the decision makers prior
to a final decision on the Project.

I21-6

The comment asks the City to consider providing an
interchange at Interstate 15 and Country Club Lane as
a mitigation measure. As part of the analysis in
Section 2.7 in the EIR, the impacts to intersections and
segments were modeled and analyzed, and the data
resulted in the requirement for the mitigation measures
as outline in the EIR. The mitigation proposed would
mitigate impacts to a less-than-significant level. An
interchange at Interstate 15 would be the responsibility
of the Caltrans, which is out of the control of the City.
Therefore, it could not be guaranteed and has not been
determined by the City or Caltrans that it is warranted.
The City will include the comment as part of the Final
EIR for review and consideration by the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Project.
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Response to Comment Letter I22
Alan and Pat Colton
No Date
I22-1
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The comment expresses general concern regarding the
size of lots, number of homes, and traffic impacts of
the Project. The commenter expresses general concern
regarding the proposed zoning for the Project. The
City of Escondido (City) has an application process
for land development proposals, which complies with
the California Environmental Quality Act law and
California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines. The
Project seeks a zone change to Specific Plan SP Zone.
As stated in Section 3.1.5, Land Use, of the EIR, the
Project would be consistent with the General Plan and
Zoning Ordinance upon issuance of the foregoing
approvals. Section 3.1.5 of the EIR describes and
analyzes the Project’s land use and design
compatibility. Appendix 3.1.5-1 to the EIR (City of
Escondido General Plan Policy Consistency Analysis
Table) includes a comprehensive policy consistency
analysis for the Project and addresses the Project’s
potential conflicts with applicable land use plans or
regulations adopted to avoid or mitigate an
environmental effect. The analysis provided in the EIR
concludes that the Project does not conflict with the
City’s General Plan and Zoning Ordinance. The
comment does not raise an issue related to the
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adequacy of this land use and zoning analysis in the
EIR; therefore, no further response is provided.
I22-2
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The comment expresses general concern regarding the
proposed roundabouts. As shown on Figure 2.7-14 in
Section 2.7, Transportation and Traffic, all
intersections will operate at a level of service (LOS) C
or better, and all roadway segments will be mitigated
to below a level of significance, with the exception of
the El Norte Parkway on-ramp to Interstate (I-) 15,
which relies on the California Department of
Transportation (Caltrans) to allow the proposed
mitigation measure to be completed. Therefore, the
Project would not create “gridlock” on the existing
neighborhood. The Project proposes the Specific
Alignment Plan, which includes the roundabout and
other traffic-calming features that have been proven to
reduce impacts and improve bicycle and pedestrian
circulation.
With
implementation
of
these
improvements, the near-term significant direct and
cumulative impacts from the Project would be reduced
to less than significant. The City acknowledges the
comment and notes it expresses the opinions of the
commenter. The City will include the comment as part
of the Final EIR for review and consideration by the
decision makers prior to a final decision on the
Project. No further response is required or necessary.
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I22-3

The comment expresses general concern regarding
impacts to the on-ramp off of Woodland Parkway for
State Route 78 West. Section 2.7 of the EIR
demonstrates that all intersections will operate at a
level of service C or better, and all roadway segments
will be mitigated to below a level of significance, with
the exception of the El Norte Parkway on-ramp to I15, which relies on the Caltrans to allow the proposed
mitigation measure to be completed. Because the
Caltrans would be the lead agency responsible for the
improvement to I-15 facilities, on-ramps, and meters,
Section 2.7 concludes that the impact will be
significant and unmitigable. The City will include the
comment as part of the Final EIR for review and
consideration by the decision makers prior to a final
decision on the Project.

I22-4

The comment expresses general concern regarding
biological resources. As described in Section 2.2,
Biological Resources (EIR page 2.2-24):
…with implementation of M-BI-1 through
M-BI-3, all impacts associated with
biological resources would be reduced to
less than significant levels.

.
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The City acknowledges the comment and notes it
expresses the opinions of the commenter and does not
raise an issue related to the adequacy of any specific
section or analysis of the EIR. Therefore, no further
9993
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response is required. The City will include the
comment as part of the Final EIR for review and
consideration by the decision makers prior to a final
decision on the Project.
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Response to Comment Letter I23
Barbara Christina Conrad
July 24, 2017
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I23-1

The City of Escondido (City) acknowledges the
comment letter, and notes it expresses general
opposition for the Project, but does not raise any issue
concerning the adequacy of the Environmental Impact
Report (EIR). Please note that the alternatives
analyzed in Chapter 4, Project Alternatives, of the EIR
included a No Project/No Development Alternative
and three Reduced-Density Alternatives (138 units,
158 units, and 279 units).

I23-2

The comment generally addresses concerns regarding
nature, air quality, safety, and water usage. These
issues were discussed and analyzed in the EIR in the
following sections, respectively: Section 2.2,
Biological Resources; Section 2.1, Air Quality;
Section 2.5, Hazards; and Section 2.1.9, Utilities. The
comment also refers to wetland area existing on the
site. As stated in Section 2.2.4, the Project would
impact a total of approximately 0.29 acre of
wetland/riparian sensitive natural communities and
approximately 2.56 acres of wetland and
jurisdictional waters. Mitigation measure M-BI-2
requires
the
restoration,
preservation,
and
management of on-site open space. By developing the
Restoration Plan (Mitigation Measure M-BI-2), the
9993
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Project would ensure that its impacts to 0.29 acre of
wetland/riparian sensitive natural communities and
2.56 acres of wetland and waterways would be offset
by establishment of new, superior habitat to satisfy a
no-net-loss standard for both function and spatial area
of wetland and non-wetland resources. Additionally,
as presented in Section 2.2.6 of the EIR, there would
be a considerable net gain in wetland/riparian
sensitive natural communities on the site compared to
existing conditions, and the Project would result in a
biologically superior condition compared what
currently exists.
I23-3
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The City acknowledges the comment and notes it
expresses the opinions of the commenter, and does not
raise an issue related to the adequacy of any specific
section or analysis of the EIR. The City will include
the comment as part of the Final EIR for review and
consideration by the decision makers prior to a final
decision on the Project.
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Response to Comment Letter I24
Barbara Christina Conrad
July 31, 2017
I24-1

The City of Escondido (City) acknowledges the
comment letter, and notes it expresses general
opposition for the Project, but does not raise any issue
concerning the adequacy of the EIR. The City will
include the comment as part of the Final
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for review and
consideration by the decision makers prior to a final
decision on the Project.

I24-2

The comment cites a general concern regarding traffic,
which was analyzed in Section 2.7, Transportation and
Traffic, of the EIR.
Regarding the performance of the circulation system,
as shown in Tables 2.7-14, 2.7-15, and 2.7-16 of
Section 2.7, Transportation and Traffic, with
mitigation incorporated, potentially significant
impacts at all roadway segments and intersections will
be less than significant with one exception. The
Project would result in a significant impact to the El
Norte Parkway on-ramp to Interstate 15 (I-15)
southbound during the AM peak hour. Because the
improvement necessary to mitigate the identified
impact would be located within the jurisdiction and
control of the California Department of Transportation
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(Caltrans), the City cannot ensure at this time that
Caltrans will permit the improvement to be made.
Therefore, although the impact can and may be
mitigated to a less than significant level, the impact at
this location is considered significant and unavoidable.
If a project results in significant and unavoidable
environmental impacts, the lead agency is required to
prepare a statement of overriding considerations,
which reflects a balancing of competing public
objectives (including environmental, legal, technical,
social, and economic factors). Therefore, a statement
of overriding considerations must be considered and
adopted by the decision makers with the EIR, if the
Project is approved.
The comment does not raise any specific issues related to
the adequacy of information and analysis provided in the
EIR; therefore, no further response can be provided. The
City will include the comment as part of the Final EIR
for review and consideration by the decision makers
prior to a final decision on the Project.
I24-3

The comment generally addresses visual concerns. As
stated in Section 3.1.1, Aesthetics (EIR page 3.1.1-12):
The pad elevations for the new residential
development have been designed to be
lower than the existing development in
most areas so that existing near views of
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the golf course are replaced by views of
the landscaped Greenbelt/Open Spaces.
The Greenbelt/Open Space areas would
enhance the screening and buffering of
views from surrounding residences and
roadways (namely West Country Club
Lane, La Mirada Street, La Brea Street and
Portola Avenue). Additionally, the Project
would be designed to maintain a relatively
low profile and would be similarly scaled
to residential development in the area…
The Project would not substantially
interrupt or obstruct available views from
any scenic vistas.
The comment does not raise any specific issue related
adequacy of the EIR. The City will include the
comment as part of the Final EIR for review and
consideration by the decision makers prior to a final
decision on the Project.
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I24-4

The City acknowledges the comment and notes it
expresses the opinions of the commenter, and does not
raise an issue related to the adequacy of any specific
section or analysis of the EIR.

I24-5

The comment generally refers to air quality, which
was analyzed in Section 2.1, Air Quality, of the
EIR. Section 2.1 concluded that impacts related to air
quality would be less than significant. The comment
9993
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does not raise any specific issue regarding that
analysis and, therefore, no more specific response can
be provided or is required.
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I24-6

The comment generally refers to safety. Police
protection was analyzed in Section 3.1.7, Public
Services, of the EIR. The comment does not raise any
specific issue regarding that analysis and, therefore, no
more specific response can be provided or is required.

I24-7

See response I24-2 regarding traffic concerns. The
comment does not raise any specific issue regarding
the analysis in the EIR and, therefore, no further
response can be provided or is required.

I24-8

The City acknowledges the comment. However, this
comment does not raise any issue concerning the
adequacy of the EIR. The City will include the
comment as part of the Final EIR for review and
consideration by the decision makers prior to a final
decision on the Project.
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Response to Comment Letter I25
Jim Crouch
August 2, 2017
I25-1

The City of Escondido (City) acknowledges the
comment as an introduction to comments that follow.
The City will include the comment in the Final
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for review and
consideration by the decision makers prior to a final
decision on the Project.

I25-2

The topics of police, fire, schools, and water quality
issues were adequately addressed in the EIR in Section
3.1.7, Public Serves, and Section 3.1.9, Utilities. The
comment does not raise any specific issue regarding
that analysis and, therefore, no more specific response
can be provided or is required.

I25-3

The comment cites a general concern regarding traffic,
which was analyzed in Section 2.7, Transportation and
Traffic, of the EIR.
Regarding the performance of the circulation system,
as shown in Tables 2.7-14, 2.7-15, and 2.7-16 of
Section 2.7, Transportation and Traffic, with
mitigation incorporated, potentially significant
impacts at all roadway segments and intersections will
be less than significant with one exception. The
Project would result in a significant impact to the El
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Norte Parkway on-ramp to Interstate 15 (I-15)
southbound during the AM peak hour. Because the
improvement necessary to mitigate the identified
impact would be located within the jurisdiction and
control of the California Department of Transportation
(Caltrans), the City cannot ensure at this time that
Caltrans will permit the improvement to be made.
Therefore, although the impact can and may be
mitigated to a less than significant level, the impact at
this location is considered significant and unavoidable.
If a project results in significant and unavoidable
environmental impacts, the lead agency is required to
prepare a statement of overriding considerations,
which reflects a balancing of competing public
objectives (including environmental, legal, technical,
social, and economic factors). Therefore, a statement
of overriding considerations must be considered and
adopted by the decision makers with the Draft EIR, if
the Project is approved.
The comment does not raise any specific issues related
to the adequacy of information and analysis provided in
the EIR; therefore, no further response can be provided.
The City will include the comment as part of the Final
EIR for review and consideration by the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Project.
I25-4
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The comment refers to concerns regarding drainage
and water quality. As discussed in Section 3.1.4.2.2,
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Hydrology and Water Quality, incorporation of
Project-related surface drains, greenbelts, vegetated
swales, and vegetated stormwater detention basins
would prevent excessive, concentrated surface flows
on site, which in turn could result in erosion induced
siltation of downstream water bodies (see PDF-HY-1
through PDF-HY-4). The EIR found that the Project
would not create or contribute runoff water that would
exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater
drainage systems or provide substantial additional
sources of polluted runoff, and impacts regarding
drainage would be less than significant as a result of
the Project.
I25-5
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The City acknowledges the comment and notes it
expresses the opinions of the commenter, and does not
raise an issue related to the adequacy of any specific
section or analysis of the EIR. The City will include
the comment as part of the Final EIR for review and
consideration by the decision makers prior to a final
decision on the Project.
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INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK
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Response to Comment Letter I26
Kathryn M. Crowe
July 15, 2017
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I26-1

The City of Escondido (City) acknowledges the
comment and notes it expresses the opinions of the
commenter. The Environmental Impact Report (EIR)
has complied with the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) law and CEQA Guidelines. It is
important to note that, while the EIR was prepared by
third-party consultants, it was prepared on behalf of
the City. The EIR is an informational document that
will information public agency decision makers and
the public of the significant effects of the Project,
identify possible ways to minimize the significant
effects, and describe reasonable alternatives to the
Project (14 CCR 15121(a)).

I26-2

The City acknowledges the comment; however, it does
not raise an issue related to the adequacy of the EIR.
CEQA requires that an EIR specify the existing
physical environmental conditions to establish the
“environmental baseline” against which project
impacts may be evaluated (14 CCR 15125(a)).
Environmental impacts should be examined in light of
this baseline environment as it exists when a project is
approved (14 CCR 15125(a)). The EIR properly
considered the Project’s effects against the existing
environmental baseline, which has been established as
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required under CEQA and considers the state of the
property at the time the Notice of Preparation was
issued. The City acknowledges that several
encroachments into the Project were made by 43
adjacent private properties. Sliver lots have been
created along the perimeter of the Project boundary to
encompass these encroachments and vary from 5 feet
to 15 feet in depth. The lots are lettered and tabulated
in the Project’s Tentative Map (Lots E1 through E43), which is available for public review and may be
downloaded
from
the
City’s
website
(https://www.escondido.org/ecc.aspx) or by navigating
to www.escondido.org, clicking on “Planning” in the
contact list on the right side of the page, scrolling
down to the “Active Projects” section, and clicking on
“The Villages – Escondido Country Club.” Each
encroachment lot will be deeded to its respective
homeowner. This information is immaterial to the EIR
and does not affect any of the analysis or conclusions
provided in the EIR.
I26-3
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The City has an application process for land
development proposals, which complies with CEQA
law and CEQA Guidelines. The EIR has complied
with CEQA law and CEQA Guidelines. The Project
applicant and lead developer for the Project, New
Urban West Inc., was selected by the City as an
alternative developer of the site. The EIR need not
evaluate previous proposals for the Project area.
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Therefore, the comment does not raise an issue related
to the adequacy of any specific section or analysis of
the EIR.
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I26-4

As shown in Table 2.7-14 of Section 2.7,
Transportation and Traffic, all intersections will
operate at a level of service C or better, and all
roadway segments will be mitigated to below a level
of significance, with the exception of the El Norte
Parkway on-ramp to Interstate 15, which relies on the
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) to
allow the proposed mitigation measure to be
completed. Therefore, the Project would not create a
significant impact on Nutmeg Street, as mentioned in
the comment. Additionally, with implementation of
the Specific Alignment Plan and Mitigation Measures
M-TR-1 through M-TR-8, street segments,
intersections, and ramps meters would operate at an
acceptable level of service. It should also be noted that
the Project does not propose any multi-family units as
claimed by the commenter.

I26-5

See response to I26-4.

I26-6

See response to I26-4.

I26-7

The commenter is correct that the Project would result
in approximately 4,000 daily trips. As shown in Table
2.7-5 of the EIR, the Project is calculated to generate
4,280 daily trips with 319 total AM peak-hour trips
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(97 inbound/222 outbound) and 420 total PM peakhour trips (293 inbound/127 outbound). Regarding
density, it should be noted that, as stated in Section
3.1.5, Land Use, the Project site is currently designated
in the Land Use Element of the General Plan as
Residential Urban I, which allows for up to 5.5
dwelling units per acre. The Project includes 392
dwelling units on approximately 109.3 acres, which
results in a density of 3.6 dwelling units per acre. Thus,
the proposed density is consistent with the City’s
General Plan and is not uncharacteristic of the
surrounding area, which is generally characterized by
low-density single-family neighborhoods with pockets
of medium-density single-family development (duplex
units and small detached homes). The City
acknowledges the commenter’s preference for the
Reduced Density Alternatives evaluated in Chapter 4,
Project Alternatives, of the EIR. The comment will be
reviewed by the decision makers prior to a final
decision on the Project.
I26-8
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The City acknowledges the comment and notes it
expresses the opinions of the commenter and does not
raise an issue related to the adequacy of any specific
section or analysis of the EIR. The applicant and lead
developer for the Project, New Urban West Inc., was
selected by the City as an alternative developer of the
site. The applicant is not responsible for the current
state of the Project site. The City will include the
9993
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comment as part of the Final EIR for review and
consideration by the decision makers prior to a final
decision on the Project.
I26-9
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The Villages – Escondido Country Club Final EIR

The Project includes several one-story housing types
and does not propose condominiums. Additionally, as
analyzed in Section 3.1.1, Aesthetics, of the EIR, the
Project would not result in significant visual or
aesthetic impacts. As stated in Section 3.1.1, the
significance determination of whether the Project
would result in substantial degradation of visual
character and quality is based on the analysis of the
eight key views, as well as an assessment of the
overall character and visual quality of the site and the
surrounding area (EIR page 3.1.1-19). The pad
elevations for the new residential development have
been designed to be lower than the existing
development in most areas so existing near views of
the golf course are replaced by views of the
landscaped
Greenbelt/Open
Spaces.
The
Greenbelt/Open Space areas would enhance the
screening and buffering of views from surrounding
residences and roadways (namely West Country Club
Lane, La Mirada Street, La Brea Street, and Portola
Avenue). Additionally, the Project would be designed
to maintain a relatively low profile and would be
similarly scaled to residential development in the area.
The Project would not substantially interrupt or
obstruct available views from any scenic vistas. No
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designated scenic vistas would be impacted by the
Project (EIR page 3.1.1-12). The commenter does not
provide evidence that is contrary to this analysis.
The Project also includes a Specific Plan and detailed
design guidelines, which provide a framework for
requiring the development to be context sensitive and be
appropriately sited, scaled, and designed to complement
the existing environment. The design guidelines require
that the Project be designed to relate to community
character, design context, and site design. The Specific
Plan design guidelines would ensure appropriate scale of
development and an aesthetically pleasing architectural
character. Therefore, the Project would not adversely
affect public views. In many areas, the site is set back at
an appropriate distance and shielded by vegetated slopes
or context sensitive landscaping. Therefore, impacts
relative to the substantial degradation of visual character
and quality as a result of implementation of the Project
would be less than significant (EIR page 3.1.1-19).
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I26-10

See response to I26-9.

I26-11

The City acknowledges the comment and notes it
expresses the opinions of the commenter and does not
raise an issue related to the adequacy of any specific
section or analysis of the EIR. The City will include
the comment as part of the Final EIR for review and
consideration by the decision makers prior to a final
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decision on the Project.
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I26-12

The City acknowledges the comment and notes it
expresses the opinions of the commenter and does not
raise an issue related to the adequacy of any specific
section or analysis of the EIR. The City acknowledges
the commenter’s preference for the Reduced Density
Alternative analyzed in Chapter 4 of the EIR. The City
will include the comment as part of the Final EIR for
review and consideration by the decision makers prior
to a final decision on the Project.

I26-13

See response to I26-12.

I26-14

See response to I26-12.
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Response to Comment Letter I27
Kathryn M. Crowe
July 24, 2017
I27-1

The City of Escondido (City) acknowledges the
commenter’s preference for story poles. The following is
stated in Section 3.1.1, Aesthetics (EIR page 3.1.1-19):
The significance determination as to
whether the Project would result in
substantial degradation of visual character
and quality is based on the analysis of the
eight key views, as well as assessment of
the overall character and visual quality of
the site, and the surrounding area.
The maximum height of buildings associated with the
Project would be 35 feet, which is similar to other
structures in the surrounding areas. Therefore, story
poles are not required to fully and adequately analyze
the Project’s impacts.

I27-2

October 2017
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The City acknowledges the comment and concern
regarding traffic mitigation. Because the comment is
general, a general response is all that is required
(Paulek v. California Dept. Water Resources 2014).
The commenter does not provide any specificity as to
which traffic mitigation is concerning. The Project, as
required under the California Environmental Quality
9993
RTC-I27-1

Response to Comments
Act, has applied mitigation to avoid any potentially
significant environmental impacts.
I27-3

The City acknowledges the comment and general
concern regarding police and fire. Because the
comments are general, a general response is all that is
required (Paulek v. California Dept. Water Resources
2014). The Environmental Impact Report fully
analyzed the Project’s potential impacts to police and
fire services and concluded the Project would result in
less than significant impacts (refer to Section 3.1.7,
Public Services).

References
Paulek v. California Dept. Water Resources. 2014. 231
Cal.App.4th 35, 47.
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Response to Comment Letter I28
Robert Crowe
July 7, 2017
I28-1

The City of Escondido (City) has an application
process for land development proposals, which
complies with the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA) law and CEQA Guidelines. The
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) has complied
with CEQA law and CEQA Guidelines. It is important
to note that, while the EIR was prepared by third-party
consultants, it was prepared on behalf of the City. The
EIR is an informational document that will inform
public agency decision makers and the public of the
significant effects of the Project, identify possible
ways to minimize the significant effects, and describe
reasonable alternatives to the Project (14 CCR
15121(a)). The City acknowledges this comment, and
notes it expresses general opposition for the Project
but does not raise any issue concerning the adequacy
of the EIR.

I28-2

The Project applicant and lead developer for the
Project, New Urban West Inc., was selected by the
City as an alternative developer of the site. The
applicant is not responsible for the current state of the
Project site.
The EIR correctly discloses the existing condition of
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the site as a blighted condition. CEQA requires that an
EIR specify the existing physical environmental
conditions to establish the “environmental baseline”
against which Project impacts may be evaluated.
Environmental impacts generally should be examined
in light of this baseline environment as it exists when a
project is approved (14 CCR 15125(a)).
The manner in which the blighted conditions were
created, and whether the owner was cited for
violations, is immaterial to the EIR. In addition, the
City’s enforcement obligations or authority are not
impacted by the Project or the EIR.
The City acknowledges the comment, and notes it
expresses the opinions of the commenter. The
comment is included as part of the Final EIR for
review and consideration by the decision makers prior
to a final decision on the Project. No further response
is required or necessary.
I28-3
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The commenter expresses concern regarding the
proposed zoning and density for the Project. The City
has an application process for land development
proposals, which complies with CEQA law and CEQA
Guidelines. The Project seeks a zone change to
Specific Plan SP Zone. As stated in Section 3.1.5,
Land Use, of the EIR, the Project would be consistent
with the General Plan and Zoning Ordinance upon
issuance of the foregoing approvals. Section 3.1.5 of
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the EIR describes and analyzes the Project’s land use
and design compatibility. Appendix 3.1.5-1, City of
Escondido General Plan Policy Consistency Analysis
Table, to the EIR includes a comprehensive policy
consistency analysis for the Project and addresses the
Project’s potential conflicts with applicable land use
plans or regulations adopted to avoid or mitigate an
environmental effect. The analysis in the EIR
concludes that the Project does not conflict with the
City’s General Plan and Zoning Ordinance. The
Project’s density and compatibility with the
surrounding area were analyzed in Section 3.1.5 of the
EIR. The following is stated in Section 3.1.5 of the
EIR (EIR page 3.1.5-14):
The Project site is currently designated in
the Land Use Element of the General Plan
as Residential Urban I, which allows for
up to 5.5 dwelling units per acre. The
Project includes a total of 392 dwelling
units on approximately 109.3 acres, which
results in a density of 3.6 dwelling units
per acre… The location, density, and
intensity of suburban-style development
within this community area have mainly
developed through planned residential
development
and
are
generally
characterized by low-density single-family
neighborhoods, with pockets of mediumOctober 2017
The Villages – Escondido Country Club Final EIR
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density single-family development (duplex
units and small detached homes). The
design of the Project site as proposed with
the 48-acre Open Space System and
greenbelt is context sensitive, and would
visually and physically be compatible with
surrounding land uses.
Therefore, the proposed density is consistent with the
City’s General Plan. The comment does not raise any
specific issue regarding the analysis provided in the
EIR; therefore, no more specific response can be
provided or is required.
I28-4
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The comment claims that the Project does not propose
a variety of housing types and that all housing types
would be two-story. The Project, as described in
Chapter 1, Project Description, Location, and
Environmental Setting, and illustrated on Figures 1-1
through 1-4 of the EIR, proposes a variety of lot sizes
and a combination of single- and two-story
components within three proposed villages. The
Project’s Specific Plan contains a distinct set of
architectural design requirements for each of the three
villages (Craftsman, Western Cottage, and Spanish
Monterey), ensuring that all housing types have a
related architectural design. Village 3 includes a
housing type consisting of four or six homes located
on a common residential lot. The common lot with six
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units is designed to have the single-story, detached
single-family unit in the portion of the common parcel
that is adjacent to the greenbelt that buffers the
existing residences from these six-unit clustered
homes (Section 3.1.1.2.2 of the EIR). Therefore,
although the common lot is unique to Village 3 within
the Project site, the stepped-back design is visually
consistent with the other homes both proposed and
existing in the surrounding area. There is also a series
of single-story lots along the southeastern portion of
Village 1.
Additionally, as analyzed in Section 3.1.1, Aesthetics,
of the EIR, the Project would be designed to maintain
a relatively low profile and would be similarly scaled
to residential development in the area. As described in
Section 1.4.2, Surrounding Environment, in the EIR,
the surrounding area is characterized by low-density,
single-family residential uses on small lots and a
variety of duplex and condominium complexes. Figure
1-7 in the EIR illustrates surrounding land uses, which
includes
the
existing
two-story
residential
development. Lastly, the City’s General Plan includes
Residential Development Policy 3.10, which states the
following: Encourage proportionate numbers of twostory dwelling units within single-family detached
subdivisions to promote variety and avoid monotonous
streetscapes and visual impacts. The comment does
not raise any specific issue related to the adequacy of
October 2017
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the analysis in the EIR; therefore, no further response
is provided.
I28-5

The following is stated in Section 3.1.8, Recreation, of
the EIR (pages 3.1.8-8 and 3.1.8-9):
The Project would replace an abandoned golf
course and would result in an increase of
approximately 392 single-family dwelling units in
the City and provide approximately 48 acres of
open space. The Project incorporates an extensive
Open Space System that includes approximately 4
miles of walking trails, a series of pocket parks,
and environmental drainage/landscape features
that act as buffers. . . . The Project’s recreational
facilities would be privately developed and
maintained; however, they are available for public
use… Additionally, the developer would be
required to pay the City’s park fee of $4,129 per
dwelling unit, minus the eligible parkland
provided on site by the Project. This payment of
$1,618,568 would ensure that the City’s
established park land and recreational facility
standards are met with respect to the additional
needs created by the development.
The City does not agree that the proposed trails and
other spaces will not be open to the public. The
commenter incorrectly assumes that the property will
be gated. The Project area will not be gated. The trails
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system will have an irrevocable public access
easement over the entire 4-mile segment to ensure it is
accessible to the public. This will be a condition of
Project approval.
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I28-6

The City acknowledges the comment and notes it
raises economic, social, or political issues that do not
appear to relate to any physical effect on the
environment. The City will include the comment as
part of the Final EIR for review and consideration by
the decision makers prior to a final decision on the
Project.

I28-7

As shown in Figure 2.7-14 of Section 2.7,
Transportation and Traffic, all intersections will
operate at a level of service C or better, and all
roadway segments will be mitigated to below a level
of significance except the El Norte Parkway on-ramp
to Interstate 15, which relies on California Department
of Transportation to allow the proposed mitigation
measure to be completed. Therefore, the Project is not
expected to “overload the existing streets or cause new
traffic problems” as stated in the comment.

I28-8

See Response Crowe-4. As analyzed in Section 3.1.1
of the EIR, the Project would not result in significant
visual or aesthetic impacts. Section 3.1.1 describes
the key views from multiple public views of the
Project. As stated on page 3.1.1-15 of the EIR, the
Project residences would be consistent in height, bulk,
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and scale with the surrounding existing residences.
Also, as stated in Section 3.1.1.2.2 of the EIR, given the
depressed elevation of the Project area in some areas,
the proposed homes are lower in elevation, and
therefore, the scale of the Project is reduced. The
Project would be designed to maintain a relatively low
profile and would be similarly scaled to residential
development in the area (p. 3.1.1-12). The City will
include the comment as part of the Final EIR for
review and consideration by the decision makers prior
to a final decision on the Project. No further response
is required or necessary.
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I28-9

The topics of water and wastewater received extensive
analysis in the EIR. As expressed in Section 3.1.9,
Utilities and Service Systems, the Project would
comply with the 2015 Urban Water Management Plan
and federal, state, and local legislation limiting water
usage. Additionally, water supply impacts are
considered less than significant. The comment does not
raise any specific issue regarding that analysis;
therefore, no more specific response can be provided or
is required. The City will include the comment as part
of the Final EIR for review and consideration by the
decision makers prior to a final decision on the Project.

I28-10

The City acknowledges the comment, and notes it
raises economic, social, or political issues that do not
appear to relate to any physical effect on the
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environment. However, for informational purposes,
the following response is provided. The comment
claims that the proposed restaurant and bar would not
be open to the general public. The Project site will not
be gated, and the Project’s Covenants, Conditions, and
Restrictions would require this facility to be open to
the public. The restaurant lease will also include terms
that require the facility to be open to the public.
I28-11

Pursuant to Section 15124 of the CEQA Guidelines
(14 CCR 15124), the Project objectives should include
the underlying purpose of the Project and help the lead
agency determine the reasonable range of alternatives.
The comment is general in nature and does not
provide any evidentiary support for the claim that the
EIR’s alternatives analysis is inadequate.
The City disagrees with the assertion that alternatives
were not adequately considered. CEQA Guidelines,
Section 15126.6(a), states “an EIR need not consider
every conceivable alternative to a project. Rather it
must consider a reasonable range of potentially
feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision
making and public participation.” The range of
alternatives required in an EIR is subject to the “rule
of reason” (14 CCR 15126.6(f)).
The EIR considers a reasonable range of alternatives.
The EIR evaluates the following four alternatives in
detail: (1) No Project/No Development Alternative,
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(2) 158-Unit Reduced-Density Alternative, (3) 138Unit Reduced-Density Alternative, and (4) 279-Unit
Reduced-Density Alternative (p. 4-6). As required
under CEQA, each of these alternatives was selected
for its potential to avoid or minimize significant
impacts associated with the Project while also meeting
most of the basic project objectives (p. 4-2). The 158Unit and 138-Unit Reduced-Density Alternatives were
also selected for analysis because they were proposed
by the Escondido Country Club Homeowners’
Association during the public scoping process to
lessen Project impacts (p. 4-4). The EIR considers an
adequate range of potentially feasible alternatives to
foster informed decision making and public
participation.
In addition to these alternatives analyzed in the EIR, the
EIR states that the City considered but rejected an
alternative location for the Project. An alternative site
would not avoid or significantly reduce significant
impacts from the Project and would not achieve basic
Project objectives. Therefore, an alternative site was
considered but rejected from further analysis (page 4-5).
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Response to Comment Letter I29
John Cunningham
August 7, 2017
I29-1
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The commenter expresses general concern regarding
the proposed zoning for the Project. The City of
Escondido (City) has an application process for land
development proposals, which complies with the
California Environmental Quality Act law and
California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines. The
Project seeks a zone change to Specific Plan SP Zone.
As stated in Section 3.1.5, Land Use, of the
Environmental Impact Report (EIR), the Project
would be consistent with the General Plan and Zoning
Ordinance upon issuance of the foregoing approvals.
Section 3.1.5 of the EIR describes and analyzes the
Project’s land use and design compatibility. Appendix
3.1.5-1 to the EIR (City of Escondido General Plan
Policy Consistency Analysis Table) includes a
comprehensive policy consistency analysis for the
Project and addresses the Project’s potential conflicts
with applicable land use plans or regulations adopted
to avoid or mitigate an environmental effect. The
analysis provided in the EIR concludes that the Project
does not conflict with the City’s General Plan and
Zoning Ordinance. The comment does not raise an
issue related to the adequacy of this land use and
zoning analysis as provided in the EIR; therefore, no
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further response is provided.
I29-2
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The comment addresses the general subject area of
open space, which was analyzed in the EIR (refer to
Section 2.2, Biological Resources, and Section
3.1.8, Recreation). However, this comment does not
raise any specific issue regarding analysis of open
space in the EIR. The City will include the comment
as part of the Final EIR for review and consideration
by the decision makers prior to a final decision on
the Project.
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